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Introduction

To successfully address climate
change in Washington, the state’s
leaders and its citizens have shown their
desire to rise to the challenge. The Gov-
ernor’s Executive Order 07-02 calls not
only for recommendations for policies
and strategies, but also for:

4 initiating active involvement by the
state in the development of regional and
national climate policies and coordina-
tion with British Columbia;

@ recommending how the state as an en-
tity can reduce its generation of green-
house gas emissions;

¢ working with state of Washington’s
local governments to maximize coordi-
nation and effectiveness of local and
state climate initiatives; and

® engaging the general public in the
process, soliciting comments and in-
volvement and developing recommen-
dations for future public education and
outreach.

This chapter addresses these aspects of
the Climate Change Challenge in three
parts: 1) recommendations for a frame-
work to support an engaged and in-
formed citizenry, 2) actions that state
government is taking and 3) public ef-
forts at the local level:

@ The proposed Citizen Engagement
and Action Framework is the product of
an extensive stakeholder process, and
identifies a range of things needed for
citizens to effectively engage in address-
ing climate change.

@ The State Government Actions section
looks at how Washington'’s state govern-
ment is working with other governmen-
tal partners at a regional level, is
incorporating climate change issues into
its services to the people of the state, and
is reducing its own greenhouse gas foot-
print. This section includes a progress re-
port on several recent actions, including
work toward clean cars, clean fuels, state
fleet efficiency, energy efficiency, renew-
able energy, and the utility greenhouse
gas emissions performance standard.

¢ The Local Efforts section profiles sev-
eral public efforts that dovetail with the
state’s goals and provide leadership for
addressing climate change from the local
level.
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|. Citizen Engagement and

Action Framework

Washington governments, busi-

nesses, communities, and individ-
uals all have a stake in reducing GHG
emissions and preparing for the effects
that cannot be avoided. Legislation, poli-
cies, and incentives are some of the ac-
tions needed to meet the state’s goals.
And many of these actions will require
people to make different choices in their
day to day decisions and activities.

For example, in 2005, 47 percent of
Washington’s greenhouse gas emissions
were related to transportation. This is an
area in which individuals, businesses
and communities can make big reduc-
tions by making different choices. Re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions related
to transportation will require thoughtful
consideration around different infra-
structure investment, community plan-
ning, and land use in order to allow real
choices for people in how they get to
where they live, work and play. It will
also require that individuals think differ-
ently about how — and how often — they
travel, especially as a single passenger.

Individual choices and actions can
also make a huge difference in how effi-
ciently homes and commercial buildings
use energy. Innovative construction and
remodeling, new technology, and con-
servation can help reduce energy de-
mands.

To reach the 2020 reduction goals, all
of us — consumers, homeowners, com-
muters and business owners — need to
understand how our personal decisions
contribute to climate change and what
we can do to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. We also need to take advan-
tage of the opportunities presented by
climate change for new technologies,
new jobs, and economic prosperity, in-
cluding some of society’s more disad-
vantaged populations.

I. Citizen Engagement and Action Framework

The Governor’s Executive Order asked
for recommendations for educating and
engaging the public in the Climate
Change Challenge. In fall 2007, Ecology
hosted three summits around the state to
tap into westside and eastside knowl-
edge and expertise on climate change ed-
ucation. The two goals of the summits
were to draft a framework for citizen en-
gagement recommendations in response
to the Governor’s Executive Order, and
to develop a network of climate educa-
tion practitioners and stakeholders.

More than 70 climate educators at-
tended the three summits. They repre-
sented a diverse group including
regional energy providers, non-profits,
city and county governments, tribes,
Z00s, aquariums, universities, classroom
teachers, private citizens, and federal
and state agencies. Dozens more stake-
holders and citizens also provided re-
view and comments on the draft
framework. (See Appendix S for com-
plete list of attendees and reviewers.)

The citizen engagement and action
framework is linked to the priorities and
recommendations identified by the Cli-
mate Advisory Team, and its Technical
Working Groups, and the Preparation
and Adaptation Working Groups, but
it’s only the beginning. Because citizen
engagement stakeholders, the Prepara-
tion and Adaptation Working Groups,
Technical Working Groups and Climate
Advisory Team were all simultaneously
working on their respective recommen-
dations, there is still much work to be
done to fully align the citizen engage-
ment framework with the recommenda-
tions found in other chapters of this
report.
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Hundreds of comments were received
from the climate change education sum-
mit participants and reviewers. The
stakeholder process resulted in eight
fundamental intended results and gener-
ated hundreds of ideas for specific ac-
tions that can be taken to reduce our
state’s greenhouse gas emissions, to pre-
pare for the impacts of climate change,
and to identify and take advantage of
economic opportunities.

Washington’s inclusion of a public
education and engagement framework
in its planned response to climate change
challenges is unique. It presents the state
with the opportunity to provide leader-
ship in further engaging citizens in tak-
ing action to address climate change.
Because these opportunities are so nu-
merous, this should be considered a pre-
liminary framework. It shows a few
examples of existing and emerging pro-
grams ready to help accomplish the in-
tended results. A complete framework
would include many more of the actions
generated by the stakeholders and
would also identify program gaps and
ways to fill them. (See Appendix T for
complete list generated by the stake-
holders.)

Preliminary Citizen Engagement
and Action Framework

The Citizen Engagement and Action
Framework describes examples of ac-
tions that could be taken to achieve the
following intended results:

Technical Assistance

Intended Result: Consumers, homeown-
ers, commuters, business owners, and
others have the technical assistance they
need to make choices that will reduce
their greenhouse gas emissions.

Action: Implement grassroots efforts
through existing channels, such as energy
providers, municipalities, and extension
offices to provide technical assistance
with such things as programmable ther-
mostats, smart meters, consumer pur-
chasing decisions, transportation options,
and lighting options. Another effort could
create carbon labels to be used on appli-
ances and products to help consumers
make informed choices. WSU Extension is
developing a Carbon Masters program,
similar to its Master Gardener program,
in which people will be trained to teach
others about reducing their greenhouse
gas emissions.

Program Capacity

Intended Result: Existing climate change
educators work in coordination to de-
liver effective programs in local commu-
nities; gaps are identified and filled.

Action: Coordinate and support the ef-
forts of existing climate change educa-
tion programs and local efforts to ensure
maximum return for each dollar spent
and to minimize duplication. WSU now
sponsors “Power Your Future,” a compe-
tition for high school students to develop
programs and /or technology related to
climate change. WSU is looking for part-
ners to broaden the outreach and partici-
pation in this program. Potential
partners include Office of Superinten-
dent of Public Instruction’s “Sustainable
by Design” program, Ecology, CTED
and Pacific Education Institute. WSU has
the potential to reach many students
around the state, but needs assistance in
getting information about the program
to interested teachers and students.

I. Citizen Engagement and Action Framework



Economic Advantage

Intended Result: A trained and knowl-
edgeable “green collar” work force helps
place Washington in a competitive
global economic position.

Action: Train existing and future employ-
ees through targeted programs,
mentoring, and apprenticeships and pre-
pare them to work for a clean energy fu-
ture. For example, Puget Sound Energy
is making it a priority to re-train its exist-
ing work force and to find qualified em-
ployees trained in energy efficiency and
clean energy technology. Energy provid-
ers, secondary and post-secondary edu-
cation providers can partner in
developing these training programs.
Special attention should be paid to low-
income and other disadvantaged popula-
tions.

Education & Training

Intended Result: A vocational/technologi-
cal career pathway from high school to
post-secondary institutions produces a
workforce prepared to meet climate
change challenges.

Action: Develop climate change-related
vocational and technical programs that
meet the needs of students and that pre-
pare them for careers that will help re-
duce Washington’s greenhouse gas
emissions. This requires also training
teachers capable of developing and
teaching the programs. An example of
this type of program currently is offered
at Cascadia Community College in Seat-
tle.

Access

Intended Result: A climate change clear-
inghouse of information and resources is
created and maintained.

Action: Currently, many groups and pro-
grams are working separately and inde-
pendently to inform and assist
Washington citizens to reduce their
greenhouse gas contributions. In the citi-
zen engagement summits held around
the state in 2007, participants voiced a
strong interest in having access to a
clearinghouse to find resources, to stay
informed, and to collaborate with col-
leagues. A responsible party is needed to

I. Citizen Engagement and Action Framework

develop and maintain an effective clear-
inghouse of information and resources; a
function that could be provided by a
state agency.

Youth Grassroots Engagement

Intended Result: A peer-to-peer network
of youth is informed and motivated to
reduce their GHG emissions, seek ca-
reers and business opportunities, and de-
velop appropriate technology.

Action: To reach youth, enlist the assis-
tance of informed youth to develop entic-
ing and compelling messages via sources
most familiar to young people (such as
YouTube, MySpace, etc.). A youth net-
work of peers could be developed
through the use of state-required culmi-
nating projects at the high school level.

Media Informs Citizens

Intended Result: The media consistently
have the information they need, when
they need it, to help citizens make in-
formed decisions.

Action: Consistent messages and data —
and timely news opportunities — are pro-
vided to the media by government, busi-
ness, education program providers, and
others. Information is easily accessible to
the media through websites, press re-
leases, and personal communication,
such as editorial boards and tours of lo-
cal projects.

Preparing for Unavoidable Impacts
Intended Result: Farmers, foresters,
coastal landowners, homeowners and
many others understand what actions
they can take to prepare for and adapt to
climate change.

Action: Local, state and federal public
agencies develop information and edu-
cate specific audiences to help prepare
for and adapt to unavoidable impacts of
climate change.
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Recommended Next Steps -
Supporting the Framework

This framework provides an effective
roadmap for developing a comprehen-
sive approach to citizen engagement and
action. However, much work remains to
be done:

@ The recommendations for action need
to be further developed by a broader
group of public and private stake-
holders.

@ There needs to be more opportunity
for public review and input.

@ The framework needs to be tied more
directly to the recommendations from
the Climate Advisory Team and the
Preparation and Adaptation Working
Groups.

Several state and many local agencies
have a role in meeting the challenge of
climate change, but none have the exist-
ing capacity to carry out the public out-
reach and citizen engagement necessary
to meet the climate change challenge.
Their existing communication and en-
gagement resources are devoted to help-
ing them carry out their current core
missions. Climate change is new and
evolving and consistency in messages to
the public is critical.

To further develop and implement
the framework to help Washington meet
its climate change goals, additional new
elements are needed:

Phase 1

To provide citizens with opportunities to
understand and join Washington’s cli-
mate challenge, Ecology and CTED will:

@ Develop and maintain a climate
change website and listserve.

@ Inform the public about the Climate
Advisory Team, the Technical Working
Groups, the Preparation and Adaptation
Working Groups, and the Education and
Engagement process, providing opportu-
nities for comment.

@ Share draft documents on the climate
change website and via the listserve, and
solicit public comment.

@ Release the draft recommendations of
the Climate Advisory Team and the

PAWGs, both of which will be posted on
the Ecology website for public review
and comment. Experts are available to
the media to answer questions.

@ Conduct news and editorial briefings
around the state prior to the release of
the final reports and recommendations
to CTED and Ecology.

© Announce the final recommendations
of Ecology and CTED to Governor
Gregoire on Feb. 6, 2008. Experts are
available to the media to answer ques-
tions.

Phase 2
Contingent on available funding, establish
a Citizen Engagement & Action coordina-
tor at Ecology to serve Ecology, CTED and
other state and local agencies and organi-
zations involved in carrying out Washing-
ton Climate Challenge strategies.

If funded, this coordinator will:

@ Leverage the combined communica-
tion and engagement resources of sev-
eral state agencies in helping
Washington communities, businesses
and citizens to meet the challenge of cli-
mate change.

¢ Organize and support a Washington
Climate Action Network of citizen, com-
munity, business and public-sector
groups around the state.

@ Be accountable for carrying out an en-
gagement and action plan and delivering
specific outcomes.

© Work with the Climate Action Net-
work to establish quantifiable and mea-
surable targets that will demonstrate the
impacts of local and individual actions
on greenhouse gas emissions goals.

¢ Use the new Climate Action Network to
identify gaps and overlaps and recom-
mend targeted engagement investments
for decision makers to consider in 2009-11.

I. Citizen Engagement and Action Framework



Phase 3
If established, the Citizen Engagement &
Action coordinator will:

¢ Continue to implement and coordi-
nate a fully-functioning Climate Action
Network.

© Collect measurable data from network
members to document the number of
people involved in activities that will
help meet the State’s greenhouse gas re-
duction goals.

¢ Work with staff at Ecology, who will
be measuring GHG reductions, to assess
the success of the state’s various strate-
gies to reduce emissions, and to dissemi-
nate this information to the public.

