Alan Journet, Co-facilitator

; Southern Oregon Climate Action Now
SOO 7113 Griffin Lane
f - Jacksonville OR 9750 - 9342

Confronting Climate Change 541-301-34017

alan@socan.eco
https://socan.eco February 18t 2020

House Committee on Rules
Oregon State Capitol

900 Court St., NE

Salem Oregon 97301

Chairman Holvey and Members of the Committee:

Southern Oregon Climate Action Now is an organization of over 1500 rural Oregonians living
near the California border who are acutely aware of how the climate change consequences of
global warming are affecting our region and our lives. | write, on behalf of these Oregonians, to
the House Committee on Rules to express our support for HB4167.

We are aware that some rural Oregonians have been persuaded by the opponents of climate
action that proposals to reduce emissions are an effort by urban Oregonians to undermine rural
lives and livelihood. Some rural Oregonians choose to overlook what they can actually see
happening and, instead, seem to accept the lies and disinformation promoted by opponents of
climate action, opponents who sometimes claim to accept the science, but actually behave as
though they deny it. This is a constant source of amazement to those of us who have eyes and
minds open to the evidence. Furthermore, contrary to the misinformation campaigns of
opponents, states in the U.S. that have imposed a mechanism for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions have out-performed their neighbors economically, and have not suffered rate hikes
for electricity and gasoline attributable to these climate programs.

As residents of rural Oregon, we know that the temperature trend in our area is one of
substantial increase over the last century. We know that snowpack is declining and that
precipitation is falling at lower elevations as rain rather than higher elevations as snow. We
further know that these trends will likely continue absent efforts to reduce emissions globally
as winter rainfall increases, summer rainfall declines and Spring and Fall trends hold steady.
Living in rural Southern Oregon, we are well aware that we occupy a Mediterranean winter wet
/ summer dry climate. This climate induces substantial annual drying of soils and vegetation
during late summer inevitably generating fire risk. Furthermore, we understand that the
handful of locations around the globe where such a climate exists consequently support
vegetation that is fire prone, fire adapted and fire dependent. As a result, we have to accept
that fire is an inevitable component of our natural systems, and thus, our lives. Unfortunately,
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the natural phenomenon of summer/fall fire has been exacerbated by a combination of factors
over which humans have great control.

The first problem is fire suppression that has allowed our dry forests to become invaded by an
historically atypical density of smaller trees leading to a high fuel load in the forests. The second
problem is global warming and the consequent climate change it is inducing. This has resulted
in even drier summer conditions enhancing the fire risk already with us. The pattern of
increasing megafire risk is most likely a result of this combination of human factors. If we wish
to protect our forests, whether to serve the timber industry or simply to preserve the
biodiversity and beauty of our region, we need to address both problems. While we certainly
need to learn to live with fire, we also can reduce the risk by undertaking steps to make our
forests more resilient to changing climatic conditions. But that will never be quite enough. We
also must address the global warming problem bringing us ever greater destruction and we
absolutely must be part of the global solution by reducing our greenhouse gas emissions.

Those who argue against climate action in Oregon are arguing for continued and ever more
severe wildfires threatening our way of life and very existence in rural Oregon. If we are to keep
global warming down to a manageable level, such that our forests might survive, it is
imperative that we reduce our emissions and urge other states and nations to do likewise.

It is for these reasons that we in rural Southern Oregon urge that the state legislature
establishes a strong greenhouse gas reduction program. We have been urging the state
legislature to establish such a program since SOCAN was inaugurated in 2013. As our legislators
probably know, efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in Oregon were initiated in 2007
when HB3543 was passed and signed into law by then Governor Kulongoski. The program
established by that bill identified a greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal of 75% below 1990
levels by 2050. This was an ambitious but appropriate goal at the time. Unfortunately, the
program established to achieve this goal relied on purely voluntary contributions from all
sectors of the economy. Maybe unsurprisingly, the state never achieved a reduction trajectory
sufficient to achieve that goal, and is now - contrary to the claims of those who argue Oregon
has reduced its emissions substantially - far away from that trajectory. It is evident that
voluntary goals are inadequate. If Oregon is to join other states and nations in the international
effort to protect the livability of our planet for future generations, we need a program that
contains scientifically acceptable goals and reasonable enforcement and penalty components.
While HB4167 strengthens the 2050 goal to 80% below 1990 level by 2050, it still falls short of
what the science tells us we need. The required goal is net zero emissions by 2050. While this
would not guarantee a livable planet, it would offer a reasonable probability of our achieving
that condition. What the evidence tells us, however, is that we must initiate a steep reductions
trajectory now if we are to have any hope of preventing future global catastrophe. What ethics
tell us is that Oregonians must do our part to contribute to the global solution. We cannot
afford to rest on non-existent laurels if we are to urge other states and nations to do their part
to protect themselves and us; we must join the international effort.
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While we have several serious reservations about components of this proposal, our
understanding of the urgent need for all jurisdictions to establish steep greenhouse gas
emissions reduction trajectories leads us to support HB4167. We recognize, however, that
there will be a need to return in the near future to re-examine how effective the program is at
reducing emissions, and evaluate its goals in terms of the best available science of the day.
Fortunately, the Oregon Greenhouse Gas Initiative proposed here incorporates mechanisms
that will allow such assessments and re-evaluations

