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A message from Assistant Secretary of State Mark Neary

On behalf of the Office of the Secretary of State, I’'m pleased to present the 2016 General
Election Voters’ Pamphlet! We offer this comprehensive guide as a reference tool to help
you find information on the candidates and statewide measures which appear on your
ballot, as well as supplemental information required for the initiative and referendum
process, which continues to play a popular role in our state’s democracy.

This presidential-election year offers the opportunity for you and other voters in Washington
to have a direct say in our government at the local, state and federal level, including
who will be elected as our nation’s next President. Please remember that to have your
voice heard, you must be registered to vote with your county elections office by Monday,
October 31, 2016. You can verify your registration status at www.myvote.wa.gov. For
additional information, at vote.wa.gov, you will find a Video Voters’ Guide that our office
produced in partnership with TVW. And for up-to-the-minute election results on all the
state races and ballot measures, download the Secretary of State Elections Results app.

The 2016 General Election includes many important and exciting races. In addition to
President, a U.S. Senate race, all 10 of Washington’s congressional seats, our nine
statewide offices, three Supreme Court races, and other local judicial positions are on the
ballot. In the State Legislature, all 98 seats in the House of Representatives and 26 of the
49 seats in the Senate are also up for election. Statewide ballot measures and local issues
and races await your decision.

Once you have completed your ballot, it can be mailed or taken to a drop box (visit
www.myvote.wa.gov to find a box near you). For those of you with mobile devices text
Vote to GoVote (468-683) to find your closest voting center or drop box. Please remember
that all ballots must either be postmarked no later than November 8, 2016 or placed
in a county elections drop box by 8 p.m. on November 8, 2016.

Mark Neary
Assistant Secretary of State

m @secstatewa /WASecretaryofState
/WashingtonStateElections
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Qualifications

You must be at least 18 years old, a U.S. citizen,
a resident of Washington State, and not under
Department of Corrections supervision for a
Washington State felony conviction.

Register to vote & update your address

The deadline to update your voting address has passed.
Contact your former county elections department to
request a ballot at your new address.

New voters may register in person until October 31 at
your county elections department.

Military voters are exempt from voter registration
deadlines.

Cast Your Ballot

Your ballot will be : Vote your ballot : Return it by mail or
mailed to the address and sign your : to an official ballot
you provide in your : return envelope. : drop box by 8 p.m. on
voter registration. : : November 8.

vote by mail ]

Where is my ballot?

. . View
Your ballot will be mailed

by October 21. Election Results

If you need a replacement

ballot, contact your county

elections department listed
at the end of this pamphlet.

or get the mobile app
WA State Election Results



The Initiative

Any voter may propose an initiative to
create a new state law or change an
existing law.

Initiatives to the People
are proposed laws submitted directly
to voters.

Initiatives to the Legislature
are proposed laws submitted to the
Legislature.

The Referendum

Any voter may demand that a law
proposed by the Legislature be referred to
voters before taking effect.

Referendum Bills
are proposed laws the Legislature has
referred to voters.

Referendum Measures

are laws recently passed by the
Legislature that voters have demanded
be referred to the ballot.

Laws by the People

Before an Initiative to the People or an
Initiative to the Legislature can appear
on the ballot, the sponsor must collect...

246,372

VOTERS'
SIGNATURES

8% of all votes in the last
Governor’s race

Before a Referendum Measure can appear
on the ballot, the sponsor must collect...

123,186

VOTERS'
SIGNATURES

4% of all votes in the last
Governor’s race

Initiatives & Referenda
BECOME LAW

with a simple

MAJORITY VOTE

5

- The Ballot Measure Process -




Initiative Measure No. 1433

Initiative Measure No. Initiative Measure No. 1433 concerns labor standards.
This measure would increase the state minimum wage to $11.00 in
2017, $11.50 in 2018, $12.00 in 2019, and $13.50 in 2020, require
employers to provide paid sick leave, and adopt related laws.
Should this measure be enacted into law?
[ ] Yes
[ 1 No
Explanatory Statement . . . . . . . . 7
Fiscal Impact Statement . . . . . . . . 8
Arguments Forand Against . . . . . . .17

The Secretary of State is not responsible
for the content of statements or arguments

(WAC 434-381-180).




Initiative Measure No. 1433 7

Explanatory Statement

Written by the Office of the Attorney General

The Law as it Presently Exists

Washington’s minimum wage for employees who are at
least 18 years old is $9.47 per hour for 2016. For employ-
ees under 18 years old, the Washington Department of
Labor and Industries sets the minimum wage. The Depart-
ment has determined that workers who are 16 or 17 years
old must receive the adult minimum wage. Workers who
are under 16 years old may be paid 85% of the adult min-
imum wage, which for 2016 is $8.05 per hour. Employers
must pay overtime wages of at least one and one-half an
employee’s regular rate of pay for hours worked in excess
of 40 hours in a 7-day work week. Employers cannot use
tips as credit toward minimum wages owed to a worker.

Some cities have adopted local laws that require a higher
minimum wage within those cities. Where a higher local
minimum wage applies, the employer must pay the higher
minimum wage. If a federal or local law sets a lower mini-
mum wage than the one required by state law, the higher
state minimum wage is the one that applies.

The Department of Labor and Industries calculates a cost
of living adjustment to the state minimum wage every fall,
and the new rate takes effect the following January 1. The
Department calculates the minimum wage increase ac-
cording to the rate of inflation.

Most workers must be paid at least the minimum wage for
all hours worked. But some workers are not currently cov-
ered by the state Minimum Wage Act. For example, people
who are working as independent contractors, casual labor-
ers, certain “white collar” professionals, and volunteers for
qualified organizations are not covered.

There are currently no state laws that require an employer
to provide paid sick leave. But some cities have passed lo-
cal laws that require employers to provide paid sick leave.
Absent a local law requiring it, paid sick leave is considered
a benefit that an employer may choose to provide under an
agreement or policy.

Under Washington’s Family Care Act, if an employer offers
paid leave, their employees can use earned paid leave to
care for a sick family member. Covered family members
include children, parents, spouses, registered domestic
partners, parents-in-law, and grandparents.

In addition, there are federal and state laws that govern
when a worker can take unpaid leave. The federal Family
Medical Leave Act and the state Family Leave Act current-
ly permit some workers to take up to 12 weeks of unpaid
leave and still keep their jobs. To qualify, the worker must

have worked at least 12 months for the employer for a total
of at least 1,250 hours, and the employer must have 50 or
more employees. The unpaid leave can be used to recover
from the worker’s own serious illness, to care for a child,
spouse, or parent with a serious health condition, or to care
for a newborn child, newly adopted child, or foster child.

Under Washington’s domestic violence leave law, victims
of domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking and their
family members can also take reasonable leave to take
care of legal or law enforcement needs, to seek treatment,
to obtain services, to relocate, or to take other action to
ensure the victim’s safety. The law does not require that
domestic violence leave be paid leave, but an employee
may choose to use paid leave if he or she has it.

The Department of Labor and Industries enforces Wash-
ington’s Minimum Wage Act and state leave laws and
adopts rules related to these laws.

The Effect of the Proposed Measure if Approved

Initiative 1433 would increase the hourly minimum wage
incrementally over four years and require employers to pro-
vide paid sick leave. The measure would also adopt related
laws about earning and using paid sick leave.

Initiative 1433 would increase the hourly minimum wage
for employees who are at least 18 years old to $11.00 on
January 1, 2017; $11.50 on January 1, 2018; $12.00 on
January 1, 2019; and $13.50 on January 1, 2020. The De-
partment of Labor and Industries must still set the mini-
mum wage for employees under 18 years old. Beginning
on January 1, 2021, the minimum wage rate would again
be adjusted each year according to the rate of inflation. If a
local law requires a higher minimum wage within a city, the
local minimum wage would apply.

Beginning on January 1, 2018, employers would be re-
quired to provide paid sick leave to employees covered by
the Minimum Wage Act. Employers would be required to
pay sick leave at the employee’s pay rate or at the new
minimum wage, whichever is higher. An employee would
get at least one hour of paid sick leave for every 40 hours
worked, but employers could provide more generous paid
leave. The measure would require employers to allow use
of paid sick leave after 90 days of employment. Sick leave
could be used to meet an employee’s own medical needs
or to care for a family member’s medical needs. Family
members would include: a spouse or registered domestic
partner; a child; a parent, step-parent, or legal guardian;
a grandparent; a grandchild; and a brother or sister. Paid
sick leave could also be used when the employee’s place
of business or their child’s school or childcare is ordered to
be closed for a health related reason. Paid sick leave could
be used for domestic violence leave.
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An employer could require employees to give reasonable
notice when they want to take paid sick leave. Where
an absence from work will last longer than three days,
employers could also require verification that the employee
is taking leave for an authorized purpose. An employer
could not require an employee to search for or find a
replacement worker in order to be able to take paid sick
leave.

Employers would be required to provide their employees
with regular notice about the amount of paid sick leave they
have earned. Up to 40 hours of sick leave could be carried
over to the following year, and employers could allow more
carryover if they wish. Employers would not have to pay
employees for their unused sick leave when the employee
leaves. Where an employee leaves a job and is rehired by
the same employer within one year, previously earned sick
leave would have to be reinstated.

The measure would make the state Minimum Wage Act,
including its minimum wage, overtime, and new paid
sick leave requirements, expressly apply to people who
contract with the Department of Social and Health Services
to provide care to disabled people under certain programs.
But the measure does not otherwise expand the state
Minimum Wage Act to make it apply to other workers who
are not currently covered.

Employers would not be allowed to discriminate or retaliate
against an employee or impose discipline against an
employee for proper use of paid sick leave. An employee
could not agree to receive less than what he or she is
entitled to under the initiative. The Department of Labor
and Industries would enforce the new law and would have
to adopt rules for implementing and enforcing it.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Written by the Office of Financial Management
For more information visit www.ofm.wa.gov/ballot

Summary

Initiative 1433 would increase state revenues, and state and
local government expenditures, during the next six fiscal
years. State revenues would increase due to employers
making Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund tax payments
on higher wages. State General Fund expenditures would
decrease in the first four fiscal years, but increase in the
fifth and sixth fiscal years. Expenditures from all other
funds would increase in each fiscal year. Increases exceed
any decreases in State General Fund spending resulting
from the initiative. Local school district expenditures would
increase. Other local government expenditure impacts
cannot be estimated.

General Assumptions

* Theinitiative’s effective date is January 1, 2017. How-
ever, the paid sick leave requirement becomes effec-
tive on January 1, 2018.

¢ Unless otherwise noted, estimates use the state’s fis-
cal year of July 1 through June 30. For example, fiscal
year (FY) 2018 is July 1, 2017, through June 30, 2018.

e Federal funds reported in this statement are only
those that are included in the state budget.

e Acalendar year (CY) is January 1 through December 31.

* A school year is September 1 through June 30.

*  One full-time equivalent (FTE) employee equates to
2,080 hours of work for one calendar year.

* Three cities have enacted a higher minimum wage
ordinance than is reflected in Initiative 1433 (I-1433).
This fiscal impact statement does not address
impacts of those ordinances.

e The cost of increases in the minimum wage is
calculated based on the minimum wage rates set
in 1-1433, less the projected cost of increases in
the current state minimum wage law. The Office of
Financial Management projection of the minimum
wage under current law is shown below, together with
the required and projected amounts under [-1433.

Date Projected Hourly
Hourly Rate Rate

Under Under

Current Law 1-1433

January 1, 2017 $9.55 $11.00

January 1, 2018 $9.77 $11.50

January 1, 2019 $10.02 $12.00

January 1, 2020 $10.28 $13.50

January 1, 2021 $10.56 $13.86
January 1, 2022 $10.83 $14.23
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* The inflation projection for FY 2021 is assumed at 2.7
percent and for FY 2022 is assumed at 2.6 percent.

State Revenue Assumptions

The Employment Security Department (ESD) collects taxes
from employers for the Unemployment Insurance (Ul) Trust
Fund.

State Revenue

Increasing the minimum wage expands the taxable wage
base for many employers. This makes more wages subject
to the Ul Trust Fund tax. Table 1 provides fiscal year esti-
mates of additional Ul Trust Fund tax collections.

(See Table 1 on page 13)

State Expenditure Assumptions

* No expenditure impact is assumed for agency em-
ployees covered under a current collective bargain-
ing agreement that provides wages and benefits
that exceed the initiative requirements.

e State agencies and local governments purchase
goods and services through vendor contracts
managed by the Department of Enterprise Services.
If higher costs resulting from the initiative are passed
onto the state, vendors would likely increase the cost
of purchasing goods and services, but the amount of
the increase cannot be estimated.

* Expenditures from the State General Fund may be
used for any government purpose such as education;
social, health and environmental services; and other
general government activities.

State Expenditures

[-1433 affects multiple state agencies and institutions of
higher education. Impacts by agency for the minimum
wage increase and paid sick leave requirements are
summarized in Table 2. Additional detail and assumptions
for each agency’s estimated expenditures are explained
under each agency heading.

(See Table 2 on page 13)

Department of Labor and Industries

The Department of Labor and Industries (L&) is required
to adopt and implement rules to carry out and enforce
[-1433. L&l will need an estimated 17.8 FTEs for such ac-
tivities as investigating complaints for minimum wage and
sick leave violations, as well as for retaliation and discrimi-
nation claims; conducting outreach and communication of
new requirements to employers; programming information
technology; and rule making.

Table 3 provides estimated FTEs and expenditures for L&l
implementation costs.