¢ With the Network, evaluate engage-
ment programs to determine where effi-
ciencies can occur and where additional
funding is needed to build capacity.

© Work with the Network, funding enti-
ties, and users of the engagement pro-
gram(s) to identify gaps.

I. Citizen Engagement and Action Framework
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[I. State Government Actions

tate government has many responsi-

bilities in providing services to the
people of Washington. Included in those
responsibilities is the need to address cli-
mate change. This section looks at how
Washington State government is work-
ing with other governmental partners, is
incorporating climate change issues into
its services, and is working to reduce its
own impacts.

¢ As a partner with other state and pro-
vincial governments, Washington’s par-
ticipation in the Western Climate
Initiative (WCI) recognizes that our
state’s climate change impacts and op-
portunities do not end at our borders. In
addition, a Memorandum of Under-
standing with British Columbia recog-
nizes that as we share a climate and
marine environment with our neighbor
to the north, we must also work together
to protect it.

¢ Within our borders, state government
can address climate change issues not
only through its programs and services,
but also as an entity itself. The state
owns and operates facilities across the
state and is the owner of a large fleet of
motor vehicles, ferries and airplanes. Ef-
forts to reduce the state’s own green-
house gas emissions not only serve as a
model but also are critical to the success
of the Climate Change Challenge. We
must “walk the talk.”

The Western Climate Initiative is a collab-
oration effort between western states, Ca-
nadian provinces, and Mexican states to
reduce greenhouse gases in our region.

The Initiative was originally signed
on February 26, 2007 by the governors of
Washington, Oregon, California, Arizona
and New Mexico. It invited other states,
provinces, Mexican states and Indian
Tribes to join as partners or observers.
As of this date, the provinces of British
Columbia and Manitoba and the states of
Utah and Montana have formally joined
as partners. Kansas, Wyoming, Nevada,
Colorado, Alaska, Idaho, the provinces of
Quebec, Saskatchewan and Ontario and the
Mexican states of Sonora, Tamaulipas, Baja
and Chihuahua are all observers.

The Initiative directs the staff of the
partners (signatories) to accomplish
three tasks:

1. Set a regional greenhouse gas reduc-
tion goal that is consistent with each
partner’s individual reduction goal;

2. Join a multi-state registry to track,
manage and credit entities that report
their greenhouse gas emissions and the
reductions they make; and

3. Develop a design for a regional multi-
sector market-based mechanism, such as
a load-based cap and trade program, to
help achieve the emission reductions.
This design is to be completed by August
26, 2008, eighteen months after the Initia-
tive was signed by the five founding
partners.

Il. State Government Actions



What We Expect To Deliver
Recommendations for the regional multi-
sector market-based mechanism will be
delivered to our respective governors
and premiers in the form of a Memoran-
dum of Agreement. It will be accompa-
nied by information that explains where
the partners believe consistency between
the states and provinces is crucial to en-
sure a seamless carbon trading market as
well as those design features where con-
sistency is not as critical. Just as impor-
tant, the partners will explain where they
believe more work is necessary in both
the short and long term. In Washington,
these recommendations will be for-
warded to the 2009 legislature for its
consideration.

WCI Work Status

The partners have accomplished two of
the three tasks: a regional reduction goal
has been established and all partners
(and observers) have joined The Climate
Registry, the only multi-state registry in
the United States.

Regional Reduction Goal

Working with the emissions inventory
and projection for each of the partner ju-
risdictions, the WCI determined that a 15
percent reduction from 2005 levels by
2020 was consistent with all of the part-
ners’ individual goals. With each partner
reaching its own goal, the region is as-
sured of achieving this level of reduc-
tion. For Washington, the regional goal is
consistent with the goals set out in Exec-
utive Order 07-02 and Senate Bill 6001.

The Climate Registry

The Climate Registry is developing stan-
dard protocols to ensure consistent, ac-
curate and verifiable reporting of
greenhouse gases. These protocols will
ensure that a ton of carbon, wherever
emitted or reduced, is counted in the
same way, giving assurance to any car-
bon trading markets that have formed or
will form.

The Climate Registry is a non-profit
corporation whose Board of Directors is
made up of each of the governments that
are its members. Currently, there are 39

Il. State Government Actions

states, the District of Columbia, three Ca-
nadian provinces and four Mexican
states that are members. (All 13 Cana-
dian provinces have committed to join.)

Multi-Sector Market-Based
Mechanism: GHG Cap and Trade
Currently, five subcommittees have been
formed to analyze the technical aspects
of creating a cap and trade program for
greenhouse gases and make recommen-
dations to the partners. The subcommit-
tees and their initial responsibilities are
to address:

@ Scope — Which sectors of the economy,
which emission sources and greenhouse
gases should be covered in a cap and
trade program? What is the right point of
regulation for each?

@ Electricity — Given the unique nature
of the electricity sector in the west, how
should the program be designed to best
include that sector in a cap and trade
program?

& Allocations - How will the regional cap
on greenhouse gas emissions be deter-
mined and allocated between the part-
ners and/or between sectors? How
should credit for early reduction actions
be given?

@ Offsets — What is the role of an offset in
this cap and trade program and how
should it be designed to ensure offset
projects are credible?

® Reporting — What is the best design for
reporting that can ensure maximum con-
sistency throughout the partner jurisdic-
tions for reporting sources and for the
states and provinces? What should be
the role of The Climate Registry and how
should that be set up to make reporting
administratively simple for reporting
sources and for government?

In early February, 2008, the WCI will be
issuing a contract for an economic analy-
sis and modeling of the various cap and
trade design options.
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How WCI Works

The WCI works through subcommittees
and operates on a consensus decision-
making model. Each of the partners par-
ticipates in monthly staff-level work ses-
sions of the group. Partners and
observers participate on the subcommit-
tees. The Center for Climate Strategies is
under contract to WCI to provide techni-
cal analysis. Support is also provided by
the Pew Center on Climate Change, the
World Resources Institute, the New
America Foundation and the United
Kingdom. The Western Governors Asso-
ciation is under contract to the WCI to
provide overall project management.

Stakeholder Outreach

In addition to hosting a website and a list
serve, WCI partners hold regional
teleconferences with stakeholders after
each monthly working session. There are
educational webinars hosted by the WCI
technical advisors on the basics of cap
and trade. The WCI work plan and each
subcommittee’s initial design issues have
been submitted for public review and
comment. One regional face-to-face
stakeholder meeting has been held and
more are planned. The subcommittees
are identifying opportunities to provide
their initial recommendations for public
review and comment. A comprehensive
draft of the recommendations will be
made available for public input in May
2008. The draft design will be made
available in July 2008.

Each state and province is also con-
ducting its own WCI stakeholder pro-
cess. In Washington, we meet regularly
with WCI stakeholders in person and via
teleconferences. We regularly post infor-
mation on our list serve and maintain a
comprehensive climate change website
with WCI and The Climate Registry in-
formation. We are also working with our
stakeholders to try to find common
ground on the major design options be-
ing considered by the subcommittees.

Other Efforts in the United States
WClI is not the only regional climate
change effort underway in the United
States, and there is opportunity for les-
sons learned to be shared among these
efforts. Counting the states in the WCI,
23 states are currently working on the
development of regional cap and trade
programs for greenhouse gases. The Re-
gional Greenhouse Gas Initiative is a co-
operative effort between ten eastern
states to establish a regional cap and
trade program for the electricity sector.
In addition, six mid-western governors
have signed an agreement to create a
multi-sector market-based mechanism
for their states. Their model rule is to be
developed by August 2008.
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In addition to working as partners under
the Western Climate Change Initiative,
in 2007 the Governor and British Colum-
bia’s Premier signed a Memorandum of
Understanding between the State of
Washington and the Province of British
Columbia on Pacific Coast Collaboration
to Protect Our Shared Climate and
Ocean.

Under this Memorandum, Washing-
ton and British Columbia commit to
work together to:

# cap greenhouse gas emissions;

# reduce greenhouse gasses from the
transportation sector;

@ pursue aggressive clean and renew-
able energy policies;

@ combine efforts to improve air quality;

# coordinate efforts to encourage clean
technologies; and

¢ monitor and record improvements.

Washington and British Columbia also
commit to work together on ocean
health; collaborate on activities that pro-
tect and restore coastal and marine habi-
tats; encourage the development of
ecosystem management approaches for
ocean and coastal resources; build part-
nerships with individuals, businesses
and others to help achieve climate
change goals; and bring Pacific Coast
governors and their key cabinet mem-
bers together to forge a new Pacific Coast
Collaborative on other areas of mutual
interest and benefit for the Pacific coast
region.

The related Forest Memorandum of
Understanding between Washington and
B.C. was also adopted to collaborate to
improve forest health conditions, adapt
to climate change, increase capacity and
effectiveness for wildfire protection, and
produce bio-energy from forest prod-
ucts.

The University of Washington’s Cli-
mate Impacts Group (CIG) is working
with British Columbia universities and
other entities on several collaborative re-
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search projects related to hydrology and
water resources:

¢ Working with the Columbia Basin
Trust (based in the interior of B.C.) on
water initiatives, including an effort to
launch a climate change adaptation pilot
project with four communities in the BC
portion of the Columbia basin.

# Collaborating with the Pacific Climate
Impacts Consortium (PCIC), B.C. Hydro,
and Environment Canada to assist in
building a fine scale, high resolution
model for all of British Columbia and the
Frazer basin. In addition, CIG is working
with Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA), the Northwest Power and Con-
servation Council (NPCC), and BC Hy-
dro on the Columbia Basin hydrologic
modeling work and developing
hydrologic climate change scenarios for
approximately 200 stream locations in
the Columbia River basin. CIG's work on
the Columbia is funded by Washington,
British Columbia, Idaho, Oregon, BPA
and NPCC.

In the area of forest management, the
Climate Impacts Group and British Co-
lumbia entities are involved in the fol-
lowing research projects:

@ A collaborative project between the
U.S. Forest Service, the Climate Impacts
Group, and the University of British Co-
lumbia looked at regional relationships
between climate and surface fire in the
interior Columbia Basin (B.C., Washing-
ton and Oregon). The fire history was re-
constructed and summarized along with
reconstructed climate data from the re-
gion for the period between 1651 and
1900. The results were published in the
International Journal of Wildland Fire,
on 8/10/2007.

In the area of salmon conservation, the
Climate Impacts Group, UW Department
of Fisheries, and collaborators from Uni-
versity of British Columbia and Simon
Frazer University are:

® Need bullets: Collaborating to assem-
ble historic salmon abundance, harvest
and hatchery production data. They are
also developing a simulation model for
investigating the integrated impacts of
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large scale threats and conservation
strategies for pink, sockeye and chum
salmon in the North Pacific. This project
began in 2007 and will end in July 2009.
It is funded by the Gordon and Betty
Moore Foundation. Collaboration is also
underway on coastal and sea level rise
modeling and assessment of the impacts.

The state has been a leader in taking ac-
tions over the past several years to begin
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, sup-
port sustainable practices and help cata-
lyze the emergence of new clean
technologies and jobs. The actions taken
were mandated by Executive Orders and
actions by the Legislature.

The Governor’s Climate Change
Challenge Executive Order 07-02 identi-
fies several recent actions that, when
fully and timely implemented, are ex-
pected to achieve more than half of the
greenhouse gas reduction target set for
2020.

In addition, over the past five years,
the legislature passed a number of major
pieces of legislation that will make
Washington more energy efficient and
reduce our emissions of greenhouse
gases.

The actions taken by the legislature
cover tailpipe emissions standards, re-
newable fuels, state fleet efficiency, green
buildings, energy efficiency, renewable
energy and establishment of a green-
house gas emission performance stan-
dard for utilities. A brief progress on the
key state actions is provided below.

1. Tailpipe Emission Standards
Transportation is Washington’s main
source of greenhouse gas emissions.
Washington state needs vehicle tailpipe
standards to meet its 2020 emissions re-
duction goal In 2005, the Washington
Legislature adopted California’s clean
car standards, which ensure that, begin-
ning with 2009 models, cars sold in
Washington meet stringent emission
standards, including standards for
greenhouse gas emissions.

For Washington’s (and California’s)
greenhouse gas emission standards to
take effect, the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) must first approve
a petition filed by California allow the
adoption of more stringent tailpipe emis-
sion standards. Since the 1970s, the EPA
has quickly granted every vehicle waiver
— more than 40 — requested by Califor-
nia. However, in December 2007, the
EPA Administrator denied California’s
greenhouse gas waiver request.