Program Goals:

If we consult the best available science, we find that our goal should be net zero emissions by
2050 meaning our activities emit annually as much greenhouse gas as natural and other
(carbon reduction technology, for example) sequestration activities capture. While such a
target may seem rather optimistic at this stage, we know that we absolutely must put our state
on a pathway of very steep emissions reductions such that, over time, we can revisit and
reconsider our goals, policies, and programs and decide if any adjustments are necessary.

General Principles:

Two essential general principles should be embedded in any program designed to address
regulated greenhouse gas emissions reductions: (1) geographically, the program should be
statewide and (2) economically, it should address all sectors responsible for regulated
emissions. There should not be any geographic region that contributes more or less than others
to the effort, nor should any economic sector be expected to contribute more or less than any
other to the effort. To the extent that there are benefits, these should be broadly enjoyed,
while to the extent that there are costs, these should be equally broadly experienced.

The Transportation Question:

The mechanism for targeting initially only fuels sold in the metropolitan Portland area, then
incorporating counties with larger populations, and finally adding rural counties only if the
County elects to opt in represents a serious breach of the General Principle of statewide
adoption enunciated above.

We challenge the compromise in the transportation sector because it makes the assumption
that gasoline prices will rise as a consequence of the program. This, however, will not
necessarily be the outcome. When transportation was incorporated into the California cap and
trade program in January 2015, the impact on gasoline prices weas variable.
https://ww?2.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation data/gasoline/retail gasoline prices2 cms.html.
Although initially gas prices rose, subsequently they dropped such that they were lower a year
after the transportation sector was incorporated into the program than they were before.
Indeed, the average price remains today lower than it was in summer 2008 (note, prices are not
adjusted for inflation, meaning the current prices are substantially lower than 2008 in adjusted
dollars). This does not imply that the program was the cause of the price fluctuation, merely
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that many factors influence gasoline prices, mainly supply and demand. Thus, rather than
exempt areas from inclusion into the program, a more just approach would be to offer
recourse, potentially through rebates or tax credits, to those who suffer unduly from any price
rise that the program imposes. This would require, also, that fuel importers demonstrate
conclusively to the OGGR that the program has induced a price rise before such aspects of the
program are activated.

Section 17 eliminates both aviation and watercraft fuel sold in the state. We recognize that to
impose a cost on these fuels would compromise the sellers of such fuels in the state viz a viz
sellers in other states, but since the program is largely an ‘in-boundary’ program, maybe a
mechanism could be developed whereby the fuel combustion within the state is covered. This
would apply to combustion of fuels as aircraft leave the state, and commercial shipping as it
travels out of state waters. It would also apply to the combustion of fuel by recreational aircraft
and watercraft users inside the state.

The EITE Question:

While we recognize that a greenhouse gas emissions reduction program has the potential to
affect adversely and unequally those industries that are emissions intensive and trade exposed,
it is critical that efforts to account for such not compromise the ability of the overall program to
achieve its goals. The benefits for providing consideration to such industries clearly, and
importantly, benefits workers employed in those industries as well as the profits of industrial
owners and shareholders. However, it is also important that accommodating this concern not
undermine the principle that the program should be economy-wide.

The number of allowances distributed free to EITE industries seems sufficient that it will likely
undercut both the generation of revenue, and-more importantly- the capacity for the program
to meets its identified emissions reduction goals. If the goals are to be met, this allocation of
allowances places the burden on other sectors to make up the difference, yet transportation
and utilities sectors are also receiving huge breaks on their need to comply with the reductions
trajectory in a timely manner. It also compromises the principle that ‘the polluter pays.” This,
of course, will compromise the principle implicit in the program that it should encourage the
transition from fossil fuel to renewable energy. This component of Sb1530-27 will likely assure
that the social justice groups opposing HB2020 will oppose this proposal.

What is likely to happen with this proposal is that residents of Metro Portland will drive to rural
zip codes to buy cheap gas, thus increasing emissions. And as other cities or counties are
engulfed in the program, the same will likely happen. Meanwhile, there is no incentive for rural
counties ever to vote to opt into the program. Additionally, we can expect that gas station
owners in Metro areas will be filing for EITE status since their businesses will be seriously
compromised.