(See Table 3 on page 14)

Department of Social and Health Services

[-1433 impacts multiple programs at the Department of
Social and Health Services (DSHS). Impacts are displayed
by program. To administer and operate these programs,
state expenditures are often matched with federal dollars
so both state and federal expenditure impacts are dis-
played, where applicable. For purposes of the fiscal impact
statement, only state expenditure impacts are considered
in the totals in Table 2 and in the fiscal impact summary in
Table 4.

The department contracts with a number of vendors who
provide services to children for child care and behavior-
al rehabilitation; to individuals in nursing homes requiring
care; to individuals who need long-term care; and to adults
requiring assistance with personal care at home, among
others. These include vendors who provide direct care to
clients living in the community in a variety of settings. Many
vendor contracts are paid on a performance-based deliv-
erable basis or on an agreed-upon rate for a unit of service.

Table 4 summarizes impacts of 1-1433 across all DSHS
programs.

(See Table 4 on page 14)

Economic Services Administration (DSHS)
[-1433 would result in fiscal impact to the Basic Food pro-
gram and the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) program. The Basic Food program (formerly known
as food stamps) provides low-income individuals and fam-
ilies with food benefits. Approximately 2 percent of the Ba-
sic Food program funding is State General Fund, while the
remaining 98 percent is federal funds. The TANF program
provides temporary cash assistance for low-income fami-
lies. Approximately 50 percent of the TANF program fund-
ing is State General Fund.

When an individual’s or family’s income increases, the
benefit amounts may be reduced, applications for benefits
may be denied and/or current recipients may be terminat-
ed from the program. Caseload impacts and cost savings
are estimated using actual caseload counts and wage in-
come data from December 2015. Tables 5 and 6 summa-
rize the impacts of I-1433 by program.

(See Tables 5 and Table 6 on page 14)

Developmental Disabilities Administration
and Aging and Long-Term Care Administra-
tion (DSHS)

The Home and Community Services division in the Long-
Term Care Administration develops and pays for long-
term care services for persons with disabilities and the
elderly, with priority given to low-income individuals and
families. Under the 2015-17 collective bargaining agree-
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ment with Service Employees International Union Health-
care 775NW, wages range from $12.00/hour to $15.65/
hour for services from a contracted individual provider for
children and adults assessed by DSHS and found eligi-
ble for Medicaid personal care. With respect to the wage
differences provided in the initiative, the current collec-
tive bargaining agreement for SEIU Healthcare 775NW
already meets or exceeds the amount required through
2019, as well as for Medicaid contracted home care
agencies. Thus, there would be no fiscal impact for indi-
vidual providers from FY 2017 through FY 2019.

Table 7 displays projected impacts after FY 2019 for indi-
vidual providers.

(See Table 7 on page 14)

Health Care Authority

[-1433 affects multiple Health Care Authority (HCA) pro-
grams. Table 8 provides a summary of all expected pro-
gram impacts. These impacts are due to fewer people
being eligible for benefits. Each program is explained in
further detail that follows.

(See Table 8 on page 15)

HCA estimated the total impact to the affected Medicaid
populations using the budgeted state fiscal year per-cap-
ita rate multiplied by the affected population change for
each fiscal year. Per-capita rates are calculated twice a
year. It is likely this estimate will change with adjustments
to the Medicaid forecasted per-capita rates. Addition-
ally, the FY 2017 per-capita rate does not assume any
changes in caseload mix, inflation or other factors. Table
9 displays the HCA estimated impacts on all Medicaid
programs. These impacts are due to fewer people being
eligible for benefits. (Table 9 is a subset of Table 8.)

(See Table 9 on page 15)

Family Medical Adults (HCA)

This program provides health care to adult caretakers
with a modified adjusted gross income (MAGI) eligibility
threshold of 54 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL).
Increasing the state minimum wage may cause some cli-
ents now covered by this program to lose eligibility and
then become eligible for the Newly Eligible Adult Group.
Increasing the state minimum wage may also cause cur-
rent clients to exceed the income eligibility limits and thus
become eligible for non-Apple Health coverage through
the Health Benefit Exchange. This would likely result in
savings for the HCA. However, the full impacts will not
be realized until 2019, when the minimum wage reaches
$12.00 per hour. Any changes in the FPL and eligibility
requirements could change the impact to HCA and the

Medicaid program. Table 10 displays the impacts of the
minimum wage on Family Medical expenditures.

(See Table 10 on page 15)

Newly Eligible Adult Group (HCA)

This program provides health care to adults under the
Affordable Care Act with income up to 138 percent of
the FPL. Services for this population are largely federally
funded, and any changes in population size will have a
limited effect on state funds due to the small change in
the federal match rate. The federal match is anticipated
to change incrementally starting in 2017 until it reaches
90 percent in 2020. Any changes in the FPL and eligibility
requirements could change the impact to the HCA and
the Medicaid program. Table 11 shows the impact of the
minimum wage increase on the Newly Eligible Adult pop-
ulation.

(See Table 11 on page 15)

Various children’s programs (HCA)

Children become ineligible for Medicaid above 312 per-
cent FPL under MAGI limits. Families at that income range
are less likely to be affected by a change in the minimum
wage until 2020, when the wage reaches $13.50 per hour.
Table 12 shows the impact of the minimum wage increase
on children’s programs.

(See Table 12 on page 15)

Department of Early Learning

The Department of Early Learning contracts with a
number of vendors to provide child care, preschool and
early learning services directly to children and families.
Many vendor contracts are paid on a performance-based
deliverable basis or on an agreed-upon rate for a unit of
service. In conjunction with state funds, many vendors
receive federal funding and private funding to operate their
full scope of business. Therefore, the potential impact for
these vendor contracts and rates cannot be estimated.

Institutions of Higher Education

The state higher education system comprises the bac-
calaureate sector (four-year institutions) and the com-
munity and technical college system (two-year schools).
The baccalaureate sector is the University of Washington,
Washington State University, Central Washington Univer-
sity, Eastern Washington University, The Evergreen State
College and Western Washington University. The com-
munity and technical college sector is 34 colleges located
across the state.

The vast majority of classified and professional employ-
ees working for four-year institutions are already earning
wage and benefit levels above those required in 1-1433.



Initiative Measure No. 1433 11

Employees who would be affected by the initiative are
primarily students, and temporary seasonal and hourly
employees. At the University of Washington, 12 percent
of employees potentially affected work in the University of
Washington Medicine system.

Higher Education Assumptions
For employees in institutions of higher education, the
following assumptions are built into the expenditure esti-
mates:
* Wage estimates include the increased cost of
employee benefits (such as employer contributions
for Social Security) that are based on pay.

*  Costestimates were calculated by the baccalaureate
institutions and by the State Board for Community
and Technical Colleges, each on its own behalf.

* Higher education employees generally earn eight
hours of sick leave per month. They do not, however,
accrue that leave based on each 40 hours of work.

* Sick leave estimates include only those positions
that must be backfilled with a substitute worker
when someone is absent from work. Most positions
that would be affected by the initiative do not need
to be backfilled when those employees are sick.

To implement 1-1433, most four-year institutions would
have some administrative costs, primarily for staff to track
employee leave under the initiative’s requirements. Table
13 provides cost estimates and FTEs by fiscal year.

(See Table 13 on page 15)

The costs of the minimum wage and sick leave backfill
are displayed in Table 14.

(See Table 14 on page 16)

K-12 education

The state allocates funding to school districts through for-
mula-driven staff units and salaries, as defined in RCW
28A.150.260 and the omnibus appropriations act. 1-1433
does not change the prototypical school staff ratios.

The current hourly salary allocation for certificated in-
structional staff is $24.79, for certificated administrative
staff is $29.23 and for classified staff is $16.06. These
allocations will continue to exceed the minimum hourly
wages identified in 1-1433.

Salary allocations for certificated instructional staff are for
a full-time school year. Salary allocations for administra-
tive and classified staff are for a full-time calendar year.
The funding is for allocation purposes and is not adjusted
based on actual days worked or number of days sick.
Therefore, no change is expected in allocations to school

districts related to the change in minimum wage or sick
leave entitlement under the initiative.

Employment Security Department

I-1433 will increase the average annual wage calculated
by the Employment Security Department, per state law.
As a result, minimum and maximum weekly unemploy-
ment benefit amounts will increase, meaning unemploy-
ment claimants could receive a higher weekly benefit
amount.

Table 15 provides fiscal year estimates of increased ben-
efits payments to claimants.

(See Table 15 on page 16)

The combination of additional taxes and benefit pay-
ments results in an overall impact to the Ul Trust Fund.
Note there is a four-year lag between collection of Ul
taxes from employers and benefit payments. The tax is
based on a four-year experience rating factor (e.g., 2020
tax rates for employers are based on benefit charges be-
tween 2015 and 2019). However, the benefit payments
are paid immediately. Also, when there is a change in the
number of employers paying Ul taxes into the Trust Fund,
the cost of benefit payments is spread among all paying
employers (called the social cost factor). The combination
of the lag between taxes and benefit payment as well as
the social cost factor leads to a net impact to the Ul Trust
Fund.

Table 16 provides the total fiscal year impact to the Ul
Trust Fund from the change in minimum wage.

(See Table 16 on page 16)

State employee compensation

The state will incur costs for implementing the change to
minimum wage, including increasing pay for those earn-
ing less than the minimum wage and the higher cost of
employee benefits (such as employer contributions for
Social Security) that are based on pay.

State employees, except for higher education employ-
ees, generally earn eight hours of sick leave per month.
They do not, however, accrue that leave based on each
40 hours of work. It is assumed that changes to the pat-
tern of sick leave accrual to meet the requirements of
[-1433 can be made without a measurable increase in
the overall cost of sick leave, although there will likely be
some administrative work to implement the initiative’s re-
quirements.

Table 17 displays the estimated impact for state employee
compensation due to the increase in the minimum wage.

(See Table 17 on page 16)
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Local Government Revenue
There are no changes to local government revenue from
[-1433.

Local Government Expenditures

The expenditure impact of 1-1433 on local governments
is indeterminate. The jurisdictions that could experience
the greatest expenditure impact from 1-1433 are small lo-
cal governments, such as towns, park districts and library
districts. This is due to their size and reliance on seasonal
or part-time employees whose current wage may be less
than the hourly rates specified in the initiative and who
may not currently accrue any sick leave.

For most jurisdictions, the impact of I-1433 is likely to be
minor (less than $50,000) to moderate (between $100,000
and $250,000). However, each jurisdiction could experi-
ence a range of impacts depending upon the number of
full- and part-time employees it employs and individual
sick leave policies. Many, if not all, jurisdictions would
have minor one-time costs to update policies and payroll
systems.

Less information is available on sick leave accrual in local
government in Washington. Data from the 2015 Associ-
ation of Washington Cities Salary and Benefits Survey,
which surveyed only permanent full-time local govern-
ment employees, found that six jurisdictions, each a town
with a population fewer than 500, did not meet the min-
imum accrual level of paid sick leave required under the
initiative.

No data is available to estimate the expenditure impact of
paid sick leave requirements for part-time and seasonal
local government employees.

Local School District Expenditure Assumptions
* School districts will continue to employ the same
number of individuals for the same number of hours

in future years.
* Current collective bargaining agreements offer more
sick leave to employees than required under I-1433.

Local School District Expenditures

In the 2015-16 school year, school districts employed
1,656 FTEs at hourly wages less than the minimum wage
amounts identified in 1-1433. Fringe benefits are includ-
ed in the estimated costs to school districts. To increase
salaries to the minimum wage identified in [-1433, school
district expenditures will increase as shown in Table 18.

No additional expenditures are incurred to comply with
sick leave requirements under 1-1433.

(See Table 18 on page 16)
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Table 1 — Tax collections deposited in the Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

FY 2022

$500,000

$2,500,000

$6,500,000

$14,000,000

$25,400,000

$35,100,000

Table 2 - Summary of state agency and institutions of higher education estimated expenditures

Account

Agency

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

FY 2022

General
Fund-
State

Department
of Social
and Health
Services

($394,150)

($524,545)

($640,581)

$1,463,263

$6,003,012

$11,799,679

Health Care
Authority

($5,484,000)

($6,446,000)

($6,812,000)

($9,548,000)

($9,636,000)

($9,730,000)

Higher
education

$745,000

$1,766,000

$2,246,000

$3,827,000

$4,871,000

$5,225,000

State
employee
compensation
(excluding
higher
education)

$3,630

$5,536

$13,991

$24,344

$25,001

$25,651

Total State
General Fund

($5,129,520)

($5,199,009)

($5,192,590)

($4,233,393)

$1,263,013

$7,320,330

All Other
Funds

Department
of Labor and
Industries

$0

$2,823,500

$1,598,000

$1,499,000

$1,499,000

$1,499,000

Health Care
Authority

$1,756,000

($1,799,000)

($2,467,000)

($8,487,000)

($8,660,000)

($8,765,000)

Department
of Social
and Health
Services

$0

$0

$0

$3,271,000

$9,179,000

$16,407,000

Employment
Security
Department

$6,600,000

$22,000,000

$41,200,000

$63,700,000

$86,700,000

$111,800,000

Higher
education

$1,111,000

$3,137,000

$4,115,000

$6,785,000

$8,530,000

$9,164,000

State
employee
compensation
(excluding
higher
education)