It is estimated that implementation of
California clean car standards for green-
house gas emissions would reduce those
emissions in Washington by 5.5 million
metric tons by 2020. This is equivalent to
eliminating about one million cars from
Washington’s roads. In comparison, the
federal standards would reduce green-
house gases by only 3.5 million metric
tons by 2020.

Washington is one of 16 states that
have adopted the California clean car
standards, including standards for
greenhouse gas emissions. In addition to
Washington, the other state that have
adopted, or have committed to adopting,
California's strict automobile emissions
standards are Arizona, Colorado, Con-
necticut, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Montana,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Or-
egon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah,
and Vermont .

After EPA announced its intention to
deny California’s waiver request, Gover-
nor Gregoire announced that Washing-
ton would seek legal action against the
federal government, and joined 12 other
states in suing EPA for its failure to ap-
prove the waiver.
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On January 23, 2008 the Governor
joined 12 other governors in sending a
letter to the EPA Administrator, Stephen
Johnson, objecting to the Administrator’s
denial of the waiver on the basis that it is
without merit and it ignores the rights of
the states, as well as the will of the citi-
zens of the nation. Also, on January 23,
2008, 17 Attorneys General sent a letter
to the Administrator urging him to move
forward and take action on the Massa-
chusetts v. EPA remand, and if not, the
states will take action to enforce the
Court’s mandate.

2. Clean Fuels

Washington has worked to diversify its
fuel supply by exploring natural gas and
hybrid vehicles and biofuels. Washing-
ton’s state agencies, fleets, industries and
citizens were early adopters of biofuels
and have worked to coordinate the wide
range of implementation issues, from air
quality and agricultural production to
permits and taxes.

Biofuels — ethanol and biodiesel

In 2006, Governor Gregoire and the Leg-
islature positioned the state to play a
central role in supporting a biofuels in-
dustry. The Legislature passed into law
several requirements and incentives sup-
porting an in-state biodiesel industry. A
statewide minimum renewable fuel use
standard for ethanol and biodiesel was
established to ensure a growing renew-
able fuels market in the state. Two per-
cent of all diesel fuel sold in Washington
must be biodiesel by November 30, 2008
(jumps to 5 percent when in-state oil
seed crushing and feedstocks reach a 3
percent threshold), and two percent of
all gasoline sold in the state must be eth-
anol be December 1, 2008 (could go as
high as 10 percent if it is recommended
by Ecology based on the results of the air
quality study underway, and if in-state
feedstocks are available).

More than $13 million in low interest
loans from the Energy Freedom Program
were awarded in fiscal year 2007 to sup-
port vital biodiesel infrastructure. Loans
were awarded to integrated oilseed
crushing and biodiesel production pro-
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jects; oilseed crushing projects; and
anaerobic digester bio-energy projects.

Biofuels feedstock development in
the state varies dramatically according to
the fuel in question and differs signifi-
cantly from those currently being used to
produce biofuels in other regions. More
typical biofuel feedstocks, such as corn
and soybeans, are not produced in quan-
tity in Washington and must be im-
ported (or irrigated if grown regionally),
so the associated economics are even
more challenging for our state.

While Washington faces some chal-
lenges in producing energy crops, it has
a variety of other biomass resources that
may be used to develop bio-based prod-
ucts and fuels. Due to our climate and
growing conditions, Washington’s most
abundant sources of biomass are woody
and complex in nature (timber waste,
wheat straw, municipal solid wastes).
This type of biomass is referred to as cel-
lulosic biomass because the energy and
fuel potential lies in the plant structure
itself (the cellulose), rather than the
seeds. Therefore, significant work must
be done to develop crops and conversion
technologies that are targeted to Wash-
ington’s conditions.

Washington is investing in research
to develop conversion technologies that
will enable the state to utilize the most
abundant biomass resources while also
identifying and establishing feedstocks
that have the greatest potential to suc-
ceed in Washington’s climate. Research
will help create the needed collection,
transportation and conversion technolo-
gies, improve existing and develop new
sources of biomass, and uncover high-
value bio-products to enhance the eco-
nomics of the bio-economy.

A study conducted by Washington
State University (WSU), with funding
from the Department of Ecology (Ecol-
ogy), indicates that such biomass could
significantly contribute to meeting
Washington’s energy needs. For exam-
ple, assuming that about 50 percent of
the available resource -- from biomass,
municipal solid waste, straw, animal
waste and forest harvesting /thinning
residues -- could be efficiently collected
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and converted, this could yield nearly 25
percent of the state's transportation fuel
needs.

WSU and the Pacific Northwest Na-
tional Laboratory (PNNL) have estab-
lished a new partnership that will
leverage decades of research to provide
national leadership and advance our re-
gion’s role in the emerging bio-products
and bio-energy industry. To help set pri-
orities for the collaboration, WSU and
PNNL are conducting analyses of our
state and regional resources that also will
serve as a roadmap to guide future re-
search, investments and strategies re-
quired to create and maintain an
economically sustainable bio-economy in
the Pacific Northwest.

In 2007, the Legislature passed a
Cleaner Energy Act (HB 1303). Section
402 directed Washington State Univer-
sity and the Department of Community,
Trade and Economic Development
(CTED) to develop suggestions for po-
tential biofuel incentive programs, in-
cluding market incentives, preferred
research programs, and other research
methods to accelerate instate biodiesel
crop development.

An interim report was published
by WSU December 1, 2007, and is
available at: http://www.ses.wsu.edu/
research/EnergyEcon.htm The primary ob-
jective of this interim report is to develop
a set of policy recommendations that
provides a set of proposed actions to:

@ Advance economically viable instate
production of biofuel and biofuel
feedstocks;

¢ Encourage environmentally sustain-
able instate production of biofuel and
biofuel feedstocks;

® Encourage private investment in the
feedstock, distribution, and fuel produc-
tion sectors;

@ Deliver the greatest net reductions of
carbon emissions; and

@ Reduce petroleum dependence.

The final report is due December 1,
2008.

Plug-in hybrid electric vehicle technol-
ogy and electrification

Plug-in hybrid electric vehicle technol-
ogy (PHEV) offers one of the best oppor-
tunities to reduce transportation carbon
dioxide emissions in a cost-effective way.
Smart integration of PHEVs into the elec-
tric power grid and into the transporta-
tion system can provide significant
additional reductions. Coupling biofuels
with PHEVs would further enhance the
capability of PHEVs to lower greenhouse
gas emissions.

In 2007, the Legislature directed
CTED and Ecology to analyze vehicle
electrification (HB 1303, section 401). The
purpose is to accelerate the deployment
of this electrification technology, remove
barriers to more rapid adoption, create
initial incentives and provide for the in-
tegration of PHEVs with other systems,
including the power system and the
transportation system.

The Climate Advisory Team, assisted
by the Transportation and Energy Sup-
ply Technical Working Groups, analyzed
the vehicle electrification as an option for
greenhouse emissions reduction and rec-
ommended a strategy to accelerate and
integrate Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle
use and speed up the deployment of
PHEYV technology, remove barriers to
more rapid adoption, create initial incen-
tives, and provide for the integration of
PHEVs with other energy systems (see
CAT recommendation 6, and Transpor-
tation option 10). The CAT recom-
mended that PHEVs account for 10
percent of car, SUV, and small truck ve-
hicle miles traveled (VMT) statewide by
2020.

CTED and the Department of Ecol-
ogy, building on the recommendations
of the CAT and the Transportation and
Energy Supply Working Groups will
submit a report to the Legislature on
March 1, 2008. The report will focus on:

@ Description of the various technolo-
gies, i.e., plug-in vehicles, vehicle-to-grid
and electrical power technologies.

@ Documenting the benefits to Washing-

ton's environment and economy from
the use of these technologies.
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¢ How to strategically expand the use of
electrification, plug-in hybrid and other
technologies to cargo and cruise termi-
nals, port-related operations and equip-
ment, school buses, state fleet, transit
vehicles and others.

# Ways Washington can demonstrate to
the original equipment manufacturers
that there is a market for the technolo-
gies.

© What the state has to offer in the de-
velopment of these technologies in the
state — incentives, wireless communica-
tions, software, etc.

# Strategic demonstrations to promote
transportation electrification in the pri-
vate and public sectors.

The report will also provide some back-
ground for the development of vehicle
specifications for 2015 required by HB
1303.

3. State Fleet Efficiency

In 2005, an aggressive renewable fuel
standard for state agencies was estab-
lished by Governor Gregoire in Execu-
tive Order 05-01 (superseding Executive
Order 04-06), Establishing Sustainability
and Efficiency Goals for State Opera-
tions. The Executive Order directed
agencies to reduce petroleum use (state
agency fuel use is about 36 million gal-
lons per year) by 20 percent in the opera-
tion of state vehicles and privately-
owned vehicles used for state business
by September 1, 2009, in part through
managed replacement of the state vehicle
fleet with high-efficiency vehicles, and in
part through replacing standard diesel
with biodiesel blends.

Public agencies have purchased more
than 1,100 hybrids since these vehicles
became available through state contracts;
500 of those are part of state agency
fleets. This is a 25 percent increase from
2006. In 2007, a total of 340 of Washing-
ton’s governmental organizations
bought high efficiency vehicles under a
contract negotiated by the Department of
General Administration (GA). The con-
tract is considered one of the best in the
nation. It uses GA Vehicle Rapid Order
Online Messaging (VROOM) to order ve-
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hicles via e-mail, reducing paper work,
saving time and ensuring clear commu-
nication between the customer and the
dealer. More than 37 public agencies re-
ceived rebates on purchases.

The Cleaner Energy Act (HB 1303)
Section 202 requires all state and local
government-owned vessels, vehicles,
and construction equipment to operate
on electricity or biofuel by 2015. CTED is
required by June 1, 2010 to develop rules
about how state and local governments
are to achieve the requirements of Sec-
tion 202. The rules must outline a plan
for how the goals will be met, the factors
considered to comply with the goals, and
a schedule for a phase-in process.

In addition, the Cleaner Energy Act
encourages replacing school buses that
are 1994 models or older with new mod-
els through a school bus replacement in-
centive program. Also, about 8,500 diesel
school buses will be retrofitted in the
next five years.

4. Washington’s
Green Building Initiative
In April 2005, Governor Gregoire signed
Leadership in Energy and Environmen-
tal Design (LEED) requirements into law,
requiring green standards for state-
funded projects larger than 5,000 square
feet and for major renovation projects.
The Governor’s leadership in making
Washington the first state to require that
new public buildings meet green build-
ing standards has landed her national
recognition as a leader in the public
works community. The landmark law
creates energy efficiency, water conser-
vation and other environmental stan-
dards. The high-performance green
buildings bill made Washington the
leader in building schools and other state
buildings that do a much better job of
protecting the state’s air, land and water.
The use of green building designs
would result in major energy savings
and other improvements. For example,
according to the State Board of Educa-
tion and the Superintendent of Public In-
struction’s office, use of green building
designs would result in:
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® 20 percent annual savings in energy
costs;

¢ 20 percent reduction in water costs;
¥ 38 percent in waste water production;

® 22 percent reduction in construction
waste;

¢ A potential reduction in student ab-
senteeism;

© A potential 5 percent decrease in
teacher turnover rates; and

¢ A potential 5 percent to 26 percent im-
provement in standardized test scores.

The mandate specifies that major facility
projects (those that receive funds from
the capital budget) must be built to com-
ply with the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design Silver Standard,
effective July 1, 2006. Washington’s De-
partment of General Administration
(GA) is responsible for implementing
this standard. It must also report to the
Governor on the energy savings of the
new buildings and identify incentives
and disincentives that arise through the
process. GA will be adopting rules in
June 2008 to ensure compliance with the
mandate.

Effective July 1, 2007, all K-12 school
projects must be built to either the Wash-
ington Sustainable Schools Protocol or
the LEED Silver Standard. Washington’s
Office of the Superintendent of Public In-
struction (OSPI) is responsible for imple-
menting this standard. They must also
report to the Governor on the energy
savings of the new buildings and iden-
tify incentives/disincentives that arise
through the process.

Effective July 1, 2008, all affordable
housing projects receiving Housing
Trust Funds must be built to the Ever-
green Standard for Affordable Housing
(the standard that was developed to
comply with Chapter 39.35D RCW). The
Department of Community, Trade, and
Economic Development (CTED) is re-
sponsible for implementing this stan-
dard. CTED must report energy savings
from these projects to GA beginning in
2009.

Concurrent to the Governor adopting
the high-performance public buildings

legislation, the Department of Ecology
began implementing an innovative solid
and hazardous waste plan: Beyond
Waste. In response to the significant con-
tribution to landfills from construction
and demolition debris, the Beyond
Waste plan contains the Green Building
Initiative. The primary goal of the Green
Building Initiative is to make green
building mainstream in Washington.
This will drastically reduce construction
and demolition waste, because every
green-building standard requires a mini-
mum a 50 percent reduction in on-site
waste.