Just as with gasoline prices, the assumption that utility (electricity) rates will rise is denied by
the track record of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative. Thus, rather than develop a
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program with the expectation that such rises will occur, the program should make allowances
for such a rise dependent on the demonstration by these sectors that the program causes price
rises - rather than any price increases being a result of other factors.

It is difficult to generate excessive sympathy for the trials of the industrial sector as they are
forced to incorporate greenhouse gas accounting into their operations. This is because the
failure of the voluntary greenhouse gas emissions reduction program of 2007 is largely a
function of the failure of economic sectors to take seriously the goals established in that
program and make appropriate adjustments.

The Natural Gas Conundrum:

An element in the proposal that remains of great concern is that it seems to encourage fossil
(natural) gas. This is unfortunate. While it is true that the combustion of natural gas results in
lower emissions per unit of energy generated than is the case for coal or oil, this fails to account
accurately for the full life cycle damage imposed by the gas. The current reality is that a
majority of the gas combusted is fracked gas. Even if we forget for the moment the array of
environmental problems generated by the hydraulic fracturing technology - which should be
enough to negate any program that promotes natural gas - when we consider the full life cycle
assessment of this fuel, we find that substantial emissions of methane result from its
extraction, processing and transmission. In fact, because methane is 86 times worse than
carbon dioxide on a 20-year basis, and 34 times worse on a 100-year basis, not much has to
leak to negate the combustion benefits. Indeed, from a greenhouse gas emissions perspective,
fossil gas may well be as bad or worse as a fuel for generating electricity than coal.

If it were possible to assure that all compressed gas vehicles were powered by so-called
renewable natural gas that is manufactured in anaerobic leak-free digesters that are
themselves powered by renewable energy, or is manufactured by hydrogenating carbon
dioxide again powered by renewable sources, we could potentially ignore the fugitive emissions
and focus only on the combustion benefits of natural gas (methane) compared to coal and oil. .

Given that renewable natural gas is unlikely to be sufficiently abundant to power all
compressed natural gas vehicles, encouraging CNG will likely just promote fracking and the
plethora of environmentally negative consequences of that extraction process. We therefore
encourage a review and reconsideration of those aspects of the proposal that serve to
encourage natural gas or CNG. Contrary to the claims of the American Gas Association, natural
gas is not a bridge to the future, it is a bridge to nowhere.

Social Justice:

HB4167 offers a sound definition of impacted communities in Section 103, and the
commitment to actually assisting those communities has certainly been strengthened through
amendments. This is noteworthy in the revisions to Section 39 that require a majority of the
Climate Investment Funds be used to serve impacted communities.
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We appreciate the inclusion in Section 25 of protection for impacted communities in air quality
non-attainment areas.

Meanwhile, Section 39 dealing with investment allocations assigns 25% of investments from
the Climate Investment Fund to OWEB for natural and working lands, and 25% for wildfire
mitigation, presumably both investments thus targeting rural Oregon.

Additionally, Section 30 asks for an evaluation of the co-benefits for impacted communities in
the report, suggesting that some benefits to such communities are anticipated.

Other Comments:

Section 21 (2) (b) What happens if the OGGR and a given EITE don’t agree on best available
technology emissions. There seems no resolution.

Section 22. | don’t understand what this is doing. Why amend an earlier section of the proposal
by a later section instead of just changing that earlier section?

Section 26 (3) This should include regenerative agriculture (returning carbon to the soil) as an
offset option.

Section 28 (9) (a) This seemingly means that the entire program is rendered moot if the hard
price ceiling is met and all allowances on the reducing emissions trajectory are exhausted.

Section 54 (10) (a) and (b) identify the year 2001. Is this correct?

Section 89 (1) seems to encourage the use of compressed natural gas in transportation. This is a
grave mistake since (as noted above) methane leaks during natural gas extraction, processing,
and transmission and methane is 86 times (20-year basis) or 34 times worse (100-year basis)
than carbon dioxide as a warming agent. The leakage furthermore, probably negates any
benefits from reduced carbon dioxide emissions during combustion.

Conclusion

While we have several serious reservations about components of this proposal, our
understanding of the urgent need for all jurisdictions to establish steep greenhouse gas
emissions reduction trajectories leads us to support HB4167 recognizing the need to return in
the near future to re-examine how effective the program is at reducing emissions, and evaluate
its goals in terms of the best available science of the day. Fortunately, the Oregon Greenhouse
Gas Initiative proposed here incorporates mechanisms that will allow such assessments and re-
evaluations

Respectfully submitted

L
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Alan R.P. Journet Ph.D.

Respectfully submitted

L

Alan R.P. Journet Ph.D.
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