$0

$15

$105,793

$111,510

$114,521

$117,498

Total other
funds

$9,467,000

$26,161,515

$44,551,793

$66,879,510

$97,362,521

$130,222,498

Total all funds

$4,337,480

$20,962,506

$39,359,203

$62,646,117

$98,625,534

$137,542,828




14 Initiative Measure No. 1433
Table 3 — Department of Labor and Industries implementation costs
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
FTEs none 17.8 15.3 14.2 14.2 14.2
8}:‘3‘1 Funds $0 $2,823,500 | $1,598,000 | $1,499,000 | $1,499,000 | $1,499,000
Table 4 - Aggregate expenditure impacts on the Department of Social and Health Services
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
State costs ($394,150) ($524,545) ($640,581) $1,463,263 $6,003,012 $11,799,679
Other costs $0 $0 $0 3,271,000 9,179,000 16,407,000
Total ($394,150) ($524,545) ($640,581) $4,734,263| $15,182,012 $28,206,679
Table 5 — Basic Food program state fund expenditure impacts by caseload
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
Denials/
terminations 558 835 1,847 3,870 3,870 3,870
(number of
cases)
Benefit
reductions 32,029 37,728 40,248 46,894 46,894 46,894
(number of
cases)
Total costs ($170,585) ($232,143) ($292,688) ($525,638) ($577,435) ($585,286)
Table 6 - TANF program expenditure impacts by caseload
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
Denials/
terminations 53 37 48 97 97 9%
(number of
cases)
Benefit
reductions 498 545 575 628 625 622
(number of
cases)
Total costs ($233,565) ($292,402) ($347,893) ($574,099) ($761,553) ($738,035)
Table 7 - Individual provider expenditure impacts
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
State costs $0 $0 $0 $2,563,000 $7,342,000 $13,123,000
Federal costs $0 $0 $0 $3,271,000 $9,179,000 $16,407,000
Total $0 $0 $0 $5,834,000 $16,521,000 $29,530,000
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Table 8 - HCA estimated impacts to all Health Care Authority programs

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
State costs ($5,484,000) | ($6,446,000) | ($6,812,000) | ($9,548,000) | ($9,636,000) ($9,730,000)
Federal costs | $1,756,000 ($1,799,000) | ($2,467,000) | ($8,487,000) | ($8,660,000) ($8,765,000)
Total ($3,728,000) | ($8,245,000) | ($9,279,000) | ($18,035,000) | ($18,296,000) | ($18,495,000)
Table 9 - Total estimated impacts to Medicaid programs

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
State costs ($2,742,000) | ($3,223,000) | ($3,406,000) | ($4,774,000) | ($4,818,000) ($4,865,000)
Federal costs | $1,756,000 ($1,799,000) | ($2,467,000) | ($8,487,000) | ($8,660,000) ($8,765,000)
Total ($986,000) ($5,022,000) | ($5,873,000) | ($13,261,000) | ($13,478,000) | ($13,630,000)
Table 10 - Categorically needy Family Medical caseload and state cost impacts

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
Caseload
impact (15,205) (16,916) (17,673) (18,699) (18,794) (18,890)
(number of
cases)

State costs

($2,522,000)

($2,806,000)

($2,932,000)

($3,102,000)

($3,118,000)

($3,134,000)

Table 11 — Newly Eligible Adu

It caseload and

state cost impacts

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
Caseload
impact
(number of 12,862 3,698 2,180 (15,013) (15,255) (15,500)
cases)
State costs $235,000 $81,000 $56,000 ($549,000) ($557,000) ($566,000)
Table 12 - Children’s programs caseload and state cost impacts

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
Caseload
i t
'(?uprﬁg or of (3,485) (3,800) (4,027) (8,842) (9,010) (9,182)
cases)
State costs ($455,000) ($498,000) ($530,000) ($1,123,000) | ($1,143,000) ($1,165,000)

Table 13 - Higher education administrative implementation costs

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
FTEs 0.0 2.9 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3
Costs $0 $268,000 $315,000 $315,000 $315,000 $315,000
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Table 14 - Higher education minimum wage and sick leave backfill costs
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
4-year
w:gte“ggg $1,539,000 | $3,880,000 | $5,059,000 | $8,994,000 | $11,547,000 | $12,498,000
benefit costs
4-year sick
leave backfill $0 $127,000 $256,000 $258,000 $263,000 $267,000
Community
and technical
college $317,000 $628,000 $731,000 $1,045,000 $1,276,000 $1,309,000
minimum
wage cost
Table 15 - Benefit payments from the Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
$7,100,000 $17,500,000 $24,800,000 $35,000,000 $46,200,000 $57,400,000
Table 16 - Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund impact
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
$6,600,000 $22,000,000 $41,200,000 $63,700,000 $86,700,000 $111,800,000
Table 17 - State employees (nonhigher education) implementation costs
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
$3,630 $5,551 $119,784 $135,854 $139,522 $143,149
Table 18 — School district impacts of minimum wage
CY 2017 CY 2018 CY 2019 CY 2020 CY 2021 CY 2022
Estimated
Consumer N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.9% 1.9%
Price Index
Salary $447,670 $679,744 $976,906 $3,316,619 | $4,084,651 $4,867,277
increase
Classified
staff fringe
benefits at $101,711 $154,438 $221,953 $753,536 $928,033 $1,105,845
22.72%
Total CY cost $549,381 $834,182 $1,198,859 $4,070,155 $5,012,684 $5,973,122
State FY cost| $274,690 $691,781 $1,016,520 $2,634,507 $4,541,419 $5,492,903
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Argument for

Initiative 1433 is good for our workers, our families, and
our economy
Initiative 1433 ensures every Washington worker can earn
paid sick and safe leave and phases in a $13.50 minimum
wage by 2020.

Putting our health and safety first

Washingtonians should be able to take care of themselves
or a sick child without having to choose between their family
and a paycheck. It’s vitally important to pass a common
sense law like paid sick leave to help prevent the spread
of disease and keep customers, employees, children, the
elderly, and our families safe.

When restaurant, grocery, and childcare workers are forced
to go to work sick they expose our communities to disease.
In fact, 70% of food-related norovirus outbreaks are the
result of sick food workers showing up to work.

Creating more economic opportunity

Initiative 1433 would boost the income of more than 730,000
low-wage workers, lifting families out of poverty and grow-
ing the economy. When workers have more money to spend,
they spend it at local businesses. Initiative 1433 will inject
nearly $2.5 billion into local economies. This demand, in
turn, creates more good-paying jobs. That’s why every state
that raised the minimum wage in 2014 saw faster job growth
than those that left wages stagnant. Put simply, this initiative
helps businesses, workers, and families across Washington
thrive.

By voting “Yes” on Initiative 1433, we can make Washington
a better place to live, work, and raise a family.

Rebuttal of argument against

Initiative 1433 puts our health and safety first by providing
access to paid sick leave and creates economic opportunity.
Study after study — from independent economists including
the University of Washington — prove that prices do not rise
when minimum wages increase. Initiative 1433 saves the state
money and does not create new taxes for anyone. Instead, it
grows our economy and creates jobs as working families have
more money to spend in communities across the state.

Written by

Ariana Davis, citizen sponsor and grocery worker, Renton;
Ron Cole, registered nurse, Seattle; Molly Moon, business
owner, Molly Moon’s Homemade Ice Cream, Seattle; Mary
Bell, emergency medical technician (EMT), Davenport;
Shahrokh Nikfar, business owner, Café Affogato, Mediterrano
restaurant, Spokane; Don Orange, business owner, Hoesly
EcoAutomotive, Vancouver

Contact: (206) 709-1313; info@raiseupwa.com;
www.RaiseUpWA.com

Argument against

We do need a minimum wage that benefits everyone -
workers, consumers and small businesses — a wage that
considers different costs of living across the state, the unique
pay structures of certain jobs, and the need for a training
wage for new workers. Unfortunately, I-1433 is a poorly crafted
proposal that will do more harm than good for workers and the
Washington economy.

Makes State Budget Problems Worse

The initiative raises $85 million in new taxes, but will increase
state spending by $363 million. The state is in contempt for
failing to fund education and must find billions of dollars to
fund our schools. This will make the problem worse.

Seattle Hasn’t Delivered

Seattle passed a $15 per hour minimum wage. The City of
Seattle’s economists acknowledge the initial increase to $11
per hour has not benefitted workers. While average pay per
hour rose, workers are getting fewer hours and there are fewer
jobs available. Meanwhile, consumers are paying more for
less. Small businesses are hurting.

A University of Washington study warned most communities
around our state can’t absorb a 30% wage increase. This
means fewer jobs and small businesses, steeper prices in
stores, and less opportunity for young people to obtain work
experience.

We Can’t Afford The Risk

Washington State already has the 8™ highest minimum wage.
This will make it more difficult for young people to find jobs.
Adding new mandates and jumping the minimum wage by
30% is a risk that workers, consumers and small businesses
can’t afford.

Rebuttal of argument for

I-1433 takes the wrong approach — harming workers and
Washington’s economy. This proposal would cost jobs in
some communities while decreasing hours and take-home
pay for other workers. It would increase prices and reduce
opportunities for young people. Voters should be offended by
the backers’ use of scare tactics to distract from their hastily
designed plan — Washington's food handlers already operate
under strict laws requiring sick workers to stay home. Vote no
on I-1433.

Written by

John Stuhlmiller, CEO, Washington Farm Bureau; Tammy
Bailey, Independent Grocery Store Owner, Bailey’s IGA,
Rochester; Mike LaPlant, Family Farmer, Farm Bureau
President, Grant County; Madelin White, Merle Norman
Cosmetics, Lacey; Phil Costello, Owner, Zip’s Drive-In,
Spokane; Kristopher Johnson, President & CEO, Association
of Washington Business

Contact: (206) 504-2515; info@keepwacompetitive.com;
www.keepwacompetitive.com
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Initiative Measure No. 1464

Initiative Measure No. 1464 concerns campaign finance laws and
lobbyists.

This measure would create a campaign-finance system; allow
residents to direct state funds to candidates; repeal the non-
resident sales-tax exemption; restrict lobbying employment
by certain former public employees; and add enforcement
requirements.

Should this measure be enacted into law?

[ ] Yes
[ 1 No
Explanatory Statement . . . . . . . .19
Fiscal Impact Statement . . . . . . . .21
Arguments Forand Against . . . . . . .25

The Secretary of State is not responsible
for the content of statements or arguments

(WAC 434-381-180).
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Explanatory Statement

Written by the Office of the Attorney General

The Law as it Presently Exists

Candidates for elected offices pay for their campaigns
through private contributions and their own money. State
law limits some contribution amounts. These limits apply
to contributions from individuals, corporations, unions,
and political action committees. The contribution limit for
legislative candidates is $1,000 per election. For statewide
offices and judicial offices the contribution limit is $2,000
per election.

State law prohibits the use of public funds to finance polit-
ical campaigns for state or school district offices. The stat-
ute does allow local governments to publicly finance local
political campaigns under certain circumstances.

Political campaigns are required to report contributions
and spending to the Public Disclosure Commission (PDC).
Political advertising must also disclose the top five con-
tributors to the campaign. Reports of contributions and
expenditures are available to the public, including on the
PDC’s web site. Candidates are prohibited from coordi-
nating their spending with other groups that support their
campaigns.

Candidates are generally prohibited from using contribu-
tions for personal use. Campaigns may reimburse candi-
dates for earnings lost as a result of campaigning and for
direct out-of-pocket campaign expenses. If a candidate
loans money to his or her campaign, the campaign may
repay those loans up to a limit.

State law provides several ways campaigns may dispose
of surplus funds when a campaign is over. Surplus funds
may be returned to donors. They may also be used to reim-
burse the candidate for lost earnings. They may be trans-
ferred to a political party or caucus campaign committee,
but may not be transferred to another candidate or political
committee. They may also be donated to charity or to the
state. The campaign may hold the funds for possible future
use in another campaign for the same office. Finally, sur-
plus funds may be used for expenses incurred in holding a
public office that are not otherwise reimbursed.

The PDC enforces campaign contribution and expenditure
laws. The PDC can do this through administrative orders.
The PDC may also refer charges to the Attorney Gener-
al, who may bring actions in superior court to enforce the
law. An individual or entity found to have violated the law
is subject to financial penalties and liability for the state’s
investigative costs and attorney fees.

Lobbyists are currently required to register with the PDC.

Lobbyists are required to identify themselves and their
employers, the amount they are paid, and the subjects on
which they lobby. Lobbyists are also required to file month-
ly reports about their activities and compensation. They
must also report all contributions they make to candidates,
elected officials, and others.

Lobbyists and employers of lobbyists are required to in-
form the PDC if they employ certain people who remain
employed by the state. These include members of the
legislature, members of a state board or commission, and
full-time state employees. The state ethics act prohibits
all state employees from being paid by private parties for
performing (or failing to perform) their job duties. State em-
ployees are not allowed to receive any outside compensa-
tion that is incompatible with their jobs.

People who don't live in Washington are exempt from pay-
ing sales taxes on items they buy in Washington for use out
of state. This exemption applies only if they live in states
or Canadian provinces that do not have their own sales
taxes or that exempt Washington residents from their sales
taxes.

The Effect of the Proposed Measure if Approved

This measure would make a number of changes to the
laws governing elections and lobbying.

It would establish a new program under which registered
voters and certain other eligible Washington residents
could make donations to campaigns for certain elected
offices using public funds. The law calls such donations
“democracy credit contributions.” Each individual could
designate up to three such “contributions” of $50 each to
qualified candidates they select every election. The PDC
could raise both the number and size of contributions in
the future.

All Washington registered voters could choose candidates
to receive contributions from public funds. Starting in 2020
the PDC may also verify others as eligible to choose candi-
dates to receive such contributions. Only those eligible to
make campaign contributions under state and federal law
could be verified by the PDC as eligible. The right to desig-
nate contributions from public funds cannot be transferred,
and selling the right to designate contributions would be a
crime.