GA has identified 60 projects that
meet the definition of a major facility
project. Of those, the agency cites 56 pro-
jects that will proceed toward LEED sil-
ver certification.

5. Energy Efficiency

Building and energy codes

and appliances standards

Washington is one of only 10 states with
standards for minimum energy effi-
ciency of specific products not covered
by federal standards. The 2005 Legisla-
ture adopted minimum efficiency stan-
dards for 12 products (RCW 19.260.040).
Some were overridden by the 2005 fed-
eral standards.

The 2007 federal Energy Policy Act
adopted several new standards for light-
ing, appliances, and new standards and
grants for promoting efficiency in gov-
ernment and public institutions.

Energy Independence Act

efficiency measures

Energy efficiency measures called for by
Initiative 937, the Energy Independence
Act, are expected to make more efficient
use of energy by reducing energy con-
sumption through policies that spur effi-
ciency, including appliances and
equipment standards, building codes
and consumer education. The potential
for “saved” energy from residential and
commercial use is quite high.

The Energy Independence Act re-
quires the use of “methodologies consis-
tent with those used by the Pacific
Northwest electric power and conserva-
tion planning council in its most recently
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published regional power plan...” also
known as the NPCC 5th Plan. The NPCC
5th Plan calls for reduction of 2,800 aMW
(average megawatts) in energy con-
sumption through conservation in the
next 20 years (2025) in the Northwest.
Washington consumes about 50 percent
of the energy in the Northwest (based on
Washington’s population compared to
the rest of the region). The Department
of Community, Trade and Economic De-
velopment (CTED ) is in the process of
adopting rules that outline the process,
timelines, documentation and reporting
requirements to ensure proper imple-
mentation of the Energy Independence
Act (I-937). The rules cover both the con-
servation/efficiency and renewable en-
ergy requirements. CTED intends to
adopt the rules in the spring of 2008

6. Renewable Energy

Washington state ranked 4th in the na-
tion in private investment (about $121
million) in clean energy programs, ac-
cording to Thomson Financial and the
National Venture Capital Association.
Also, the amount of clean technology in
the Puget Sound region grew by 45 per-
cent from 1997 to 2001, compared to 9
percent nationally.

Washington has significant renewable
energy sources: solar, wind, wave, tidal
and bio-mass. Shifting from fossil fuel-
based energy to bio-energy and bio-
products will reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. The Energy Independence Act
(Initiative 937) passed by the state’s vot-
ers in 2006 established renewable portfo-
lio standards. Large utilities (25,000
customers and more) are required to ob-
tain 15 percent of their electricity from
new renewable resources such as solar
and wind by 2020 (3 percent in 2012, 9
percent in 2016 and 15 percent in 2020)
and undertake cost-effective energy con-
servation. The renewable portfolio stan-
dards affect 95 percent of the electric
generation in the state.

Wind energy

As of January 2008, Washington has
eight wind projects in operation, with
more than 1,100 MW power capacity and
an additional 126 MW is under construc-
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tion. The state ranks 5th in wind produc-
tion after Texas, California, Minnesota
and Iowa. According to the Northwest
Power Conservation Council, the poten-
tial wind energy capacity in the state is
estimated at 3,740 MW (megawatts).

Wave and ocean energy

Special buoys, turbines, and other tech-
nologies can capture the power of waves
and tides and convert it into clean, pollu-
tion-free electricity. Waves are produced
by winds blowing across the surface of
the ocean. Because waves travel across
the ocean, their arrival time at the wave
power facility may be more predictable
than wind. Tidal energy, which is driven
by the gravitational pull of the moon and
sun, is predictable centuries in advance.

Oregon and Washington have the
strongest wave energy resource in the
contiguous 48 states and could eventu-
ally generate several thousand mega-
watts of electricity using wave resources.
Several sites in Puget Sound with excel-
lent tidal resources could be developed,
potentially yielding several hundred
megawatts of tidal power. While no
commercial wave or tidal projects have
yet been developed in the state, several
projects are planned for the near future.
AquaEnergy Group, Ltd. is currently de-
signing and permitting a one-megawatt
demonstration wave power plant at
Makah Bay, Washington. Several tidal
power projects are also being explored in
the region. Tacoma Power has secured a
preliminary permit to explore a tidal
power project at the Tacoma Narrows,
and Snohomish County Public Utility
District has received preliminary permits
for seven other potential tidal power
sites in Puget Sound.

The full environmental impacts of
wave and tidal power remain uncertain.
Concerns include impacts on marine eco-
systems and fisheries. Environmental
impact studies are currently underway
and several pilot and commercial pro-
jects are undergoing environmental
monitoring.
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7. Greenhouse Gas Emission
Performance Standard
In 2007, the Legislature passed the Cli-
mate Change — Mitigating Impacts Act
(SB 6001), which includes a greenhouse
gas performance standard for all new
electricity-generating resources (includ-
ing long-term power purchase contracts,
defined in the legislation as five years or
longer). The performance standard re-
quires new resources to emit no more
than the emissions rate of an average
new, natural gas, combined-cycle com-
bustion turbine, or 1,100 Ib CO2e/MWh
(pounds of carbon dioxide emissions per
megawatt hour of electric power),
whichever is less. A resource is consid-
ered new when it becomes a “subject of
long-term financial commitments,” de-
fined in the bill as a five year or longer
contract. The legislation allows for se-
questering carbon dioxide in order to
meet the performance standard.

The Department of Ecology is in the
process of adopting rules to deal with:

@ The implementation and enforcement of
the Emission Performance Standard (EPS);

@ Criteria for evaluating carbon seques-
tration plans;

@ An output-based methodology for cal-
culating emissions of greenhouse gases
(GHGs) for cogeneration facilities; and

@ An underground injection control pro-
gram dealing with injection well construc-
tion, injection of CO2 underground and
monitoring geologic sequestration projects.

The draft rule language was developed
with input from stakeholders represent-
ing public and private utilities, environ-
mental groups, state and federal agencies
and various interests. Ecology plans to
file the rule-making proposal with the
code reviser’s office on February 20,
2008. The Energy Facility Site Evaluation
Council (EFSEC) will be filing similar
rule amendments on the same day. Both
Ecology and EFSEC will adopt the rule
on or before June 30, 2008. The U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency is in the
process of adopting nation-wide rules
addressing the injection of CO2 under-
ground. Once adopted, the federal rule

will likely override the state’s
underground injection control program,
including the amended rule.

In 2005, Governor Gregoire in Executive
Order 05-01 (superseding Executive Or-
der 04-06), Establishing Sustainability
and Efficiency Goals for State Operation,
directed state agencies to write
sustainability plans. Among the reasons
identified were “...the regional and
global implications of climate change,
loss of biological diversity, and threats to
resources such as clean water require us
all to examine and change behaviors”;
and “...state government should model
sustainable business practices that con-
tribute to the long-term protection and
enhancement of our environment, our
economy and the health of current and
future generations.”

Agencies responded by establishing
sustainability objectives and preparing a
biennial sustainability plan. The plan fo-
cuses on modifying the agencies’ prac-
tices regarding resource consumption;
vehicle use; purchase of goods and ser-
vices; and facility construction, operation
and maintenance. Agencies also looked
at their policies, program implementa-
tion, relationships with local communi-
ties and internal employee education.

As a result, state agencies have done a
tremendous job in eliminating waste and
reducing energy used in conducting their
agency’s business. These practices not
only reduced our environmental foot-
print, they translated into dollar savings.

However, a new way to see the future
is emerging— a “low-carbon” future. Ac-
cording to the Governor’s Executive Or-
der 07-02, by 2020, greenhouse gas
emissions in the state must return to
1990 levels. To further this goal, the Ex-
ecutive Order re-emphasized the need
for state government to provide leader-
ship in reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions from its own operations.

As the lead agency for climate
change, Ecology responded by conduct-
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ing a pilot project in the fall of 2007 to
analyze the greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions footprint connected with its opera-
tions in the Lacey building. The first
phase of the pilot project is to estimate
the GHG emissions for 2006. This phase
was done with Cascadia Consulting
Group. The second phase is to develop a
GHG emissions reduction plan and per-
formance tracking, building on the work
being done on the Sustainability Plan.
The reduction plan will recommend in-
terim emissions reduction targets, how
to measure progress, and specific actions
to meet both the interim targets and the
long-term goal of zero net greenhouse
gas emissions by 2020 from the agency’s
operations statewide.

Ecology is recommending that the pi-
lot project be expanded to the other state
agencies and to charge the sustainability
teams, within the agencies, with the fol-
lowing tasks:

¢ Adopt GHG emissions reduction goal
of zero net GHG emissions by 2020,
striving toward negative GHG emis-
sions.

¢ Analyze their agency carbon footprint.

@ Develop a Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Reduction Plan for their agency. The
plan would contain reduction targets for
2010, 2015 and 2020, with interim mile-
stones.

In developing the plan, the sustainability
teams will:

1. Use information gathered in the GHG
“footprint” analysis related to the quan-
tity and sources of GHG emissions from
the agency’s operations to establish in-
terim reduction targets for 2010 and
2015, using 2006 as the base year. Targets
should be set for each office (if feasible)
and for the agency’s operation as a
whole.

2. Identify best management practices
(BMPs) and mitigation measures to meet
the interim targets and the 2020 goal.

3. Evaluate the measures and BMPs
based on:

- Costs of implementation, and sav-
ings/avoided costs associated with im-
plementation
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- Challenges and incentives for imple-
mentation

- Effectiveness in meeting targets

- Availability of data

- Implementation timetable -immedi-
ately, short-term and long-term

4. Develop a system to improve and co-
ordinate data collection, tracking and re-
porting of GHG emission reductions.

5. Develop a system to verify the reliabil-
ity of reported energy savings and GHG
reductions.

6. Include a process improvement system
to evaluate reduction plan performance
and make improvements, when needed.

In developing the reduction plan the
sustainability teams must:

@ Be mindful of complementary initia-
tives — Executive Orders and legislation.
It must build on work being done to im-
plement sustainability objectives and
plans, and take into account existing leg-
islative requirements and Governor’s di-
rectives relating to state operations,
including the Governor’s directive re-
quiring the use of the energy saving soft-
ware on all computers operated by state
agencies.

@ Actively seek input and involvement
from their agency staff.

@ Post progress and work products on
the agency intranet site.

@ Include progress on the GHG reduc-
tion plan in conjunction with the
sustainability plan.

Before this recommendation is imple-
mented there is a need to make Ecology’s
piloted tool applicable to all regions of
the state. Emission factors appropriate
for the various regional transit systems
and electric utilities that serve each por-
tion of the state in which state agencies
operate will need to be added. The cur-
rent tool only covers the greater Puget
Sound region. Also, there is a need to
train state agencies in use of the footprint
calculator and provide assistance with
data compilation, analysis and reporting.

A total budget of $25,000 to $50,000 is
needed to expand this tool to the more
than 40 state agencies.



Page 178

l1l. Local Efforts

he Governor’s Executive Order 07-02

calls for working “with the state of
Washington’s local governments to max-
imize coordination and effectiveness of
local and state climate initiatives.”

The recommendations of the Climate
Advisory Team, the Preparation and Ad-
aptation Working Groups, and the Citi-
zen Engagement and Action Framework
all underscore the importance of coordi-
nating state and local efforts.

Cities and counties around the state
are already taking measures to address
climate change issues. Many of them are
incorporating conservation efforts, such
as switching light bulbs to compact
fluorescents and installing energy-saving
thermostats in municipal buildings.
These conservation measures are a drop
in the bucket toward meeting the state’s
goal of reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions to 1990 levels by 2020. There are
many more opportunities for local efforts
to make a big difference, and the state is
more likely to meet its greenhouse gas
emissions reduction goals with the help
of local efforts.

County and municipal governments
are not the only local public entities that
can make a difference. Entities such as
utility, education, transportation and
conservation districts also can play a sig-
nificant role.

Following are examples of some of
the many local efforts in Washington ad-
dressing reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions. These examples are by no
means exhaustive; they merely illustrate
some of the critically important steps be-
ing taken by local jurisdictions of various
types and sizes, all across the state.

Washington’s local-level efforts are
not alone. Similar efforts are underway
across the nation and around the world.
The cities included in the examples be-
low all have signed the U.S. Mayors Cli-
mate Protection Agreement, and are
striving to meet or beat the Kyoto Proto-

col targets, which include a 7 percent re-
duction in greenhouse gases from 1990
levels by the year 2012.