“Democracy credit contributions” would come from state
funds. The measure would repeal the nonresident sales tax
exemption and require nonresidents to pay the sales tax
on retail purchases in the state. Revenue from those sales
would be dedicated to funding the new program. Some
revenue could also be used to enforce campaign finance
laws. The measure would repeal the law that currently
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prohibits using state funds for political campaigns.

The new public financing program would first apply only to
candidates for the state legislature. In the future, the PDC
could expand the program to statewide elected offices and
to judicial offices. It could later be expanded to apply to
candidates for federal office if the Attorney General con-
cludes that such an expansion would be lawful. At first the
program would apply only to elections held in even-num-
bered years. The PDC could later expand it to elections
held in odd-numbered years.

To be eligible to receive public funding, candidates must
meet certain qualifications. Candidates must collect at
least 75 private contributions of at least $10. Candidates
must promise not to ask for or accept private donations that
exceed half of the maximum limit for the office they seek
(e.g., if the law limits individual contributions for a particular
office to $1,000, the candidate could only accept contri-
butions up to $500). Candidates must also promise not to
use more than $5,000 of their personal funds on their cam-
paign. Candidates could use public funds only for speci-
fied campaign purposes. The total amount of public funds
that any candidate could receive would be limited. Initial
limits would be $150,000 total for candidates for the state
House of Representatives and $250,000 for state Senate
candidates. Those limits could change in the future. Can-
didates would stop being eligible to receive contributions if
their campaign ends or if they violate program rules. At the
end of a campaign, candidates would be required to give
back to the state the proportionate part of the campaign’s
surplus funds that came from program contributions.

In addition to creating the new program concerning public
financing of campaigns, the measure would change sev-
eral state laws regarding campaign finance and lobbying.

The initiative would limit lobbyists’ ability to hire officials
who previously worked in state or local government. This
includes elected officials, appointed officials, and public
employees. They could not accept employment or receive
compensation from any lobbyist who lobbied on any mat-
ter in which the official had any decision-making role for
three years after the official left office or five years after the
lobbying, whichever is sooner.

It would also restrict lobbying by former state or local elect-
ed or appointed officials. They could not be paid to lobby
their prior office within three years of leaving office. And
it would prohibit officers of a candidate’s campaign from
being paid to lobby the office to which their candidate was
elected until three years after working for the campaign.

The initiative would add new restrictions on certain cam-
paign contributions. Public contractors and prospective

public contractors would have a lower contribution limit
for contributing to candidates for an office having a de-
cision-making role over the contract. The same would be
true for lobbyists making contributions to candidates for
offices responsible for matters they lobby about. Their
contributions to such candidates would be limited to $100
per election. They would also be prohibited from gather-
ing contributions from other people and giving them to the
candidate. They would not be allowed to solicit other peo-
ple for contributions for the candidate of more than $100
each or $500 total. They would also be prohibited from so-
liciting contributions for the candidate from their employ-
ees. And they would be prohibited from doing business
with the candidate.

The measure would provide new ways to enforce the new
and existing campaign finance laws. The penalties for can-
didates or campaigns that recklessly or intentionally vio-
late campaign finance laws would be increased. The PDC
would be authorized to require violators to take actions to
remedy their violations, in addition to paying money. Penal-
ty money would be directed half to the state treasury gen-
erally and half to the PDC. The half directed to the PDC
would be designated for enforcement of campaign finance
laws. The initiative would allow the PDC to assess costs of
investigation and attorney fees against people who inten-
tionally violate campaign finance laws. It would broaden
the range of people who might be required to pay penal-
ties for violations and restrict the use of campaign funds to
pay penalties. It would shorten the notice period for private
parties intending to file lawsuits alleging violations of cam-
paign finance laws during the 60 days before an election.
It would require the PDC to establish a telephone hotline
for receiving tips of violations and require certain people to
post notices of the hotline. It would establish new require-
ments for the PDC’s web site. It would change require-
ments for online filing of reports with the PDC by govern-
ment agencies and lobbyists.

The measure would also change the requirement for iden-
tifying the top five contributors in political advertising and
other campaign communications. If the top five contribu-
tors include a political committee, then the top five con-
tributors to the political committee must be identified and
disclosed as if they had contributed directly to the sponsor
of the advertising or communication.

The measure would modify the law against coordination
of campaigns by candidates and other entities. It would
create a presumption that candidates coordinate spend-
ing with others under certain circumstances.
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Fiscal Impact Statement

Written by the Office of Financial Management
For more information visit www.ofm.wa.gov/ballot

Summary

During the first six fiscal years, the estimated net new reve-
nues to the state General Fund from the repeal of the non-
resident retail sales tax exemption is $173.2 million. The
estimated net impact of transfers and expenditures from
the state General Fund is $171.5 million. Of this amount,
$165.0 million represents transfers from the state General
Fund to the Campaign Financing and Enforcement Fund
for the Democracy Credit Program. Revenue for the Per-
formance Audits of Government Account would increase
by $279,000. Local tax revenue would increase by $67.3
million.

General Assumptions

e The effective date of the initiative is December 8,
2016.

* Unless otherwise noted, estimates use the state’s
fiscal year (FY) of July 1 through June 30. For example,
FY 2018 is July 1, 2017, through June 30, 2018.

e FY 2017 is a partial fiscal year: from December 8,
2016, through June 30, 2017.

*  One full-time equivalent (FTE) employee equates to
2,080 hours of work for one calendar year.

State Revenue Assumptions
* Businesses will fully comply with the elimination of
the retail sales tax exemption for nonresidents begin-
ning February 1, 2017.
* FY 2017 state retail sales tax revenue reflects four
months of collections, from March 2017 through
June 2017.

State revenue impacts

Initiative 1464 (I-1464) repeals a retail sales tax exemption
for certain nonresidents on purchases of tangible personal
property, digital goods and digital codes that will not be
used in the state. This would increase sales tax revenues
deposited in the state General Fund and the Performance
Audits of Government Account. Revenues deposited in the
state General Fund may be used for any government pur-
pose such as education; social, health and environmental
services; and other general government activities.

In addition, the repeal of the nonresident retail sales tax ex-
emption could affect the amount of goods purchased. This
could cause price elasticity, which would affect state busi-
ness and occupation (B&O) tax revenue. Price elasticity is
a method used to calculate the change in consumption of
a good when price increases or decreases. Due to price
elasticity, state B&O tax revenue could decrease with the

repeal of the retail sales tax exemption for nonresidents.

Table 1 provides estimates of the new revenue to the state
General Fund, reflecting both increased sales tax revenue
and decreased B&O tax revenue.

(See Table 1 on page 23)

A portion of state retail sales tax revenue is deposited in
the state Performance Audits of Government Account
(Performance Audit Account). Table 2 provides estimates
of the increased retail sales tax revenue over the next six
fiscal years to this account. State revenues deposited in
the Performance Audit Account are used by the Washing-
ton State Auditor to conduct comprehensive performance
audits required under RCW 43.09.470.

(See Table 2 on page 23)

State Transfer and Expenditure Assumptions

* FY 2017 expenditures are for January 2017 through
June 2017 only.

e 25 percent of the amount transferred to the Cam-
paign Financing and Enforcement Fund (Fund) would
be appropriated to cover Public Disclosure Commis-
sion (PDC) agency costs. If the amount needed from
the Fund for PDC expenses is less than 25 percent of
the transfer amount, the remaining amount would be
available for the Democracy Credit Program.

Transfers to the Campaign Financing and
Enforcement Fund

[-1464 creates the Campaign Financing and Enforcement
Fund (Fund). Funds in the account are subject to legislative
appropriation and must be used for the Democracy Credit
Program and the democracy credit contributions created
by I-1464 and to support activities of the PDC.

The Department of Revenue (DOR) would estimate the
amount of state revenue resulting from repealing the non-
resident retail sales tax exemption and then certify the
estimated amount to the State Treasurer. The DOR would
make these estimates and certifications on March 1, 2017,
and again on June 1, 2017. Subsequently, the DOR would
make the estimate and certification by June 1 each year
thereafter.

For FY 2017, the State Treasurer is required to transfer
$15.0 million from the state General Fund to the Fund. Be-
ginning in FY 2018 and for each fiscal year thereafter, the
State Treasurer must transfer $30.0 million from the state
General Fund to the Fund.

If repeal of the nonresident retail sales tax generates less
revenue than what the State Treasurer is required to trans-
fer, additional state General Fund dollars equal to the differ-
ence must be transferred. At least 75 percent of the money
in the Fund must be used for democracy credit contribu-
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tions. The remaining 25 percent may be appropriated by
the Legislature to the PDC for program operating costs.

Table 3 shows the required transfers under 1-1464 to the
Fund and the net impact to the state General Fund before
additional state expenditures.

(See Table 3 on page 23)

State Expenditures

[-1464 would change current campaign finance disclosure
laws, set new contribution limits and create the Democracy
Credit Program. These changes would result in additional
expenditures for the PDC and the Office of the Attorney
General (ATG). The greater workload for these agencies
would result in higher expenditures, though costs would
decrease in the future. The DOR would have higher ex-
penditures in the first two years of implementation. Table
4 summarizes these estimated expenditures by fiscal year.

(See Table 4 on page 23)

Public Disclosure Commission

The PDC would have higher expenditures to implement
and operate the Democracy Credit Program and to im-
plement and enforce new lobbying and campaign finance
requirements. Table 5 summarizes these estimated expen-
ditures.

(See Table 5 on page 24)

Based on PDC estimated expenditures and the assump-
tion that up to 25 percent of the Fund transfer amount
shown in Table 3 would be used to cover these expendi-
tures, there would be a need for additional state General
Fund expenditures in FY 2018 of $1.2 million.

Expenditures for additional staff

Staff expenditures include campaign finance specialists,
investigators, regulatory analysts, a records and rules coor-
dinator, a graphic designer, communications consultants,
budget and fiscal analysts, IT specialists, customer service
specialists, managers and administrative assistants. As the
PDC’s current office space is not large enough to accom-
modate current and new staff, it would need to lease addi-
tional office space in Thurston County.

Expenditures for new lobbying and campaign
finance requirements

[-1464 establishes new restrictions on lobbying and lobby-
ists, on campaign contributions and expenditures, and on
disclosure of campaign finance information. It would per-
mit anonymous reporting of violations, requiring the PDC
to maintain a telephone tip hotline. I-1464 also requires the
PDC and the ATG to prioritize timely enforcement of cam-
paign finance laws and rules.

Expenditures for the Democracy Credit Program
Each even-numbered year, the PDC would mail personal-
ized materials about the program to each registered voter.
Currently, there are more than 4 million registered voters in
Washington. After the first mailing, and up to 10 days be-
fore the general election, the PDC would mail program ma-
terials to each newly registered voter. I-1464 sets detailed
requirements for what must be included in the mailing.
These requirements, and the large number of voters who
will receive the materials, contribute to the cost of conduct-
ing the mailing. The mailing would require expenditures for
paper, printing informational materials and official PDC en-
velopes, and postage.

Section 16 of |-1464 directs the PDC to contract for the
development and implementation of a secure electronic
system for conducting all technical aspects of the pro-
gram. The system must be internet accessible and run on
computers and mobile devices. Eligible individuals would
use it to make secure democracy credit contributions.
Building the system would cost an estimated $2.0 million.
This estimate includes contracts with a qualified informa-
tion technology development firm, IT consultant services,
IT quality assurance services and the first year of system
maintenance.

The PDC would also have higher expenditures for hiring
additional staff to operate the program, conducting the re-
quired public outreach and education efforts, maintaining
a website for the program that complies with the initiative,
maintaining a telephone hotline, auditing the campaign fi-
nances of at least 2 percent of the state candidates par-
ticipating in the program, developing administrative rules
and enforcing program requirements. These expenses are
included in Table 4 — FTE Costs and Other Costs.

Office of the Attorney General

As the provider of legal services to the PDC, the ATG
would have additional expenditures for legal advice, litiga-
tion costs and rule making related to the new enforcement
mechanisms provided to the PDC, including:

* Increases in the number of complaints for rules viola-
tions submitted to the PDC.

* Increases in the number of citizen action complaints
to the PDC.

* Rule making to take effect for the 2017 campaign
season.

Table 6 provides estimates of the costs of providing these
legal services to implement the initiative.

(See Table 6 on page 24)

Section 14(2) of I-1464 requires the ATG to provide an opin-
ion about whether the program can be lawfully expanded
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in FY 2022. About 90 hours of an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral’s time (0.05 FTE) to develop and issue the legal opinion
is estimated.

Department of Revenue

The DOR would incur expenditures of $64,000 in FY 2017
and $19,000 in FY 2018 to implement repeal of the nonres-
ident sales tax exemption. These expenditures would be
used to create a special notice to and provide assistance
for affected taxpayers.

Local government revenue
Local governments assess a local retail sales tax on pur-
chases. Local government revenue would increase from
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the repeal of the nonresident sales tax exemption. Table 7
provides estimates of increased retail sales tax revenues to
local governments.

(See Table 7 on page 24)

Local government expenditures
No local government expenditures are expected.