See http:/ /www.iclei.org/ and
http:/ /www.usmayors.org/climateprot
ection/about.htm

Through a 2007 Executive Order,
Snohomish County set a greenhouse gas
emissions reduction goal of 20 percent
below 2000 levels by the year 2030. The
Executive Order also created a county
staff Climate Change Committee. The
Committee is reviewing the County’s in-
ternal operations and will make recom-
mendations on how to reduce
Snohomish County government’s carbon
footprint and greenhouse gas emissions.
The Committee is also developing an in-
ventory and baseline of greenhouse gas
emissions for Snohomish County.

Resource $mart
This program helps industrial and com-
mercial PUD customers install energy effi-
cient improvements. Chelan PUD helps
pay for part of the up-front costs to re-
place, retrofit or install new energy effi-
cient equipment. They can provide up to
75 percent of the cost for each project.
Some of these projects include better light-
ing, heating and cooling system improve-
ments, more efficient refrigerator fans and
fast-acting doors for fruit warehouses.
Resource $mart is made possible be-
cause Chelan PUD can resell saved en-
ergy to the wholesale market. This
market system then allows for lower en-
ergy prices for all customers. Businesses
who are participating in this program
have saved an average of 4.2 megawatts
per year — enough to power 1,800 homes.
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Sustainable Natural Alternative
Power (SNAP)

Chelan PUD created the SNAP program
in the fall of 2001 to link local customers
who want to produce solar and wind en-
ergy with those who would like to pur-
chase it. The program is entirely
voluntary; customers choose to pay a lit-
tle extra on their utility bills to support
solar and wind power. The solar and
wind energy producers are limited to in-
stallments of 25 kilowatts or less and
they are responsible for maintenance.
Electricity that is generated from the so-
lar and wind equipment is added to
Chelan PUD’s existing hydropower base
and transferred across the grid. The
SNAP program is sustained by PUD cus-
tomers, with no subsidies or rebates of-
fered. Due to this, the energy producers
receive payment based on the amount of
solar and wind energy purchased by cus-
tomers.

SNAP began with three customers —
one was a homeowner and the other two
were the Federal Building in Wenatchee
and the Wenatchee Valley College. In
June 2003 Alcoa and the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers pro-
vided more than $1 million in materials
and labor to install solar panels at all
Chelan County schools and seven non-
profit agencies. The proceeds generated
from these solar panels were split be-
tween the schools, agencies and the
Alcoa foundation, which uses the money
for other community projects. Having
solar panels at Chelan County schools
has allowed for the addition of solar en-
ergy to science lessons. Chelan PUD is
working with schools to add equipment
that would allow students to monitor the
solar energy generated by the panel lo-
cated at their school.

One year after the SNAP program be-
gan, Washington moved from last place
to sixth in the nation for making solar
energy cost-effective. In June of 2003, the
SNAP program earned a national inno-
vation award from the Interstate Renew-
able Energy Council.
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In September 2007, the City of
Washougal adopted Resolution No. 951,
which supports sustainable practices and
encourages the formal adoption of sus-
tainable goals. In part, the city resolves
to initiate meaningful sustainability by:

¢ Increasing citywide recycling to work
with citizens and Waste Connections to
determine the current recycling baseline
and report annually on recycling prog-
ress.

@ Determining Washougal’s carbon
footprint and establishing strategies,
goals and timelines for reducing carbon
emissions.

¢ Using hybrid vehicles and other forms
of clean transportation within the city
fleet, where feasible.

# Creating a standing sustainability
committee comprised of citizens and
businesses to assist the city in the signifi-
cant sustainability effort.

Green Power

One way the city is achieving its goal of
sustainability is to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from electricity consump-
tion by purchasing 100 percent green
power for its power utilities. Green
power will be used to provide all of the
electrical needs for drinking water,
wastewater and storm and surface water
utilities. Due to citizen support, Olympia
is the largest purchaser of green power
from Puget Sound Energy.

Green Fleets

In 2007 the City of Olympia adopted a
green fleets policy. The city is converting
its fleet to B40 biodiesel (a blend of 40
percent biodiesel and 60 percent petro-
leum diesel), which is expected to reduce
its carbon emissions by 31 percent.
Starting in July 2005, the city also retro-
fitted 20 heavy duty trucks and machines
with diesel oxidation catalyst converters
(DOC). DOCs reduce carbon monoxide
and hydrocarbon emissions by more
than 50 percent.
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Zero Waste

In June 2006 the Olympia City Council
adopted a Zero Waste Resolution, creat-
ing two waste reduction and recycling
targets. The first target is to reduce waste
by 5 percent per capita, a reduction equal
to 3,600 tons of waste. The second target
is to increase the recycling and compost-
ing portion of total waste from 51 per-
cent to 65 percent. The city wants to
divert 9,750 tons of waste from the land-
fill through strategies such as increased
recycling of residential and commercial
waste, increased diversion of organics,
and improved recycling of construction
and demolition debris. Along with these
two targets, the city also included three
long-term goals in the Zero Waste plan.
These goals are:

1) Reduce the overall waste generated in
Olympia.
2) Increase the quantity of recyclable and

compostable materials diverted from the
landfill.

3) Manage Olympia’s waste system re-
sponsibly.

Green Power

In October 2007, the City of Bellingham
received the Green Power Leadership
award from the US Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) in recognition of
the city’s impact on the green power
market. Starting in 2006, Bellingham’s
city government began purchasing 100
percent of its electricity from renewable
sources through Puget Sound Energy’s
Green Power Program. The clean power
purchase is part of the city's Green
Power Community Challenge, a commu-
nity-wide campaign to promote renew-
able energy and reduce the community's
dependence on fossil fuels and its vul-
nerability to rising energy costs. The
Whatcom County government has also
decided to begin buying 100 percent of
its electricity from green sources. Nearly
60 businesses and several hundred resi-
dential customers are also doing the
same, and the numbers are growing.

Climate Protection Plan

The city has been working with ICLEI-
Local Governments for Sustainability
http:/ /www.iclei.org/ on a Climate Pro-
tection Plan. The plan includes the fol-
lowing steps:

1) conduct a baseline emissions
inventory and forecast

2) adopt an emissions reduction target
for the forecast year

3) develop a Climate Action Plan

4) implement the Action Plan; monitor
and verify results

The City of Spokane created an advisory
committee that is looking at ways to
achieve a 7 percent reduction in green-
house gas emissions from 1990 levels by
2012. A greenhouse gas inventory was
completed in 2007.

Spokane Transit
In 2006 Spokane Transit saw an increase of
9.4 percent in ridership that was largely
due to service improvements made in
2005. The improvements were accom-
plished even though fewer dollars were
spent per profitable hour than by any other
urban transit system throughout the state.
The increase in ridership was the second
highest for all urban systems in the state of
Washington and more than three times
higher than the national average. Increases
in ridership for 2007 are projected to be in
the double-digits, with the first three quar-
ters showing an increase of 11.7 percent.
In mid 2007 Spokane Transit was
awarded a grant from the Department of
Ecology to reduce diesel emissions on
many of its buses. By the end of summer
2007, 83 buses were retrofitted with new
emissions components which, according
to the manufacturer, reduce emissions by
90 percent. Each bus was equipped with
a filter for recycling oil that vaporizes
within the engine before escaping into
the atmosphere. Spokane Transit will
also be using grant funds to fit many of
the buses with filters that will remove
particles from the exhaust. New buses
will be required to have a computerized
version of the same filtration systems.

I1l. Local Efforts



CTED Sustainability Grant

The City of Spokane was awarded a
sustainability grant from the Department
of Community, Trade and Economic De-
velopment for 2008. The sustainability
grant will help the city create a strategic
plan for how climate change and high oil
prices will impact the city’s ability to op-
erate and provide services. It will also
help the city figure out how to help the
Spokane community prepare and adapt
to the impacts from climate change.

Greenhouse Gas Footprint

The City of Vancouver is working with
Good Company, a research and consult-
ing firm, to measure the greenhouse gas
emissions of the city and community
day-to-day operations. The target areas
in which the city is collecting data in-
clude: electricity and natural gas con-
sumption, transportation with fleet and
personal vehicles, and waste and com-
posting. The city plans to finish the over-
all project by the summer of 2008. The
greenhouse gas baseline based on the
data will be used in the city’s efforts to
meet the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection
Agreement emissions targets.

Sustainable Vancouver

Green Ribbon Panel

In November 2007, the city convened the
Sustainable Vancouver Green Ribbon
Panel which includes 20 leaders of busi-
nesses, agencies, organizations and
neighborhoods. The panel is working to-
gether to create the policy and plan for
addressing sustainability for city opera-
tions and community strategies. The
panel is due to finish the planning pro-
cess by the end of summer 2008. The
sustainability policy and plan will then
be provided to the City Council for con-
sideration and adoption in 2008.

The panel is considering community
strategies that include supporting local
products and encouraging green build-
ings and sustainable development. They
are considering city operations such as
practices for saving energy and other re-
sources.

Ill. Local Efforts

The city has already begun programs
and taken actions toward promoting
sustainability. Some of these actions in-
clude:

¢ Enhancing the city’s tree canopy
through the Urban Forestry Program.

@ Expanding trails and transportation
networks to encourage biking and walk-
ing.

@ Switching to LED lights in traffic sig-
nals and to T-8 fluorescent bulbs in city
facilities.

# Adopting a new policy ensuring that
new and existing facilities will meet
green building, LEED (Leadership in En-
ergy and Environmental Design) stan-
dards. This new policy can be seen in the
sustainable design of the Firstenburg
Community Center, the Marshall Center
remodel, and recently the first Hilton ho-
tel in the world to be LEED certified.

Mayors Initiative and Green
Ribbon Commission/ Climate
Action Plan

In February 2005, Seattle Mayor Greg
Nickels launched the U.S. Mayors Cli-
mate Protection Agreement, inviting
other cities to join Seattle in advancing
the goals of the Kyoto Protocol—cutting
greenhouse gas emissions to 7 percent
below 1990 levels by 2012. (See below.)
http:/ /www.usmayors.org/climateprot
ection/about.htm.

The Seattle Mayor's Green Ribbon
Commission on Climate & Climate Ac-
tion Plan describes a suite of climate pro-
tection actions that will allow Seattle to
meet or beat the Kyoto Protocol green-
house gas emissions reduction goal.

Clean & Green Fleet

Seattle city government has already re-
duced greenhouse gas emissions by
more than 60 percent with green build-
ings and alternative fuel vehicles. Seat-
tle's Clean & Green Fleet Plan set a goal
of using the cleanest fuels and most fuel-
efficient vehicles available. As a result,
the city has reduced fleet use of fossil fu-
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els by 12 percent compared to 1999.
http:/ /www .seattlecan.org/about/city_
progress.html

Seattle City Light

Seattle City Light (SCL) was the first
electric utility in the country to achieve
zero net greenhouse gas emissions. This
was achieved through aggressive conser-
vation programs, innovative energy effi-
ciency solutions, and carbon offsets.
Some examples of these programs/solu-
tions include: a 2003 greenhouse gas off-
set contract with Climate Trust (SCL
buys offsets from cement material con-
struction); and in 2002 SCL began receiv-
ing energy from the Stateline Wind
Project through which they are produc-
ing about 54 megawatts of wind power
per year.

Seattle Climate Partnership

In 2006 Seattle initiated the Seattle Cli-
mate Partnership, which includes 50 Se-
attle-area employers. The members
voluntarily joined and have agreed to as-
sess and reduce their carbon footprints.
The partnership provides technical assis-
tance and other resources to help busi-
nesses take action to reduce their carbon
impact.

Climate Action Now (CAN)

Seattle Climate Action Now (CAN) is be-
ing led by the city of Seattle and involves
partnerships with businesses, organiza-
tions and individuals throughout Seattle.
Seattle CAN provides local citizens with
tools they can use to start making a dif-
ference to slow the effects of climate
change. These tools are applicable at
home, work or on the road. Along with
these tools, individuals can partner with
people from all over the city to work to-
gether toward protecting the climate. Se-
attle CAN provides four simple steps for
anyone who wants to get involved: cal-
culating individual’s carbon footprint,
developing a personal climate action
plan, finding climate protection re-
sources and ideas, or participating with
friends and neighbors in one of many
community events. (www.seattlecan.org)

The Mayors Climate
Protection Agreement
Launched by Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels,
the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agree-
ment shows how local leadership and ac-
tion can make a difference in addressing
climate change issues, and why coordina-
tion with state initiatives is important.
Since February 2005, when the initia-
tive began, more than 500 mayors from
all 50 states, as well as the District of Co-
lumbia and Puerto Rico, have signed on
to the agreement on behalf of their own
cities. By signing, the mayors commit to:

1. Urge their state governments, and the
federal government, to enact policies and
programs to meet or beat the greenhouse
gas emission reduction target suggested
for the United States in the Kyoto Proto-
col - 7 percent reduction from 1990 lev-
els by 2012;

2. Urge the U.S. Congress to pass the bi-
partisan greenhouse gas reduction legis-
lation, which would establish a national
emission trading system; and

3. Strive to meet or beat the Kyoto Proto-
col targets (7 percent reduction from
1990 levels by 2012) in their own com-
munities, through actions ranging from
anti-sprawl land use policies to urban
forest restoration projects to public infor-
mation campaign

Each community meeting the emis-
sions targets contributes to an overall re-
duction of emissions across the United
States. The same is true at the state level.