Table 1 - Estimated new revenue deposited in the state General Fund

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022

Increases in retail sales | $9,912,000 | $30,813,000 [ $31,868,000 | $32,917,000 | $33,904,000 | $35,241,000
tax revenue
Decreases in B&O tax ($83,000) ($258,000) ($267,000) ($275,000) ($284,000) ($295,000)
revenue
Net new state General | $9,829,000 | $30,555,000 [ $31,601,000 | $32,642,000 | $33,620,000 | $34,946,000
Fund revenue
Table 2 - Estimated new revenue deposited in the Performance Audit Account

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022

$16,000 $49,000 $51,000 $53,000 $54,000 $56,000

state General Fund

Table 3 - Estimated transfers to the Campaign Financing and Enforcement Fund and net impact to the

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
Net new state General | $9,829,000 | $30,555,000| 31,601,000 | $32,642,000 | $33,620,000 | $34,946,000
Fund revenue
(from Table 1)
Required transfer to the | $15,000,000 | $30,000,000 | $30,000,000 | $30,000,000 | $30,000,000 | $30,000,000
Campaign Financing
and Enforcement Fund
Net impact to the state | ($5,171,000) | $555,000 $1,601,000 $2,642,000 $3,620,000 | $4,946,000
General Fund
Table 4 - Estimated state expenditures for 1-1464

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
PDC $2,086,000 | $8,867,000 $3,983,000 | $6,344,000( $3,563,000| $6,385,000
(including ATG costs)
DOR $64,000 $19,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total | $2,150,000| $8,886,000 $3,983,000 | $6,344,000| $3,563,000| $6,385,000
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Table 5 - PDC’s estimated expenditures for staff (FTE) and expenditures by fiscal year
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
FTEs 37.0 37.0 37.0 34.0 34.0 34.0
Agency costs $1,548,000 | $7,844,000 | $3,068,000 $5,429,000 | $2,648,000 | $5,459,000
ATG costs $538,000 $1,023,000 $915,000 $915,000 $915,000 $926,000
Total Costs $2,086,000 | $8,867,000 | $3,983,000 $6,344,000 | $3,563,000 | $6,385,000
Table 6 — ATG’s estimated expenditures for staff (FTEs) to provide legal services to the PDC
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
FTEs 4.0 7.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8
Dollar costs (from Table $538,000 $1,023,000 $915,000 $915,000 $915,000 $926,000
5 paid by the PDC)
Table 7 — Estimated local government retail sales tax revenue
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022
$3,817,000 $11,865,000 $12,272,000 $12,676,000 $13,056,000 $13,570,000
\
Free! Available for iPhone and Android.
Search for “WA State Election Results” in the
app store on iTunes or Google Play Store.
Results are announced after 8 p.m. on Election Day
and are updated frequently.
Results are not final or official until certified.
. J
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Argument for

Big money interests and lobbyists have too much control
over our political system, while regular people have very little.
Initiative 1464 implements concrete, achievable reforms to
make politicians and government more accountable to the
people.

Transparency and Accountability

Initiative 1464 sheds light on dark money and SuperPACs
by requiring political ads say who is really paying for them. It
requires online public reporting of lobbyist activity, spending
and compensation.

Limits Big Money Influence

Initiative 1464 bars lobbyists and public contractors from
making big campaign contributions. It stops the revolving
door of government officials taking jobs as lobbyists as soon
as they leave office. It toughens enforcement of ethics and
campaign finance laws, and strengthens penalties for those
who break them.

Empowers Voters

Initiative 1464 gives regular people a stronger voice by
enabling each person to decide if they want to direct some
of their own tax dollars to support candidates of their choice.
This also helps new types of candidates run for office even if
they aren’t wealthy or well-connected to big donors.

A Big Step for Washington

If we want things to change, we have to reform the campaign
finance system so regular people have more power in politics.
Initiative 1464 makes commonsense reforms proven to work
in other states and pays for itself by closing a tax loophole. We
can’t fix every problem or get all money out of politics, but if
we do nothing, nothing will change. This is a big step in the
right direction.

Rebuttal of argument against

Initiative 1464 requires transparency and accountability, limits
big money influence, strengthens rules on all lobbyists and
politicians, and empowers each taxpayer to decide whether
or not to direct funds to candidates. The fiscal impact
statement and Washington Budget and Policy Center agree:
It doesn’t take money from schools and doesn’t hurt jobs.
Sadly, the lobbyists who wrote the arguments against 1464
are not required to tell the truth. Read about 1464 and decide
for yourself.

Written by

Ann Murphy, President, League of Women Voters of Wash-
ington; Ben Stuckart, President, Spokane City Council;
Greg Moon, Republican, co-founder, Seattle Tea Party Patriots;
Noel Frame, State Representative, 36™ Legislative District,
Democrat; Alice Woldt, former Director, Fix Democracy
First, Faith Action Network; Terry Bergeson, former State
Superintendent of Public Instruction

Contact: Info@IntegrityWashington.org; IntegrityWashington.org

Argument against

Initiative 1464 uses your tax dollars to tilt the political system
in favor of politicians and out of state special interests, while
depriving our schools of resources to fully fund education. We
shouldn’t put politicians before our kids.

Benefits Politicians and Political Consultants

The initiative allows politicians to pay themselves for “lost
wages” using public funds. Taxpayer dollars will be used
to pay politicians to run for office. The system will be ripe for
abuse. It’s no surprise the initiative is sponsored by politicians
and political consultants who will personally benefit from the
use of taxpayer funds. It is funded by billionaires and out-of-
state special interests trying to create an uneven playing field
in their favor.

Wrong Priorities

Our state is under court order to fully fund education and is
subject to a $100,000 per day fine. Instead of funding our
schools, the initiative gives $285 million in taxpayer money to
political consultants and politicians to spend on mudslinging
and negative attack ads.

The initiative allows people living in Washington who
are non-citizens to contribute taxpayer dollars to politicians,
even though they can’t vote.

Hurts Small Businesses, But Exempts Special Interests

The initiative hurts Washington small businesses by raising
$285 million in taxes on their customers over the next ten
years. This will hurt tourism and kill jobs. The initiative also
restricts free speech for minority-owned small businesses but
provides exemptions for corporate lobbyists. Powerful special
interests get special treatment. Vote no on this bad idea.

Rebuttal of argument for

Despite claims by |-1464’s out-of-state backers, Washington is
already nationally recognized as being aleader on transparency
and ethical reporting. 1-1464 would wreck that. The initiative
pours money into politics, giving $285 million in taxpayer
dollars to politicians instead of our schools. It will raise taxes on
Washington businesses, hurt our tourism industry and attack
the rights of minority small business owners while providing
loopholes for corporate lobbyists. Reject this bad idea.

Written by

Brian Sonntag, former Washington State Auditor, Democrat;
Rob McKenna, former Washington State Attorney General,
Republican; Sam Jackson, Democratic Party activist
concerned about education funding, Seattle; Slade Gorton,
former U.S. Senator and Attorney General; Darlene Johnson,
small business owner, Clark County; Sam Reed, former
Washington State Secretary of State, Olympia

Contact: (206) 504-2550; Info@ourkidsbeforepolitics.com;
www.ourkidsbeforepolitics.com
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Initiative Measure No. 1491

Initiative Measure No. 1491 concerns court-issued extreme risk
protection orders temporarily preventing access to firearms.

This measure would allow police, family, or household members
to obtain court orders temporarily preventing firearms access
by persons exhibiting mental illness, violent or other behavior
indicating they may harm themselves or others.

Should this measure be enacted into law?

[ ] Yes
[ 1 No
Explanatory Statement . . . . . . . .27
Fiscal Impact Statement . . . . . . . .28
Arguments Forand Against . . . . . . .31

The Secretary of State is not responsible
for the content of statements or arguments

(WAC 434-381-180).
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Explanatory Statement

Written by the Office of the Attorney General

The Law as it Presently Exists

Washington law provides for civil protection orders in cer-
tain circumstances. These orders restrict one person from
contacting another person. Civil protection orders are
mostly entered in family law cases, such as divorce pro-
ceedings, where domestic violence is alleged. Protection
orders also can be issued to protect victims during crimi-
nal cases and in other circumstances where a person can
show he or she is in danger from another person.

A person subject to a protection order may be required
to surrender his or her firearms, dangerous weapons, and
concealed pistol license while the order is in place. This
can happen if four conditions are met: (1) the order re-
strains the person from harassing, stalking, or threatening
an intimate partner, a child of an intimate partner, or the
person’s own child (an “intimate partner” is a current or for-
mer spouse or domestic partner, a person with whom the
restrained person has a child in common, or a person with
whom the restrained person shares or shared a residence
in a dating relationship); (2) the order includes a finding
that the restrained person is a credible threat to the phys-
ical safety of the intimate partner or the child; (3) the order
specifically restrains the person from using or threatening
physical force against the intimate partner or child; and (4)
the restrained person was given notice and an opportunity
to participate in a hearing before the order issued. It is a
crime for a person restrained by such an order to possess
a firearm.

A court sometimes may order the temporary surrender
of firearms before a hearing and without prior notice. The
court may do so only if convinced that “irreparable injury”
could result before the scheduled hearing. This option is
available to the court only for protection orders addressing
sexual assault, stalking, harassment, domestic violence,
dissolution of marriage, parental rights, and child support.

There are other situations where a court may order a per-
son to surrender firearms, dangerous weapons, and a con-
cealed pistol license. A court may order surrender if it finds
that the person used, displayed, or threatened to use them
in a felony. The court also may order surrender if the per-
son committed fourth degree assault, coercion, stalking,
reckless endangerment, or first degree criminal trespass
against a family or household member. If the evidence is
clear and convincing, the court must order the surrender.

A person who has been involuntarily committed for mental
health treatment is barred from possessing a firearm. After
treatment, that person’s right to possess a firearm may be

restored by court order. But the law does not authorize a
court to restrict access to firearms by a person experienc-
ing a mental health crisis or exhibiting threatening behavior
unless that person is subject to one of the civil protection
orders summarized above.

The Effect of the Proposed Measure if Approved

The measure would allow courts to issue “extreme risk
protection orders.” These orders would prevent a person
who poses a significant danger to himself/herself or others
from possessing or accessing firearms. The measure re-
fers to such a person as the “respondent.”

The measure would create two kinds of court orders. The
first type of order is called an “extreme risk protection or-
der.” A member of the respondent’s family or household or
a person in a dating relationship with the respondent could
petition a superior court for an extreme risk protection
order. The measure defines who is a family or household
member and it lists specific information that must be con-
tained in the petition. The petition must be accompanied
by a statement made under oath. That statement must ex-
plain the specific facts that show a reasonable fear of fu-
ture dangerous acts by the respondent. The petition would
be served on the respondent by a law enforcement officer.

A law enforcement officer or agency also could file a pe-
tition, along with the required factual statement made un-
der oath. The officer or agency must make a good faith
attempt to notify a member of the respondent’s family or
household. They also must try to notify any other known
person who may be at risk of violence by the respondent.
Each notice must state that the officer or agency is peti-
tioning for an extreme risk protection order. It also must
include referrals to mental health, domestic violence, coun-
seling, or similar resources.

The superior court must hold a hearing on the petition for
the protection order. The court may issue the order only if it
finds, based on the evidence, that the respondent “poses a
significant danger of causing personal injury to self or oth-
ers by having in his or her custody or control, purchasing,
possessing, or receiving a firearm.”

If the superior court issues an extreme risk protection or-
der, the order is served on the respondent by a law en-
forcement officer. The order would require the respondent
to immediately surrender all firearms and any concealed
pistol license to the local law enforcement agency. The or-
der would bar the respondent from obtaining or possess-
ing firearms while an order is in effect. If the respondent
does not comply, the court would be authorized to issue a
warrant to compel the surrender of these items.

An extreme risk protection order would last for one year.
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The same persons who may seek an order in the first place
may ask the court to renew the order for another year. The
same procedures and requirements apply to a renewal re-
quest as to the original request, and the court applies the
same standard.

The respondent could request a hearing to demonstrate
that the order should be terminated. The respondent could
file one termination request during each 12-month period
the order is in effect. The respondent then must demon-
strate at the hearing that he or she does not pose a signif-
icant danger of causing personal injury to the respondent
or others by having a firearm. The person who petitioned
for the order must be notified of the request and hearing.

The second type of order, called an “ex parte extreme risk
protection order,” would be more immediate. “Ex parte” is
a legal term that refers to a hearing held without notice to
the other side. This type of order would be available where
there is a showing of a significant risk of personal injury in
the near future. A petition for this order could be filed in
municipal court, district court, or superior court. The court
must hold a hearing on the day the petition is filed or on the
court’s next business day. If the court issues the ex parte
order, it would last only until there is a hearing in superior
court on whether a one-year “extreme risk protection or-
der” should be issued. That hearing must be held within 14
days. All the requirements for issuing a one-year “extreme
risk protection order” explained above would apply at that
hearing.

The measure would impose the same notice and surrender
requirements for an ex parte extreme risk protection order
as for the one-year order. The measure imposes the same
consequences for failure to comply. Like the one-year or-
der, the ex parte order also would be served on the respon-
dent by a law enforcement officer.

The measure makes it a crime to file a false or intentionally
harassing petition. It also makes it a crime to violate either
type of extreme risk protection order.

If an extreme risk protection order expires or is terminated,
the surrendered firearms must be returned to the respon-
dent, but only if the law enforcement agency holding the
firearms confirms that the respondent is currently eligible
to possess firearms under federal and state law.

Fiscal Impact Statement

Written by the Office of Financial Management
For more information visit www.ofm.wa.gov/ballot

Summary

Initiative 1491 authorizes the court to issue extreme risk
protection orders that require the respondent to surrender
his/her firearms and concealed pistol license. Total expen-
ditures for state and local government cannot be deter-
mined. The impact depends on the number of petitions
filed and granted, and the number of violations of a granted
order, which cannot be estimated. This fiscal impact state-
ment uses data from similar types of protection orders to
provide estimated costs that could result from the initia-
tive. There would be an unknown revenue increase from
assessed fines.

General Assumptions

¢ The effective date of the initiative is December 8,
2016.