4. In Washington, the number of cities
that have signed the agreement has in-
creased by about 50 percent since the
Governor issued Executive Order 07-02.
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Washington State cities who have
signed the agreement

Auburn
Bainbridge Island
Battle Ground
Bellevue
Bellingham
Bremerton
Burien
Camas
Clyde Hill
Coupeville
Edmonds
Everett
Ferndale
Issaquah
Kirkland
Lacey

Lake Forest Park
Lynnwood
Olympia
Pacific
Redmond
Renton
Sammamish
Seattle
Shoreline
Snoqualmie
Spokane
Tacoma
Tukwila
Tumwater
Vancouver
Washougal

http:/fwww.usmayors.org/climateprotection/about.htm

1 www.worldtradestatistics.com
2 Agronomic Zones for the Dryland Pacific Northwest, PNW 354, Sept. 1990

3 Degree days is the number of degrees that the average temperature is above a
baseline value. Every degree that the average temperature is above a baseline
value becomes a growing degree day. Used by horticulturists and growers to pre-
dict the date that a crop will reach maturity. (Source:www.usask.ca/agricul-
ture/plantsci/vegetable/definition.htm)

4 This section focuses on agricultural sector. See the Water Resources and Quality
section for more description of the impacts and issues for water resources.

5 WSDA estimates for 2005 drought analysis

6 Irrigated acreage calculated based on 2006 WSDA-NRAS field mapping data.
Note: Adams County is included as the number five county for irrigated crop
value, Walla Walla County is specified as number five in overall agricultural
sales (see Overview of Climate Impacts for Washington Agriculture section)

Ill. Local Efforts

7 Written communication, Mary Toohey-Asst. Director WSDA,. 12/05/07
8 US Census Bureau
9 Ibid

10 Heilig, G.K., 1999. Can China Feed Itself? A System for Evaluation of Policy
Options. www.iiasa.ac.at/Research/LUC/ChinaFood

11 National Corn Growers Association, www.ncga.com

12 This strategy focuses on the need to ensure adequate water supply for the agri-
cultural sector. Elements of these recommendations also appear in Chapter V -
Water Resources and Quality developed by the Water PAWG for more detailed
recommendations on water resources. We have not, at this time, reconciled the
recommendations of the two working groups.

13 Members of the Forestry PAWG are listed in Appendix A.
14 Members of the Water PAWG are listed in Appendix A.
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Climate Advisory Team Members’
Responses to CAT Report

The following responses were submit-

ted by members of the Climate Advi-
sory Team. They can also be found in
Appendix N of this report.

Senator Delvin’s response is in refer-
ence to an earlier draft of the Climate
Advisory Team’s report; therefore, the
page numbers referenced in his response
do not correspond to the page numbers
in this document. The earlier draft,
Doing Our Share: A Comprehensive
Approach to Reducing Greenhouse Gases
in Washington State, can be found on
Ecology’s Climate Change website at
http:/fwww.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/
cat_meetings.htm

Doing Our Share:

A Comprehensive Approach

to Reducing Greenhouse Gases in

Washington State: Recommendations

of the Washington Climate

Advisory Team.

(Released: January 16, 2008)

This Minority Response (Response) is

submitted to address the Washington

Climate Advisory Team'’s report, Doing

Our Share: A Comprehensive Approach to

Reducing Greenhouse Gases in Washington

State, released January 16, 2008 (Report).
Individuals joining in this Response

include: Sen. Jerome Delvin

“While on a per capita basis transportation
emissions are similar, emissions from elec-
tricity, RCI fuel use, and industrial processes
are significantly lower than the U S. average.
This discrepancy... is attributable to the
state’s abundant hydroelectric resources, and
the limited presence of large, emissions-in-
tensive industrial sources.

- The Report, page 17

Introduction

The Climate Advisory Team (CAT) was
created with an Executive Order signed
by Governor Gregoire on February 7,
2007. The Department of Ecology (Ecol-
ogy) and Department of Community,
Trade and Economic Development
(CTED) were charged with creating the
CAT, which consists of leaders from
business, academic, tribal, state and local
government, religious and environmen-
tal leaders. CAT initially convened in
March 2007 to advise the Directors of
Ecology and CTED on the full range of
policies and strategies that should be
considered in order to achieve the goals
of Governor Gregoire’s Executive Order:
reduce emissions, create clean energy

Climate Advisory Team Members’ Responses to CAT Report



jobs, and reduce expenditures on im-
ported fuels. Resulting from their efforts,
the Report seeks to identify areas for
progress towards its goals, as well as
means for achieving them.

This Response identifies inherent
problems with the Report, along with the
inadequateness of the Report in consid-
eration of all relevant factors. More spe-
cifically, this Response succinctly
highiights CAT’s reliance upon bad sci-
ence and its flagrant avoidance of alter-
native solutions that would better serve
the citizens of Washington. It should be
noted that this Response relies in part on
an analysis from James M. Taylor, Senior
Fellow of Environmental Policy of The
Heartland Institute, attached hereto as
Exihibit A: Analysis of Final Draft Rec-
ommendations of the Washington Cli-
mate Advisory Team, released January
17, 2008.

Basis of the Report

The Report begins is assessment of the
problem with reports provided by the
United Nation’s Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). The
IPCC analysis is based on global con-
cerns and potential global mitigation ef-
forts. Notably, the IPCC does not
conduct any of its own studies; it merely
publishes those of self-appointed scien-
tists who are undoubtedly motivated by
acquisition of research dollars” and their
own agendas. The IPCC was charged
with creating both a problem and solu-
tion, for which they could be credited, to
be implemented by individual countries.
CAT'’s reliance upon global studies as a
confirmation of a problem that needs to
be addressed in Washington is mis-
guided at best.

The scientific conclusions for Wash-
ington provided by CAT were not peer
reviewed. The only contributors to the
Report were directed to measure the
problem, identify the aggravating fac-
tors, and recommend solutions — all of
which assume there is a problem that

Washington can favorably address be-
yond maintaining its stellar emissions
status highlighted in the opening quote
of this Response.

Economic Considerations

The Report asks: What Will Meeting the
State’s Goals Cost? (see Report, p. 7) In
its feeble attempt to address that ques-
tion, the Report only highlights the pro-
jected savings in the long-term future via
greater fuel efficiency and lesser reliance
on imported fuel sources, yet never
makes any indication of the actual costs
of implementation of the recommenda-
tions of the Report. For example, the Re-
port addresses how many jobs will be
created by following their recommenda-
tions, yet makes no mention of how
many jobs will be lost in turn.

Avoidance of Necessary Considerations
Not surprisingly, the Report repeatedly
calls for “establishing pricing transporta-
tion pricing mechanisms that raise the
cost of single-occupant vehicle travel.” In
other words, artificially control the con-
sumer market for automobiles to the
point that nobody can afford one
through the use of tougher emissions
standards, reporting requirements by
manufacturers, and incentives for manu-
facturing cost-prohibitive electric cars.
The lack of confidence in consumers and
consumer-driven automobile manufac-
turers to address the changing concerns
of society are ignored completely.
Further, the Report identifies the big-
gest contributing sector to greenhouse
gases as “transportation,” yet no distinc-
tion is made between forms of transpor-
tation, other than the type of fuel used.
For example, there is no discussion of
airplane or ferry emissions, much less,
what will be done to curb the same.

Lack of Alternatives Presented

The Report outlines twelve recommen-
dations for mitigating the effects of cli-
mate change, none of which include
alternate sources of energy except as per-

1 To date, more than $50 billion dollars has been spent on global warming research in the United States alone.
Michael Duffy, In Age of Reason, the Brouhaha over Global Warming Can Leave You Cold, The Sydney Morning
Herald, March 31,2007, available at http:/Iwww.smh.com.aulnews/opinionlbrouhahaover-global-warming-can-leave-you-
cold/2007/03/30/1174761750896.html (last visited Jan, 21, 2008).
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taining to single-occupancy vehicles.
This lack of consideration is erroneously
predicated on the assumption that alter-
native fuels will sustain the energy con-
sumption needs of the citizens of
Washington and does not consider esti-
mated population growth, merely cur-
rent needs and alteration of current
power supplies. For example, no consid-
eration was given to the efficiency nu-
clear energy.

Not only is it a reckless miscalcula-
tion to not consider growth in projected
needs, no consideration is given to
changes in availability of current power
sources. For example, the current abun-
dance of hydropower may come to an
end with the removal of any dams for
better fish passage.

Conclusion

It is the belief of those concurring in this
Response that the Report itself is fatally
flawed due to its politically-motivated
reliance on scientific conclusions that do
not represent a consensus in the scien-
tific community and its failure to con-
sider alternative, mitigating factors in its
attempts to mitigate the perceived harm-
ful effects of climate change.

Signed, January 22, 2008:

Sertator Jerome Delvin

Analysis of Final Draft
Recommendations

of the Washington

Climate Advisory Team

James M. Taylor,

Senior Fellow of Environment
Policy, The Heartland Institute
January 17,2008

The Final Draft Recommendations of the
Washington Climate Advisory Team
(CAT), released January 16, 2008, would
impose significant economic hardship on
the citizens of Washington while achiev-
ing virtually no real-world benefits. Even
a full implementation of CAT’s recom-
mendations would have absolutely no
real-world impact on global tempera-
ture, yet would take a tremendous nega-
tive toll on the economy, employment
outlook, and standard of living of the cit-
izens of Washington. Moreover, CAT re-
lies on sloppy science (to put it
charitably) to justify its prohibitively ex-
pensive, jobs-killing restrictions on the
state’s economy.

I. CAT’s Recommendations Would
Have No Measurable Impact on Tem-
peratures

Let us start with a very brief summary of
CAT’s ability — or more accurately, in-
ability —to achieve its desired purpose
of fighting global warming.

According to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (http://www.epa.gov/
climatechange/downloads/sl766analysispartl
.pdf), the U .S. accounts for merely a
quarter of global greenhouse gas emis-
sions related to energy use. If we mea-
sure total greenhouse gas emissions,
rather than just energy-related green-
house gas emissions, the U.S. accounts
for merely one sixth - or 17% - of global
greenhouse gas emissions
(http:/fwww.epa.gov/climatechange/
downloads/sl766analysispartl .pdf). More-
over, our percentage contribution to
global emissions is shrinking every year.

Simple mathematics tell us that
CAT’s proposals will have absolutely no
measurable impact on global tempera-
tures. Washington is just one of 50 states,
and accounts for less than 2% of national
emissions
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(http:/fwww.epa.gov/climatechange/emis-
sions/dowfllOad5/CO2FFC_2004.pdf).

Accordingly, the state of Washington
accounts for only 0.003% of global emis-
sions. CAT aims to reduce the state’s
greenhouse gas emissions by 50% by the
year 2050. It should be noted that CAT’ s
proposals are highly unlikely to achieve
this stated goal, but let us assume for the
sake of argument that they can somehow
be achieved. We see that even under the
best of circumstances, CAT’s recommen-
dations will reduce global greenhouse
gas emissions by only 0.0015% (50% of
0.003%).

What we are left with, therefore, is
merely a symbolic statement — nothing
more, nothing less. No matter what CAT,
the renewable power industry, or any
other special interest group claims,
CAT’s recommendations will have abso-
lutely no measureable impact on global
temperature, either now or anytime in
the future.

II. CAT’s Recommendations Would
Cause Tremendous Economic Pain

The next pertinent question is, “How
much does CAT demand the citizens of
Washington pay for such a symbolic ges-
ture?” The answer, unfortunately, is a
substantial amount of money, a substan-
tial amount of lost jobs, and a substantial
reduction in our standard of living.

Numerous leading economists and
economic institutions have analyzed the
costs of addressing greenhouse gases,
even under the most economically favor-
able terms, and virtually all have
reached the same conclusion; reducing
greenhouse gas emissions through the
greater use of renewable power will
have substantial negative repercussions
on the economy and on our standard of
living.