¢ Unless otherwise noted, estimates use the state’s fis-
cal year (FY) of July 1 through June 30. For example,
FY 2018 is July 1, 2017, through June 30, 2018.

e FY 2017 is a partial fiscal year: from December 8,
2016, through June 30, 2017.

*  One full-time equivalent (FTE) employee equates to
2,080 hours of work for one calendar year.

State and Local Government Expenditure
Assumptions

e Initiative 1491 (I-1491) creates the authority for a court
to issue a new protection order, known as an extreme
risk protection order (ERPO).

* No data is available to determine the number of cas-
es that will be filed with the court and the number of
orders that will subsequently be issued.

* In some instances, information on similar protection
orders may be available. These data may be used to
estimate some expected costs.

State Expenditures

[-1491 would result in indeterminate fiscal impacts to the
Department of Licensing, the Department of Corrections
and the Administrative Office of the Courts.

Department of Licensing

Section 12 of I-1491 requires the Department of Licensing
(DOL), upon the receipt of an ERPO from the court, to
determine if the respondent has a concealed pistol license.
If the respondent has a concealed pistol license, the DOL is
required to immediately notify the license-issuing authority
in order to revoke the license. This work is similar to work
already conducted by the DOL and would require less than
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0.1 FTE and less than $7,000 per year to accomplish. In
addition, the printing and postage costs for notification
to license-issuing authorities of issuance of an ERPO are
estimated to be $1 per ERPO. There is no data to estimate
the number of ERPOs that would be issued.

Department of Corrections

[-1491 creates a new felony offense for a person who is
convicted of violating an ERPO and has two or more pre-
vious convictions for violating an ERPO. The creation of
this new felony may increase the offender population. As
an unranked class C felony, this crime is punishable by a
standard range term of confinement of zero to 12 months
in jail unless an aggravated exceptional sentence is im-
posed. Sentences for this new offense would likely affect
only county jail facilities. There would be no increase in
state expenditures in cases where the sentence is served
in a county jail facility.

Depending on the circumstances, a judge may impose an
aggravated exceptional sentence. There is no data to es-
timate the increase to the prison offender population re-
sulting from this action. However, the cost estimate to the
state for one offender is $13,422 annually, which includes
staffing in the housing units, food and health care.

Administrative Office of the Courts

[-1491 creates a new protection order and establishes new
crimes, both the above-referenced felony and misdemean-
ors for violation of the order and for filing petitions with false
information. There is insufficient judicial data to determine
how many cases would be filed each year as a result of
this initiative. The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC)
used data for similar cases to provide estimated costs that
may result from the initiative. Based upon these compari-
sons, the AOC assumes that [-1491 would result in indeter-
minate expenditures greater than $100,000.

Domestic violence protection orders

An average of 17,435 domestic violence protection orders
are filed annually. The AOC assumes that the number of
new cases filed for an ERPO will be approximately 5 per-
cent of the number of domestic violence protection order
cases. Therefore, the AOC assumes there will be 872 new
cases filed in superior court each year for an ERPO. Supe-
rior court expenditures are funded by state and local funds.
The state costs for the assumed number of new cases are
estimated to be $63,593 per fiscal year.

Stalking protection orders

An average of 386 petitions for stalking protection orders
are filed annually. The AOC assumes there will be approx-
imately the same number of ERPOs. The state costs for
the assumed number of new cases are estimated to be

$28,150 per fiscal year.

New crimes and more cases filed

Section 13 of the initiative creates a new gross misde-
meanor for providing false information in a petition and for
a person possessing firearms with knowledge that the re-
spondent is prohibited from doing so by an ERPO. Section
13 also creates a class C felony on the third instance of
violating the provisions of an ERPO. This would amend the
felony of unlawful possession of a firearm in the second
degree to include those who possess a firearm when sub-
ject to this new protection order.

There is no judicial data available to estimate how many
cases would be filed each year as a result of this initiative. If
50 more criminal cases are filed, the superior courts would
see higher expenditures. The state costs are estimated to
be $5,926 per fiscal year.

Forms and informational materials

Section 16 of the initiative requires the AOC to develop and
prepare instructions; informational brochures; standard
petitions and extreme risk protection order forms; and
a court staff handbook on the ERPO process. These
materials must be prepared in consultation with gun
violence prevention groups, judges and law enforcement
personnel. Forms, brochures and handbooks would be
distributed to elected clerks and court administrators in
superior, district and municipal courts in electronic format.

Development of instructional materials and translation
costs are estimated at $25,000, depending on final word
counts, cost per word per language and number of re-
quired languages for translation.

System modifications

The initiative requires modification to the Judicial Informa-
tion System to add codes for the protection order and new
crimes created by this initiative. The modifications are es-
timated to take 239 hours of staff time, resulting in a one-
time cost of $13,000.

Local Government Expenditures

Law enforcement costs

Local government may have higher costs to fulfill duties in
the initiative. However, due to the lack of data to determine
the level of activity, the expenditure impact to local gov-
ernments cannot be determined. Based on data from do-
mestic violence protection orders, local governments es-
timate that new misdemeanor violations of ERPOs would
cost approximately $300,000 statewide annually. The cost
for most jurisdictions is estimated to be less than $50,000
annually.

According to the Washington Association of Sheriffs and
Police Chiefs, 9,883 instances of violations of no contact/
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protection orders involved domestic violence in 2015. An
officer may spend up to four hours to arrest an individu-
al charged with a domestic violence crime, at an average
cost of $31 per hour. Additional work for prosecutors when
charging and appearing at the sentencing for an offender
typically takes three hours, at an average cost of $62 per
hour. Local governments assume ERPO violations would
compose approximately 5 percent of domestic violence
protection orders, resulting in 494 ERPOs annually.

» Total cost to law enforcement: $61,256 annually
(4 hours x 494 violations x $31 hourly wage)

* Related prosecution costs: $91,884 annually
(3 hours x 494 violations x $62 hourly wage)

For a person with two or more previous convictions for vi-
olating an ERPO, the third convicted violation constitutes a
class C felony. It is not possible to determine the number of
felonies that would result from this initiative. However, local
governments estimate the number would be low and result
in costs of less than $50,000.

The new class C felony charge and misdemeanor charges
that may result from this legislation create an indeterminate
cost to county jails. Misdemeanor charges carry jail sen-
tences of 0 to 90 days. Sentences of less than one year in
length are typically served in county jails. The average cost
of ajail bed is $104 per day. The new class C felony charge
that would result from three ERPO violation convictions
may be punishable by a range of one to three months in jail
and 51 to 68 months in prison.

Judicial costs

[-1491 would result in indeterminate fiscal impacts to local
courts, based on information from the AOC and using the
same comparisons to similar types of protection orders.
Assuming the number of ERPOs would be 5 percent of do-
mestic violence protection orders, and equal to the number
of stalking protection orders, the cost to local courts would
be $401,205. Due to new crimes and more cases filed,
local superior courts could see an additional increase of
$25,917 per fiscal year. Based on these assumptions, the
total expenditure increase to local courts may be $427,122
per fiscal year.

State and Local Revenues

Section 13 creates two new misdemeanors and a new felo-
ny. A person convicted of filing a petition knowing the infor-
mation is false, or convicted of possessing or purchasing
a firearm with knowledge that he or she is prohibited from
doing so (gross misdemeanors), may be subject to a fine
of up to $5,000. A person convicted of violating an ERPO
who has two or more previous ERPO violation convictions,
which is a class C felony, may be subject to a fine of up to

$10,000. Fines may be assessed, reduced or waived at the
discretion of the judge. Therefore, revenue from these fines
cannot be estimated.
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Argument for

Washington State has taken important steps to keep guns
out of dangerous hands. But there are still gaps in our laws
that make it hard to keep guns away from people threatening
violence against themselves or others. We know that the
majority of mass shooters and individuals who attempt suicide
show signs of their intentions, but current law leaves families
and law enforcement - often first to see those warning signs -
unable to take life-saving action.

Initiative 1491: Empower Families, Prevent Gun Violence
Initiative 1491 empowers families and law enforcement to
prevent tragedy -- giving them a chance to remove guns from
a dangerous situation when they know someone is a threat
to themselves or others. Parents of shooters at Isla Vista,
Seattle’s Cafe Racer, and other tragedies have said they could
have used this type of law to prevent senseless violence.
Initiative 1491 would also expand protections that keep guns
out of the hands of domestic abusers. Similar laws in other
states have been shown to prevent some suicides.

Initiative 1491: Respect Due Process

Initiative 1491 closely follows existing process for other civil
protection orders. Both parties may present evidence in court.
A judge determines whether evidence of danger is sufficient
and issues an order, effective for one year. There are criminal
penalties for false petitions.

Initiative 1491: Community Support

Endorsed by Washington State Public Health Association,
League of Women Voters, Faith Action Network, Everytown
for Gun Safety, law enforcement, domestic violence experts,
gun owners, and gun violence survivors.

Rebuttal of argument against

Initiative 1491 fills a critical need in Washington’s proven,
established protection order system. It simply gives families
a tool to save lives— keeping guns from loved ones who
are likely to use them for violence to themselves or others.
Initiative 1491 is a targeted, tested way to keep guns out of
dangerous hands and respect due process—endorsed by
mental health professionals, law enforcement and suicide
prevention advocates.

Written by

Marilyn Balcerak, Gun violence survivor, Bonney Lake;
Stephanie Holten, Domestic abuse and gun violence survi-
vor, Spokane; John Urquhart, King County Sheriff; Regina
Malveaux, CEO, YWCA of Spokane; Ken Taylor, CEO, Valley
Cities Behavioral Health Care; Bobbe Bridge, Washington
State Supreme Court Justice (retired)

Contact: office@wagunresponsibility.org;
http://gunresponsibility.org/solution/extreme-risk-protection-orders/

Argument against

1-1491 Duplicates Existing Laws

I-1491 disregards existing state laws that already require
treatment and restriction of potentially dangerous individuals.
I-1491 doesn’t require evaluation, treatment, or monitoring
and does nothing to address underlying issues. Recently im-
plemented laws actually provide early detection and interven-
tion of persons at danger to themselves or others.

Stigmatizes Mental lliness

I-1491 associates mental illness with mass shootings and vi-
olent crime. Statistics show that only 3%-5% of violent acts
are committed by people with serious mental illness. The vast
majority of people with mental illness are not violent and are
ten times more likely to be victims of violent crime than the
general population.

Violates Rights

A broadly defined set of people, including former roommates
and police, can file a petition against you. Due process is un-
dermined by allowing immediate ex parte orders; hearings and
judgments without notice to the accused person. The defini-
tion of “Extreme Risk” is unclear. A judge can issue an order
based on arbitrary factors and reported behaviors including
simply purchasing a gun legally. To be released from an order,
a person must prove he/she is not a danger to themselves or
others and pay for the tremendous cost of their own defense.

Gives False Sense of Security

There is no evidence that such orders reduce mass shootings
and violent crime.

Restrictions on firearm ownership should not be based on
ideological agendas manipulating public fears and miscon-
ceptions about gun violence. 1-1491 is a targeted, discrimina-
tory abridgement of Second Amendment rights. Vote No!

Rebuttal of argument for

Ineffective! We all want to reduce tragedy, but 1-1491 doesn’t
include treatment of allegedly dangerous people, and
doesn’t remove other dangerous items (vehicles, knives...).
Misdirected! 1-1491 ignores that 95-97% of violent crimes are
not related to mentalillness. Deceptive!n Isla Vista, the parents
told police they “found it difficult to believe their son either
owned weapons or would actually hurt anyone.” Unintended
consequences! Confiscating firearms doesn’t make someone
stable, it makes them mad.

Written by

David Combs, Mental Health Advocate, Redmond; Linda
Sherry, Mother, Educator, Support Group Facilitator,
Woodinville; Dean Takko, State Senator, Democrat, Longview;
Matt Shea, State Representative, Republican, Army Veteran,
Spokane Valley; Dave Workman, Journalist, North Bend

Contact: know1491@gmail.com; www.know1491.org
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Initiative Measure No. 1501

Initiative Measure No. 1501 concerns seniors and vulnerable individuals.

This measure would increase the penalties for criminal identity theft
and civil consumer fraud targeted at seniors or vulnerable individuals;
and exempt certain information of vulnerable individuals and in-home
caregivers from public disclosure.

Should this measure be enacted into law?

[ ] Yes
[ 1 No
Explanatory Statement . . . . . . . .33
Fiscal Impact Statement . . . . . . . .34
Arguments ForandAgainst . . . . . . .35

The Secretary of State is not responsible
for the content of statements or arguments

(WAC 434-381-180).
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Explanatory Statement

Written by the Office of the Attorney General

The Law as it Presently Exists

It is currently a crime in Washington to knowingly obtain,
possess, use, or transfer a means of identification or fi-
nancial information of another person, living or dead, with
the intent to commit any crime. In other words, it is illegal
to have or use another person’s identity or financial infor-
mation to commit a crime. This crime is known as identity
theft and is punishable as a class C felony. If, however, the
identity theft involves obtaining credit, money, goods, ser-
vices, or anything else valued over $1,500, it is considered
a class B felony and is punishable with a longer maximum
prison sentence and higher potential fines.

A person who is a victim of consumer fraud may be able
to sue the wrongdoer in court to recover money or obtain
other relief. Several state laws authorize these types of
lawsuits and each law establishes the criteria for bringing a
lawsuit and the remedies available. For example, the Con-
sumer Protection Act permits a person who is injured by
an unfair or deceptive action by a business to sue the busi-
ness to stop the harm and recover damages caused by the
unfair or deceptive act.

The Public Records Act generally requires government
agencies to provide public records to anyone who asks for
them. However, some types of records may not be dis-
closed by government agencies. For example, there are
limitations on disclosure of certain types of financial infor-
mation, including credit or debit card numbers and social
security numbers. Some types of personal information
may not be disclosed if the information would violate an
individual’s personal privacy. Disclosure of information vi-
olates personal privacy if it would be highly offensive to a
reasonable person and the information is not of concern to
the public. Generally, an individual’s name, telephone num-
ber, and address are not considered personal information.

The Effect of the Proposed Measure if Approved

This measure would change criminal and civil laws that ap-
ply when vulnerable individuals or seniors are targets of
identity theft or consumer fraud. The measure would de-
fine a “senior” as any person over the age of sixty-five. The
definition of “vulnerable individual” would include a person
(1) sixty years of age or older who cannot take care of him-
self or herself; (2) found by a court to be unable to take care
of himself or herself; or (3) receiving home care services.

The measure would increase the criminal penalty for iden-
tity theft when a senior or vulnerable individual, as defined,
is targeted. If a defendant were found guilty of knowingly

targeting a senior or vulnerable individual when committing
the crime of identity theft, the crime would be considered
identity theft in the first degree and be punishable as a
class B felony.

The measure would also increase civil penalties for con-
sumer fraud that targets a senior or vulnerable individual,
as defined. Any person who commits consumer fraud that
targets such individuals would be subject to civil penalties
of three times the amount of the actual damages.

The measure would change the Public Records Act to
prohibit disclosing “sensitive personal information” of
both vulnerable individuals and “in-home caregivers of
vulnerable populations.” The measure defines “sensitive
personal information” to include names, addresses, GPS
coordinates, telephone numbers, email addresses, social
security numbers, driver’s license numbers, or other per-
sonally identifying information. It would apply to the sen-
sitive personal information of care providers contracted by
the Department of Social and Health Services, home care
aides, and certain family childcare providers. The measure
provides specific circumstances when the government
may disclose such information. For example, the measure
would allow the information to be released to other govern-
ment agencies or to a certified collective bargaining repre-
sentative.

The measure also requires the Department of Social and
Health Services to report to the Governor and Attorney
General about any additional records that should be made
exempt from public disclosure to protect seniors and vul-
nerable individuals against fraud, identity theft, and other
forms of victimization.
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Fiscal Impact Statement

Written by the Office of Financial Management
For more information visit www.ofm.wa.gov/ballot

Summary

Initiative 1501 would have no significant fiscal impact on
state or local governments.

General Assumptions

e The effective date of the initiative is December 8,
2016.

Assumptions for Expenditure Analysis

Increasing criminal penalties for identity theft

Initiative 1501 (I-1501) increases the criminal penalties for
the crime of identity theft to when the accused knowingly
targets a senior or vulnerable individual when knowingly
obtaining, possessing, using or transferring means of iden-
tification or financial information of another person with the
intent to commit, or aid or abet, any crime. No new expen-
ditures have been identified.

Increasing civil penalties for consumer fraud

[-1501 increases civil penalties for consumer fraud target-
ing seniors or vulnerable individuals, as defined in the initia-
tive. Any consumer fraud that targets a senior or vulnerable
individual would be subject to civil penalties of three times
the amount of actual damages. No new expenditures have
been identified.

Public records exemption

[-1501 provides a new exemption from public disclosure
laws for sensitive personal information of vulnerable in-
dividuals and their in-home caregivers, as defined in the
initiative. 1-1501 would add the requirement that individual
names, addresses, GPS coordinates, telephone numbers,
email addresses, social security numbers, driver’s license
numbers and other personally identifying information be
protected, and thus be redacted before disclosure. These
additional redactions would result in little change to work-
load in responding to public records requests. It is assumed
the initiative would not result in a significant increase or de-
crease in the number of public records requests. Minimal
fiscal impact to the state or local governments is anticipat-
ed as a result of the new exemption.

Department of Social and Health Services report

[-1501 would require the Department of Social and Health
Services (DSHS) to report to the Governor and the Attorney
General “about any additional records that should be made
exempt from public disclosure to provide greater protection
to seniors and vulnerable individuals against fraud, identity
theft, and other forms of victimization.” Reporting would

be required within 180 days of the effective date of the
initiative. DSHS assumes the cost of reporting will be
minimal and can be absorbed with current resources.

State agency prohibition onrelease of sensitive
personal information

Subject to outlined exceptions, I-1501 would prohibit state
agencies from releasing sensitive personal information, as
defined in the initiative, of vulnerable individuals or their
in-home caregivers. This prohibition is expected to have a
minimal fiscal impact to the state as the additional redac-
tions required under the initiative will result in an insignifi-
cant change to workload in responding to public records
requests.
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Argument for

Consumer Fraud and Identity Theft Hurt Us All

You have heard the news and stories from family and friends
targeted in scams. They often start with a telemarketer
impersonating the IRS or a relative in distress, demanding
money or personal information. With basic information,
criminals can steal an identity, causing emotional stress,
devastating personal finances and ruining credit. Fraud
and identity theft hurt all of us and cause real financial and
emotional damage.

We Need to Protect Seniors and Other Vulnerable People
According to a recent study, over half of scam victims are over
age 50. In fact, financial exploitation of seniors costs them
$2.9 billion every year. For every case that is reported, it is
estimated that 43 others are not.

As caregivers, advocates for seniors and retired people,
and a public safety official, our priority is the health, safety
and protection of our state’s most vulnerable populations.
We cannot let fraudulent telemarketers and other criminals
continue to prey on them. We need the protections offered by
I-1501 for their peace of mind and safety.

Increase Penalties and Prevent Release of Personal
Information

I-1501 increases penalties on criminals who prey on senior
citizens and other vulnerable people. It prevents the
government from releasing information that could help identity
thieves targeting seniors and the vulnerable. And it protects
the personal information of caregivers.

Initiative 1501 is endorsed by consumer advocates, caregiv-
ers, law enforcement and public safety officials, and other
community leaders. Please join us in approving Initiative 1501.

Rebuttal of argument against

Senior citizens, vulnerable people, and their caregivers are not
special interests. When they are the victims of fraud or identity
theft, they deserve justice in the form of increased penalties
on the perpetrators of their crimes. 1-1501 will discourage
fraudulent telemarketers and scam artists from profiting on
our personal information and increase penalties when they do.
[-1501 is supported by the Washington State Senior Citizens’
Lobby because they recognize we all need its protections.

Written by

Martha Corona, child care provider in Yakima; Vera
Kandrashuk, in-home caregiverin Spokane; Jerry Reilly, Elder
advocate in Olympia; Robby Stern, Puget Sound Advocates
for Retirement Action; John Urquhart, King County Sheriff

Contact: (360) 329-2812; info@yeson1501.com;
www.yeson1501.com

Argument against

Please vote no. Initiative 1501 isn’t what it claims to be. It was
given an innocent-sounding title to deceive voters as to its
true purpose. Initiative 1501 is an attack on vulnerable individ-
uals by a powerful special interest that has poured over $1.2
million into funding it.

Initiative 1501 was written by the Service Employees Interna-
tional Union (SEIU). Its goal is to rewrite the Public Records
Act to prevent in-home caregivers and childcare providers
from learning they no longer can be forced to pay dues to the
union.

Through Initiative 1501, SEIU ensures that it, and only it, will
still receive caregivers’ information — even Social Security
numbers — so it can continue capturing over $20 million in
dues from these individuals every year. Caregivers have the
right to stop paying SEIU, but the State isn’t informing them
of their right. If Initiative 1501 passes, caregivers will not even
be able to contact each other to discuss issues of common
concern.

Initiative 1501 is a shameless attempt by a powerful special
interest to diminish government transparency and the rights of
hard-working caregivers. Our strong government transparency
laws should not be weakened to oppress low wage workers.
Every person deserves to know his or her rights. Initiative 1501
empowers only the already-powerful.

Our Public Records Act, one of the best in the nation, shouldn’t
be manipulated for the enrichment of a wealthy special inter-
est and for the purpose of keeping in-home caregivers and
childcare workers in the dark.

Rebuttal of argument for

Don’t be deceived. The only two caregivers who helped draft
the 1-1501 pro statement are SEIU activists, not ordinary
workers. That’s because the measure only benefits union
executives, not hard-working caregivers. It has nothing to do
with protecting seniors from identity theft. It’s all about keeping
caregivers from discovering they no longer have to share their
paychecks with the union. Follow the money. I-1501 protects
union bosses’ wallets while hurting workers and vulnerable
individuals.

Written by

Brad Boardman, in-home caregiver who left SEIU; Mary
Jane Aurdal-Olson, in-home caregiver who left SEIU; Tim
Benn, family child care co-owner and advocate; Deborah
Thurber, Spokane area family child care provider and
advocate; Toby Nixon, President of Washington Coalition for
Open Government; Maxford Nelsen, Director of Labor Policy,
Freedom Foundation

Contact: (360) 362-3991; info@1501truth.com;
1501truth.com
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Initiative Measure No. 732

Initiative Measure No. 732 concerns taxes.

This measure would impose a carbon emission tax on certain fossil
fuels and fossil-fuel-generated electricity, reduce the sales tax by
one percentage point and increase a low-income exemption, and
reduce certain manufacturing taxes.

Should this measure be enacted into law?

[ ] Yes
[ 1 No
Explanatory Statement . . . . . . . .37
Fiscal Impact Statement . . . . . . . .38
Arguments Forand Against . . . . . . .42

The Secretary of State is not responsible
for the content of statements or arguments

(WAC 434-381-180).




Initiative Measure No. 732 37

Explanatory Statement

Written by the Office of the Attorney General

The Law as it Presently Exists

The sales tax is imposed on retail sales of most articles
of personal property, digital products, and some services.
The current state sales tax rate is 6.5 percent, though some
local governments impose their own sales taxes that make
the rate paid by purchasers higher.

The state business and occupation tax is imposed on the
gross income of business activities conducted in Wash-
ington. The business and occupation tax rate varies by the
type of business or occupation. Most manufacturing busi-
nesses are taxed at a rate of 0.484 percent of their gross
income, but some manufacturers pay lower rates.

Burning fossil fuels (such as coal, oil, and natural gas) pro-
duces carbon dioxide, which can trap heat in the Earth’s
atmosphere. There is no state tax on carbon dioxide emis-
sions in Washington.

The Effect of the Proposed Measure if Approved

This measure would create a new tax and reduce certain
existing taxes. It would impose a new “carbon emission
tax” that applies to the sale or use of certain fossil fuels and
electricity generated from fossil fuels. It also would reduce
the state sales tax rate, reduce the business and occupa-
tion tax rate on manufacturing, and fund a partial sales tax
exemption for low-income families.

New Carbon Emission Tax

A new carbon emission tax would start July 1, 2017. It
would apply when fossil fuels are burned in Washington.
The tax would be collected by the first person or company
in Washington who sells or burns the coal, oil, or other fossil
fuel. The measure includes provisions to avoid double-
taxing a fuel. For most fossil fuels, the tax rate would start
at $15 per metric ton of carbon dioxide emitted. Then, the
tax rate would rise to $25 per metric ton on July 1, 2018.
After that, it would increase by 3.5 percent plus inflation
each year until the tax rate reaches a maximum of $100
per metric ton, adjusted for inflation. The state Department
of Revenue would adopt rules for calculating the amount
of carbon dioxide emitted for each type of fuel and fuel
use and for paying the tax. The carbon emission tax would
apply to electricity producers, but only on the proportion
of electricity produced using fossil fuels. It would not apply
to electricity produced using hydroelectric dams, nuclear
power, wind, or solar power. Certain industries that obtain

electricity generated outside Washington also may be
required to pay the tax.

The carbon emission tax would be phased in more slowly
for some kinds of fuel used for specific purposes. These
fuels include certain fuels used solely for agricultural
purposes; fuel purchased for public transportation or by a
private nonprofit transportation provider; fuel purchased by
the Washington state ferry system for use in its ferries; and
fuel purchased for school buses. For these fuels, the initial
tax rate would be 5 percent of the tax rate imposed on
other fuels. On July 1, 2019, the tax rate would increase to
10 percent of the tax rate imposed on other fuels. The rate
would increase in 5 percent increments every two years
after that until July 1, 2055, when it would be the same as
the carbon emission tax rate imposed on other fuels.

Reductions in Existing Taxes

This measure also would reduce some taxes. On July 1,
2017, the state sales tax rate would be reduced from 6.5
percent to 6.0 percent. On July 1, 2018, it would be re-
duced again, to 5.5 percent. The state business and oc-
cupation tax rate for manufacturing would be reduced to
0.001 percent on July 1, 2017, from the current rate of
0.484 percent for most manufacturers.

Working Family Tax Exemption

Finally, the measure would expand and fund a working
family tax exemption. That exemption would allow low-
income taxpayers (those who qualify for the federal earned
income tax credit) to receive a refund for some of the state
sales taxes they paid during the year. In 2017, an eligible
applicant would receive 15 percent of the federal earned
income tax credit or $100, whichever is larger. Starting
in 2018, the refund amount would be 25 percent of the
federal earned income tax credit or $100, whichever is
larger.

Other Provisions

The state would adopt rules needed to implement the
measure. The measure also requires reports to the Gover-
nor and Legislature on how the measure is affecting state
revenues. The reports would be submitted every year from
2017 through 2027, and every two years after that.
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Fiscal Impact Statement

Written by the Office of Financial Management
For more information visit www.ofm.wa.gov/ballot

Summary

During the first six fiscal years, state General Fund revenue
would decrease by a net amount of $797.2 million. This
results from implementing a new carbon tax, reducing the
state retail sales tax rate by 1 percentage point and reducing
certain manufacturing business and occupation taxes.
The Working Families Tax Exemption Program would be
funded. Sales tax revenue for the state Performance Audits
of Government Account would decrease by $8.9 million.
Local tax revenue would increase by $156.1 million. State
expenditures would increase by $37.4 million.