This paper’s Appendix provides brief
summaries of many of these studies. The
consensus of studies by such economic
experts at such places as the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, Yale Uni-
versity, the Congressional Budget Office,
and the U.S. Energy Information Admin-
istration report that electricity prices are
likely to rise by roughly 40 percent, and
American households are likely to see a

reduced standard of living totaling
$2,000 to $5,000 per year, as industry-
wide higher energy costs are passed
along to consumers.

It should especially be noted that eco-
nomic experts at CRA International re-
leased a study in November 2007 finding
that in Colorado, a state with a near
identical amount of greenhouse gas
emissions as Washington, greenhouse
gas limits similar to those proposed by
CAT would cost each state household
$1,182 per year, would result in 57,000
people losing their jobs, and would
cause a 2.3% reduction in the state’s an-
nual gross state product. Importantly,
greenhouse gas reductions would be
more expensive and harder to come by
in Washington than in Colorado, because
inexpensive hydroelectric power in
Washington has already replaced much
of the low-hanging fruit of potential
greenhouse gas reductions.

CAT spends a great deal of time talk-
ing about the jobs its recommendations
would create in the renewable power in-
dustry, yet fails to mention the far
greater number ofjobs its recommenda-
tions would destroy in other sectors of
the economy. Moreover, CAT’s vague
claims that heavy state subsidization of
renewable power industries lacks any
substantive supporting economic data.
These glaring shortcomings are espe-
cially pronounced when viewed in com-
parison to the numerous economic
studies, cited above and summarized in
this paper’s Appendix, that conclusively
show CAT’s recommendations would
take a substantial and painful toll on the
state’s economy and on citizens” pocket-
books.

I1l. CAT Relies on Discredited Science
to Justify Its Expensive, Ineffective Plan
While the claims of current and immi-
nent negative climate impacts contained
in CAT’s recommendations are rendered
largely academic by CAT'’s total inability
to change them, scientific integrity de-
mands a brief mention of some of the
many misleading and outright false as-
sertions contained in CAT’ s draft recom-
mendations. Pages 13 and 14 alone
contain an astounding number of mis-
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leading statements and outright false-
hoods. Let us briefly examine some of
them.

On page 13, CAT claims
“Anthropogenic warming could lead to
some impacts that are abrupt or irrevers-
ible.” However, the most comprehensive
survey of the world’s leading climate sci-
entists shows that less than half of cli-
mate scientists believe that climate
change “will occur so suddenly that a
lack of preparation could result in devas-
tation of some areas of the world”
(http://dowuloads.heartland.org/2086111.pdf).

On page 14, CAT asserts that global
warming increases the risk of food short-
ages. However, the UN Intergovernmen-
tal Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
predicts that global warming will cause
North American farm output to increase
for at least the next several decades
(http:/fipcc-wgl .ucar.edulwgl/wg I -report.html).
Indeed, crop yields in the real world con-
tinue to break all-time records as global
warming brings more frequent precipita-
tion and longer growing seasons.

On page 14, CAT asserts that global
warming increases the risk of severe
weather. However, scientists at the Na-
tional Hurricane Center
(http:/fwww.newsdaily.com/TopNews/UPI-
1-20070502-1 9042700-bc-us-hurricanes.xml)
and the National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration (http://www.mag-
azine.noaa.gov/stories/magl84.htm) report
that global warming is causing no in-
crease in hurricane activity. Moreover,
IPCC reports no link between global
warming and tornadoes (http ://ipcc-wgl
ucar.edulwgl /wg 1 -report.html).

On page 14, CAT reports that that
“Observed changes in Washington State
over the 20th century include warming
of 1.5 degrees F.” However, most of this
warming occurred early in the 20th cen-
tury, before anthropogenic greenhouse
gases could have been the cause. Indeed,
most Washington temperature stations
manned by the U.S. Historical Climatol-
ogy Network show either cooler temper-
atures or essentially steady temperatures
over the past several decades.

On page 14 CAT claims “an approxi-
mately 30% overall decline in the lower
Cascades spring snowpack (from 1950-
1997).” However, this assertion relies on
a flawed study, using cherry-picked
data, that has been soundly refuted by
University of Washington scientists. Cas-
cade Mountain snowpack is only mar-
ginally lower, if at all, than it was in the
1940s. Moreover, Cascade Mountain
snowpack has been growing since the
1970s (http://www.heartland.org/
Article.efm?artld=2 1207).

On page 14, CAT asserts a connection
between global warming and droughts
and forest fires. However, the over-
whelming evidence is that droughts are
becoming less frequent.

The July 2004 issue of International
Journal of Climatology reports, “It is
now clear that many places in the North-
ern Hemisphere, and in Australia, have
become less arid.” The study concludes,
“A good analogy to describe the changes
in these places is that the terrestrial sur-
face is literally becoming more like a gar-
dener’s greenhouse”
(http:/fwww.rsbs.anu.edu.au/
Profiles/GrahanEFarquhar/documents/

2 1 4RoderickAustpan 2004_ 000.pdf).

The May 25, 2006 issue of Geophysi-
cal Research Letters reports that for 20th
century soil moisture, “An increasing
trend is apparent in both model soil
moisture and runoff over much of the
U.S.” The study adds, “This wetting
trend is consistent with the general in-
crease in precipitation in the latter half of
the 20th century. Droughts have, for the
most part, become shorter, less frequent,
and cover a smaller portion of the coun-
try over the last century”
(http:/fwww.agu.org/pubs/crossref/2006/
2006GL025711.shtml).

The National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration reports, “A num-
ber of tree-ring records exist for the last
two millennia which suggest that 20th
century droughts may be mild when
evaluated in the context of this longer
time frame” (http ://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/
paleo/drought/drght_data.html).
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On page 14, CAT asserts that global
warming is causing increases in forest
and crop pests. While CAT provides lit-
tle documentation for this assertion, the
truth is that global warming is causing a
significant expansion in global forests
(http:/fwww.gsfc.nasa.gov/topstory/
20010904greenhouse.html and
http://www.co2science.orglscripts/
CO2ScienceB2C/articles/V5/N45/EDIT.i sp),
and crop production is breaking all-time
records on a near-yearly basis. An in-
crease in forest and crop pests, if true,
would merely be reflective of an increase
in forests and crops for them to feed on.
Indeed, alarmist assertions that forest
and crop pests are on the rise are disin-
genuous and designed to put the worst
possible face on the fact that global
warming is extending growing seasons
and causing forests and crops to be
healthier and more productive than ever.

IV. Conclusion

The Draft Recommendations of the
Washington Climate Advisory Team
(CAT) are an extremely costly set of pol-
icy recommendations that would have
absolutely no impact on real world tem-
peratures. In short, CAT is asking Wash-
ingtonians to sacrifice a substantial
amount of jobs, income, and economic
production for nothing more than a sym-
bolic statement regarding global warm-
ing. It would appear that there are other,
more cost-effective ways to make sym-
bolic statements.

Additionally, and disturbingly, CAT
substantially distorts the scientific record
in order to build a case for its alarmingly
costly recommendations. Washingtoni-
ans deserve a fair and impartial recita-
tion of the science, rather than half truths
and outright falsehoods, when being
asked to consider public policy recom-
mendations of the magnitude suggested
by CAT.
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APPENDIX

© 2007 Congressional Budget Office
Study: According to a 2007 study con-
ducted by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBO) (http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/
80xx1doc8027/04-25-Cap_Trade.pdf),
reducing greenhouse gas emissions by a
mere 15 percent would cost the average
household nearly 3 percent of its income.
A family making $50,000 per year would
be forced to pay an extra $1,400 every
year for the same goods and services it
purchases today.

“Most of the cost of meeting a cap on
C02 emissions would be borne by con-
sumers, who would face persistently
higher prices for products such as elec-
tricity and gasoline. Those price in-
creases would be regressive in that
poorer households would bear a larger
burden relative to their income than
wealthier households would,” CBO de-
termined.

Moreover, a “C02 cap would worsen
the negative effects” of “existing taxes
that dampen economic activity—primar-
ily taxes on labor, capital, or personal in-
come, such as payroll taxes and
individual or corporate income taxes,”
CBO reported. “The higher prices caused
by the cap would lower real (inflation-
adjusted) wages and real returns on capi-
tal, indirectly raising marginal tax rates
on those sources of income.”

#2007 MIT Study: A 2007 study by the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT) reached similar conclusions.
According to the MIT study
(http://web.mit.edu/globalchange/www]MIT]
PSPGQ_Rpt146.pdf), mandatory green-
house gas reduction schemes similar to
those most popular in Congress and the
state legislatures would cost typical fam-
ilies of four close to $5,000 each and ev-
ery year.

¥ 2007 Charles River Associates Study:
A 2007 study by Charles Rivers Associates
(http:/fwww.crai.com/pubs/pub_7285.pdf) ex-
amined how reducing greenhouse gas
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and
how reducing emissions 80 percent by
2050, would impact California. Accord-
ing to the study, agricultural production,
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real wages, and the demand for labor
will fall dramatically.

“The costs of GHG controls will
worsen California’s terms of trade,” the
study concludes. “For example, impos-
ing GHG controls in California will in-
crease in-state production costs thereby
permitting out-of-state businesses to
raise the prices that they charge Califor-
nia customers and still remain competi-
tive. For California exporters, on the
other hand, although GHG controls will
increase their production costs, they will
find it difficult to raise prices for their
out-of-state customers, as long as their
out-of-state competitors do not face the
same policy-driven cost increases. These
changes erode the purchasing power of
Californians, which will decrease their
consumption and economic well-being.”

By 2050, the greenhouse gas reduc-
tions are expected to cost Californians
$500 billion in lost income.

# 2004 University of Colorado Study:
Importantly, a 2004 study by economists
with the U.S. International Trade Com-
mission and the University of Colorado
(http :/fwww.mines.edu/~ebalistr/
Papers/C02004.pdf) found that it would be
more costly for most other states to meet
greenhouse gas restrictions than it would
be for Californians. This is due in large
part to the fact that California has more
abundant and cost-effective solar, wind,
hydro, and geothermal resources than do
other states.

# 2004 Charles Rivers Associates
Study: A 2004 study by Charles Rivers
Associates (http://www.crai.com/
Showpubs.asp? Pubid=3694) concluded
that reducing greenhouse gas emissions
to 1990 levels would force electricity
prices up by 18 to 24 percent, resulting in
families with $200 per month electrical
bills paying an extra $480 per year in
electricity costs. The same study found
that reducing greenhouse gas emissions
to 1990 levels would force a 32 to 45 per-
cent rise in gasoline prices, resulting in
$3.00 per gallon gasoline being replaced
by $4.00 to $5.40 per gallon gasoline.
The economy-wide effects of the
mandatory greenhouse gas reductions

would cost the average household $1,200
per year by 2020, according to the study.

¢ 2003 Energy Information Administra-
tion Study: A 2003 study by the U.S. En-
ergy Information Administration (EIA)
(http:/fwww.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/ml/p
df/summary.pdf) found that mandatory
greenhouse gas reductions similar to the
most frequently proposed federal and
state legislation would result in a 27 per-
cent increase in gasoline prices and a 46
percent rise in electricity prices.

# 2003 Heartland Institute Study: A
2003 state-specific analysis by The Heart-
land Institute (http://downloads.heart-
land.org/l 1 133.pdf) made reached similar
conclusions as the studies above, but ad-
ditionally considered state-specific fac-
tors and broke down the expected costs
on a state-by-state basis. The Heartland
study found that cutting greenhouse gas
emissions to 1990 levels would cost the
average Ohio household more than
$7,000 per year.

¢ 2007 Nordhaus Study: In 2007,

Yale University economics professor
William Nordhaus conducted an

analysis of numerous proposals to

reduce greenhouse emissions
(http://nordhaus.econ.yale.eduldice_mss_07240
7_all.pdf). Nordhaus discovered that sub-
stantial near-term reductions in green-
house gas emissions are extremely costly
while achieving little measurable benefit.
“Because the initial emissions reductions
are so sharp in the ambitious proposals,
they impose much higher costs than are
required to attain the same environmen-
tal objective,” Nordhaus concluded.

Even assuming alarmist projections
of 3-degree Celsius warming in the up-
coming century, “Climate change is un-
likely to be catastrophic in the near term,
but it has the potential for serious dam-
ages in the long run.” As a result, “the
best approach is one that gradually intro-
duces restraints on carbon emissions.”

In more tangible terms, Nordhaus ob-
served that the optimal method of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions
would require only a 25 percent reduc-
tion by 2050, with more stringent reduc-
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tions required — and more readily
achievable — after that time.

¢ 2007 Wake Forest Survey: In 2007,
Wake Forest University Economics Chair
Robert Whaples surveyed a random se-
lection of American Economic Associa-
tion Ph.D. economists. Whaples asked
the economists what the impact of pro-
jected global warming will be on U.S.
Gross Domestic Product by the end of
the 21st century. Fully 59 percent pro-
jected that even 100 years from now
global warming will have a neutral or
positive impact on the U.S. economy

¢ 2004 Mendelsohn Study: In 2004,
Yale University economics

professor Robert Mendelsohn
(http://www.copenhagenconsensus.com/
Admin/Public/
DWSDownload.aspx?File=Files %
2FFiler%2FCC%2FPapers%2F OppOnent+
notes%2FOpponent_Note_-_Cli-
mate_Change_-_Mendelsohn.pdf) con-
cluded that the benefits of global
warming will outweigh the harms until
temperatures surpass 2.5 degrees Celsius
warmer than they are today. Scientists
do not expect temperatures to surpass
2.5 degrees Celsius until at least the 22nd
century.

#2007 IPCC Report: In 2007, the
United Nations Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (http://www.ipcc.ch/
WG I_SPM_7AprO7.pdf) analyzed agri-
cultural output in a warming world and
reached the same conclusion as
Mendelsohn; agricultural production in
places such as the American Midwest
should experience a net benefit from pro-
jected global warming for at least the
next several decades. Efforts to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions will not only
cost American farmers substantial
money in out-of-pocket mitigation costs,
but they will also cost American farmers
substantial money in reduced agricul-
tural output.

# 2004 Copenhagen Consensus: In 2004,
the Danish government convened many
of the world’s leading economists and
presented them with the following sce-
nario: Assuming a budget of tens of bil-
lions of dollar to address global health

and environment concerns, where would
the money best be spent? From a list of
more than a dozen health and environ-
mental issues, the world’s leading econo-
mists ranked addressing global warming
as dead last in terms of benefits accrued
per dollar spent, even assuming IPCC
global warming scenarios. Significantly,
the economists concluded that spending
such money on preventing global warm-
ing actually did more harm than good,
as the minimal human welfare benefits
accrued by such expenditures failed to
equal the human welfare benefits that
are would accrue simply by leaving the
money where it currently is.

Dear Governor Gregoire:

Thank you for the opportunity for Seattle
to serve on your Climate Advisory Team
(CAT) and to lend my support to your re-
port. As you know, climate protection is
one of my top priorities as Mayor, and I
believe it needs to be a top priority for
Washington State as well. I appreciate the
work to date to put the State on a path of
climate protection, but I believe that
stronger State action wUI be essential to
ensure our ultimate success in reducing
global greenhouse gas emissions and con-
trolling the impacts of global warming.

For instance, I ask that you reconsider
strengthening the greenhouse gas emis-
sion targets outlined in the CAT report
and in pending legislation. It is my firm
position that the State’s long-term green-
house gas emissions reduction goal
should be in sync with the current scien-
tific consensus (and the goal embraced
by US mayors) on the level required to
avoid catastrophic global climate change:
80% below 1990 levels by 2050.

The CAT’s interim report is a first
step toward leadership on climate
change by laying out nearly 50 climate
protection actions; however, I have con-
cerns about the extent to which this re-
port will lead to the kind of strong, swift
actions that are necessary.
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The report, while comprehensive,
does not sufficiently stress the impor-
tance of early action, or lay out a timeline
and framework to implement actions.
Also, I am concerned that there is insuffi-
cient funding in your proposed 2008
budget to support implementation of the
CAT recommendations. We need stron-
ger assurances that these actions will be
funded and implemented in the near-
term (2008-2012).

Specifically, I believe that the follow-
ing ten recommendations have the great-
est potential and are the most important
for near-term action:

# Shift State’s priorities/funding to
moving people and goods vs. moving
vehicles (T-O);

# Increase funding for more climate-
friendly alternatives such as transit, bik-
ing and walking (T-1 and T-8);

@ Develop and implement a strong, co-
herent, State-wide road-pricing system
(T-3);

@ Support the City-proposed carbon tax
on vehicles based on fuel efficiency;

@ Develop and implement a low-carbon
fuel standard that accelerates our State’s
transition to clean fuels and clean vehi-
cles (T-11);

@ Develop and implement Zero Emis-
sion Vehicle Standards for WA (T-12);

¢ Continue and increase investment in
diesel emission reduction strategies;

® Accelerate the use of plug-in hybrid
vehicles in WA (T-10);

¢ Develop and implement a State-wide
requirement for energy efficiency assess-
ments and upgrades in existing build-
ings at the point of sale (RCI-4);

# Significantly improve the energy effi-
ciency of new buildings through targeted
financial incentives and instruments
(RCI-2), and strengthened commercial
and residential energy codes (RCI-3)

I urge swift action to fund and imple-
ment the recommendations of the CAT,
especially the “Top 10” described above.

Thank you again for the opportunity
for Seattle to be represented on this im-
portant body and to support the CAT re-
port. I look forward to opportunities for
continued partnership as we move for-
ward to advance climate protection ef-
forts in Washington.

Greg Nickels
Mayor of Seattle

~

cc: Stev olas, Seattle Office of
Sustainability and Environment;
Juli Wilkerson, Washington
Community Trade and Economic
Development; Jay Manning,
Department of Ecology; Bill Ross,
Ross and Associates; Senator Jerome
Delvin; Representative Doug Ericksen;
Representative Kelli Linville; Senator
Craig Pridemore; Seattle City Council
President Richard Conlin; 32 Washington
Mayors signatory to the US Conference
of Mayors Climate Protection Initiative

If you need this publication in an alternate format, please call (360) 407-7006. Persons
with hearing loss can call 711 for Washington Relay Service. Persons with a speech
disability can call (877) 833-6341.

& printed on recyled paper
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CHRISTINE O. GREGOIRE
Governor

STATE OF WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 40002 - Olympia, Washington 98504-0002 - (360) 753-6780 - www.governor.wa.gov

EXECUTIVE ORDER 07-02
WASHINGTON CLIMATE CHANGE CHALLENGE

WHEREAS, there is scientific consensus that increasing emissions of greenhouse gases
are causing global temperatures to rise at rates that have the potential to cause economic
disruption, environmental damage, and a public health crisis;

The drivers of climate change are global, but the effects of climate change on
Washington are local and unique, including our dependence on snowpack for fresh water, our
reliance on hydropower for energy, and our significant amount of shoreline;

According to the University of Washington’s Climate Impacts Group, the effects of
climate change are already being felt in the state of Washington in the form of average yearly
temperatures rising faster over the 20™ Century than the global average, mountain glaciers in the
North Cascades losing up to a third of their area since 1950, snow pack in the Cascades declining
by 35%, peak spring river runoff occurring 10 to 30 days earlier and the proportion of stream
flow that arrives in summer decreasing as much as 34% in sensitive river basins; and

WHEREAS, Washington has taken significant actions to address climate change,
including:

o Adopting the 2005 Clean Car Act requiring certain automobiles to meet tougher
emissions standards beginning with 2009 models;

o Retrofitting 50% of school buses and 20% of local government diesel engine vehicles
to reduce highly toxic diesel emissions;

o Leading the nation in requiring fuel suppliers to ensure that 2% of the fuel they sell is
biodiesel or ethanol;

o Leading the nation in adopting high performance green building standards and having
one of the most energy efficient building codes in the nation;

« Implementing the best energy efficiency standards for appliances;

o Passing a clean energy initiative to increase the amount of energy efficiency and
renewable resources in our state’s electricity system;
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e Purchasing hybrid and low emission vehicles for state agency use;

e Adopting the Columbia River Water Management Act, which will work toward
meeting the water storage needs for agriculture, communities, and salmon; and

WHEREAS, Washington has tremendous opportunities to build a healthier and more
prosperous future by embracing the challenge of climate change through expanding our clean
energy economy;

Washington’s rural communities can gain economic benefit through the production of
renewable fuels, keeping more of the money Washington residents spend on imported fuels here
at home; and

WHEREAS, Washington has worked closely with California and Oregon in establishing
the West Coast Governors’ Global Warming Initiative and is working with other western states
to address climate change in a coordinated effort and through the Western Governors
Association; and

WHEREAS, Washington’s vast hydroelectric system must be taken into account in any
regional or national climate program; and

Washington State must continue its work to be prepared for the inevitable impacts of
climate change.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Christine O. Gregoire, Governor of the state of Washington
declare the state’s commitment to address climate change by:

1. Establishing the following greenhouse gas emissions reduction and clean energy economy
goals for Washington State:

e By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the state of Washington to 1990 levels,
a reduction of 10 million metric tons below 2004 emissions;

e By 2035, reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the state of Washington to 25% below
1990 levels, a reduction of 30 million metric tons below 2004;

e By 2050, the state of Washington will do its part to reach global climate stabilization
levels by reducing emissions to 50% below 1990 levels or 70% below our expected
emissions that year, an absolute reduction in emissions of nearly 50 million metric
tons below 2004;

e By 2020, increase the number of clean energy sector jobs to 25,000 from the 8,400
jobs we had in 2004; and



By 2020, reduce expenditures by 20% on fuel imported into the state by developing
Washington resources and supporting efficient energy use.

2. Implementing the significant policy actions taken in 2005 and 2006 to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. These actions will move Washington State to at least 60% of the 2020 goal and
grow the clean energy economy by:

Working to ensure cars sold in Washington meet stringent emission standards
beginning with 2009 models;

Retrofitting the most polluting diesel engines in school buses and local government
vehicles;

Working with farmers, entrepreneurs, fuel distributors and retailers to assure that
biofuel feedstocks are grown in Washington; that refiners, blenders and distributors of
biofuels create family wage jobs in Washington; and that the public can purchase fuel
blends that reduce our dependence on imported fuel,

Constructing high performance green buildings;

Maintaining the highest levels of efficiency in our state’s energy code and regularly
updating and enhancing those standards;

Examining compliance with appliance efficiency standards and updating and
enhancing those standards;

Implementing the requirements of the Energy Independence Act by adopting rules
that help utilities to succeed in meeting their renewable energy targets;

Pursuing new water resources in Eastern Washington, including water conservation
projects, developing new storage and new creative water management alternatives;
and

Reducing energy use by state agencies by achieving the goals established in
Executive Order 05-01, Establishing Sustainability and Efficiency Goals for State
Operations.

3. Achieving at least the remaining 40% toward the 2020 goal for Washington State and
planning for our future, I, FURTHER, order and direct:

A. The Director of the Department of Ecology and the Director of the Department of

Community, Trade and Economic Development in consultation with a broad range of
stakeholders to develop a climate change initiative, Washington Climate Change
Challenge, to achieve the goals of this Executive Order. Executive Cabinet agencies
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are directed to provide their full assistance and support in developing Washington
Climate Change Challenge. I invite the Office of the Insurance Commissioner, the
Commissioner of Public Lands, institutions of higher education, and members of the
Legislature to assist in this effort.

B. The Director of the Department of Ecology and the Director of the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development shall include representatives from
business, including transportation, forestry and energy sectors, agriculture, local,
county and regional governments, institutions of higher education, labor unions,
environmental groups and other interested residents as appropriate in the development
of Washington Climate Change Challenge.

C. Washington Climate Change Challenge shall address the following elements and
process steps:

i) Consider the full range of policies and strategies for the state of Washington to
adopt or undertake to ensure the economic and emission reductions goals are
achieved, including policy options that can maximize the efficiency of emission
reductions including market-based systems, allowance trading, and incentives;

i) Determine specific steps the state of Washington should take to prepare for the
impact of global warming, including impacts to public health, agriculture, the
coast line, forestry, and infrastructure;

iii) Assess what further steps the state of Washington should take to be prepared for
the impact of global warming to water supply and management;

iv) Initiate active involvement by the state of Washington in the development of
regional and national climate policies and coordination with British Columbia;

v) Recommend how the state of Washington, as an entity, can reduce its generation
of greenhouse gas emissions;

vi) Work with the state of Washington’s local governments to maximize coordination
and effectiveness of local and state climate initiatives; and

vii) Inform the general public of the process, solicit comments and involvement and
develop recommendations for future public education and outreach.
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D. The Director of the Department of Ecology and the Director of the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development shall submit Washington Climate

Change Challenge to the Office of the Governor within one year of the signing of this
Executive Order.

This Executive Order shall take effect immediately.
Signed and sealed with the official seal of the state of Washington, on this 7" day of

February 2007, at Olympia, Washington.

By:

Christine O. Gregoire
Governor

BY THE GOVERNOR:

Secretary of State
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