General assumptions

* The effective date of the initiative is July 1, 2017.

* Estimates use the state’s fiscal year of July 1 through
June 30. Fiscal year 2016 is July 1, 2015, to June 30,
2016.

* The provisions of the initiative apply prospectively,
not retroactively.

State revenue assumptions
* Revenue estimates are based on the February 2016
Economic and Revenue Forecast, Department of
Revenue tax return data and the Washington State
Department of Commerce, State Energy Office,
Carbon Tax Assessment Model (CTAM) — version
3.1c.

State revenue impacts

The initiative contains four provisions that affect state
revenue — increased revenues from a new carbon tax,
reduced state revenue from a 1 percentage point retail
sales tax rate reduction, reduced state revenues from a
business and occupation (B&O) tax reduction for certain
manufacturing taxpayers and decreased revenues from
expansion of the Working Families Tax Exemption Program.

Carbon tax

Estimates are based on the CTAM and the Global Insight
forecast for the consumer price index for all urban areas
(CPI-U), November 2015. The Department of Commerce
periodically updates data in the CTAM. Any data updates
to the CTAM made between preparation and publication
of this fiscal impact statement are not reflected in the
estimates displayed here.

Revenue assumptions:

* The carbon tax rate is equal to $15 per metric ton of
carbon dioxide as of July 1, 2017.

* The carbon tax rate is equal to $25 per metric ton
of carbon dioxide as of July 1, 2018, and increases
by 3.5 percent, plus the inflation rate, each year
thereafter.

* The inflation rate is equal to the CPI-U.

e The phased-in tax rates associated with several
fuel uses are not reflected in this analysis, although
lowering the carbon tax rate for the specific fuel uses
outlined in the bill would result in lower carbon tax
revenues.

* No carbon tax reductions or refunds are made for
long-term storage of carbon emissions (qualified
sequestration).

* No credits are granted for payment of a similar carbon
tax in another state.

* The following assumptions are made in the CTAM for
modeling purposes:

o Year One is set to calendar year 2017 to most
closely correspond to the July 1, 2017, effective
date of the proposed carbon tax.

o The baseline reference energy forecast (option A)

is specified in the CTAM.

Industrial process emissions are not included.

Jet fuels are not exempted.

Marine fuels are not exempted.

“Transition coal” is not exempted.

The additional 11.9 cents of state gasoline/diesel

taxes that became law in 2015 are included

in the model as a supplemental fuel tax, as the

CTAM does not include this in its current baseline

assumptions.

O O O O O

The carbon tax increases revenues that are deposited
in the state General Fund. Table 1 provides estimates of
the carbon tax revenue during the next six fiscal years to
the state General Fund. Revenues deposited in the state
General Fund may be used for any government purpose
such as education; social, health and environmental
services; and other general government activities.

(See Table 1 on page 41)

Business and occupation tax

The state B&O tax is a gross receipts tax measured on the
value of products, gross proceeds of sales or gross income
of the business.

Revenue assumptions:

* The following B&O tax classifications are reduced to a
rate of 0.001 percent:
o Manufacturing
o Manufacturing Dairy/Biodiesel/Alcohol/Split
Peas/Fresh Fruit & Vegetables
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o Slaughter-Breaking-Processing Perishable Meat
Wholesaling and Manufacturing

o Manufacturing Commercial Airplanes, Compo-
nents & Aero Tooling

o Wholesaling Commercial Airplanes, Components
& Aero Tooling

o Retailing Commercial Airplanes, Components &
Aero Tooling

o Processing for Hire Timber Products

o Manufacturing of Timber Products

o Manufacturing of Semiconductors

* As aresult of these tax rate changes, the multiple ac-
tivities tax credit has been recalculated and factored
into this analysis.

* The growth rate mirrors the total B&O taxable activ-
ity forecast reflected in the Economic and Revenue
Forecast Council’s February 2016 forecast.

* All B&O tax rate changes are effective July 1, 2017,
and none of these changes is retroactive.

Table 2 provides estimates of the decrease in state B&O
tax revenue for the next six fiscal years to the state General
Fund, rounded to the nearest $1,000.

(See Table 2 on page 41)

Sales tax

The state retail sales tax rate decreases from 6.5 percent
10 6.0 percent on July 1, 2017, and from 6.0 percent to 5.5
percent on July 1, 2018. This change reduces revenues de-
posited in two funds: the state General Fund and the state
Performance Audits of Government Account.

In addition, changes in the state retail sales tax rate could
affect the amount of goods purchased, which would affect
state and local tax revenue. The Department of Revenue
prepared the revenue estimates assuming a price elasticity
of 1.01. Price elasticity is a method used to calculate the
change in consumption of a good when price increases or
decreases. Due to price elasticity, state B&O tax revenue
could increase with the change in the state retail sales tax
rate.

Table 3 provides estimates of the decrease in state retail
sales tax revenue for the next six fiscal years to the state
General Fund.

(See Table 3 on page 41)

Table 4 provides estimates of the decrease in state retail
sales tax revenue for the next six fiscal years to the state
Performance Audits of Government Account. This ac-
count is used by the Washington State Auditor to conduct
comprehensive performance audits required under RCW
43.09.470.

(See Table 4 on page 41)

Table 5 provides estimates of the increase in state B&O tax
revenue deposited in the state General Fund over the next
six fiscal years.

(See Table 5 on page 41)

Working Families Tax Exemption

Estimates are based on 2013 individual income tax returns
filed with the Internal Revenue Service. The initiative modi-
fies the Working Families Tax Exemption Program, which is
an exemption in the form of a refund for eligible taxpayers.
Under current law, the exemption amount for a qualified
taxpayer for the prior federal tax year is the greater of 10
percent of the federal earned income tax credit (EITC) or
$50. The initiative increases that amount to the greater of
15 percent of the EITC or $100 for exemptions claimed in
2017, and the greater of 25 percent of the EITC or $100 for
exemptions claimed in 2018 and thereafter.

Revenue assumptions:

e Applications for calendar year 2016 would be re-
ceived beginning July 1, 2017.

e Applications for calendar year 2017 would be re-
ceived beginning Jan. 1, 2018.

e (Calendar year 2016 and calendar year 2017 refunds
would both be paid during fiscal year 2018.

e The participation rate in the Working Families Tax Ex-
emption Program is assumed at 90 percent in the first
year, 93 percent in the second year and 95 percent in
the third year and thereafter.

e The Working Families Tax Exemption is based on the
EITC from the prior year.

e The number of qualified applicants grows 3 percent
annually.

* All refunds are paid by June 30 of the year that the
Working Families Tax Exemption is claimed. Howev-
er, applications for the first year cannot be submitted
until July 1, 2017. This estimate assumes refunds for
calendar year 2016 (requested in 2017) will be paid by
Dec. 31, 2017.

Table 6 provides estimates of the decrease in state General
Fund revenues due to the changes in the Working Families
Tax Exemption Program.

(See Table 6 on page 41)

Local government revenue

Due to price elasticity from the change in the state retail
sales tax rate, local retail sales tax revenue could increase.
Table 7 provides estimates of the increased local govern-
ment revenues collected during the next six fiscal years.

(See Table 7 on page 41)
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State expenditure assumptions
* Expenditures for staff salaries reflect a general wage
increase of 1.8 percent effective July 1, 2016, and
corresponding adjustments to benefits reflecting 30
percent of the salary adjustment.
*  One full-time equivalent (FTE) employee equates to
2,080 hours of work for one calendar year.

State expenditures

To implement the initiative, the Department of Revenue will
incur expenditures of about $37.4 million and need addi-
tional FTEs during the first six fiscal years. Table 8 provides
cost estimates and FTEs by fiscal year. Expenditures are
rounded to the nearest $1,000.

(See Table 8 on page 41)

About 200,000 taxpayers are affected by changes in the
retail sales tax rate and about 12,000 taxpayers are affect-
ed by changes in manufacturing B&O tax rates. Costs for
implementing the B&O tax and retail sales tax changes in-
clude:

*  Programming and testing computer system changes.

* Creating a special notice for affected taxpayers and
updating publications and web pages.

* Printing and mailing special notices to affected tax-
payers who do not file electronically.

* Responding to questions from affected taxpayers.

About 1,500 taxpayers are affected by the carbon tax.
Costs for implementing the carbon tax include:

* Programming and testing computer system changes,
including new addenda for calculation of the carbon
tax and a new software application to submit fuel mix
reports.

* Creating new educational and informational materi-
als for affected taxpayers in hard copy and electron-
ic formats, including updates to these materials, as
needed.

* Responding to questions and assisting affected tax-
payers with return preparation and other compliance
assistance.

* Technical advice for implementation, including proce-
dures, forms, worksheets and guidance documents,
and development of the carbon calculation.

* Additional work with affected parties and coordinat-
ing implementation among several state agencies
during the startup process.

*  Preparation of required reports to the governor and
Legislature.

* Adoption of two new administrative rules.

For the Working Families Tax Exemption, the initiative mod-
ifies several provisions affecting program administration by

the Department of Revenue. The Department of Revenue
assumes 460,600 individuals will file a claim the first year
applications are accepted, beginning July 1, 2017. Costs
to operate the program will change if the number of claims
increases or decreases substantially.

The Department of Revenue is in the middle of its tax and
licensing system replacement project. The timing of the ini-
tiative means only a minimum level of functionality of the
new system is in place by July 1, 2017, to accept Working
Families Tax Exemption applications. Other costs for im-
plementing the Working Families Tax Exemption provisions
of the initiative include:

*  Programming (through contracting with third-party
programmers) to set up, test and verify the computer
systems to process refund applications for payment,
including an Internet-based application process, pro-
cessing queues, tracking, imaging and electronic
funds transfers.

*  Creating printed materials, Web information and me-
dia advertising.

e Designing and developing forms and other materials
to process exemption claims.

* Organizing a group to receive and process claims for
remittance.

* Responding to questions and assisting affected tax-
payers.

*  Preparing and training new staff to begin processing
applications July 1, 2017.

e Adopting one new administrative rule.

*  Printing and mailing notices to those who would qual-
ify for the Working Families Tax Exemption, based on
the best available information.

* Processing applications, including verification of

claims.

* Processing and sending refund checks to eligible
claimants.

* Collecting refunds processed in error or fraudulently
filed.



Initiative Measure No. 732

41

Table 1 — Carbon tax revenues deposited in the state General Fund

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

$0

$0

$1,455,135,000

$1,972,166,000

$2,089,715,000

$2,189,309,000

Table 2 — Reductions in state B&O tax revenues deposited in the state General Fund

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

$0

$0

($371,907,000)

($426,871,000)

($449,128,000)

($472,545,000)

Table 3 — Reductions in state retail sales tax revenues deposited in the state General Fund

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

$0

$0

($678,294,000)

($1,493,684,000)

($1,638,849,000)

($1,716,348,000)

Table 4 — Reductions in state retail sales tax revenues deposited in the Performance Audits of Government

Account
FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021
$0 $0 ($1,087,000) ($2,394,000) ($2,626,000) ($2,751,000)
Table 5 - Increases in state B&O tax revenues deposited in the state General Fund
FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021
$0 $0 $3,404,000 $7,458,000 $8,181,000 $8,568,000

Table 6 — Decreases in state General Fund revenues due to changes in the Working Families Tax
Exemption Program

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

$0

$0

($420,639,000)

($279,150,000)

($287,525,000)

($296,151,000)

Table 7 - Increases in local retail sales tax revenue

FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021
$0 $0 $19,245,000 $42,165,000 $46,251,000 $48,439,000
Table 8 — Department of Revenue implementation costs
FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021
FTEs 0.0 49.6 72.8 60.1 58.7 60.4
Dollars $0 $7,380,000 $11,435,000 $6,204,000 $6,078,000 $6,256,000
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Argument for

Yes On 1-732: Act Now for Clean Energy

Dirty fossil fuels pollute our air and water, threaten our forests,
harm our kids, and damage our climate. |-732 makes polluters
pay. It accelerates the shift to clean energy like solar, wind,
and hydropower. And it returns the money polluters pay to
everyone’s pocket by lowering other taxes.

Clean Air, Clean Water, Healthy Forests

Washington families and kids deserve a safe environment with
clean air and water and healthy forests. |-732 puts a price on
carbon pollution from fossil fuels like coal and oil, but not on
clean energy like solar and wind. It accelerates clean energy,
creating good, local jobs, while driving down the burning of
fossil fuels and the pollution, asthma, and smog they cause.

Fights Pollution and Climate Change

I-732 fights climate change by making big polluters pay. It’s an
effective, bipartisan policy similar to one that’s been working
successfully in British Columbia since 2008.

Makes Polluters Pay. Protects Working Families.

Our current tax system hits lower- and middle-income families
hardest. 1-732 changes that. It uses the money polluters pay
to lower sales taxes, saving the average family hundreds
of dollars a year. And it sends tax refunds to hundreds of
thousands of working families. It makes Washington’s taxes
fairer as it makes our state cleaner.

Protecting our air, water, and climate just can’t wait. We
have a moral obligation to leave our kids a healthier, cleaner
Washington! Vote Yes on I-732.

Rebuttal of argument against

I-732 taxes polluters and uses that money to lower sales taxes
on working families. Our opponents’ main argument, based
on a disputed analysis, is that tax revenue over 6 years might
decline less than 1%. Our main argument is that droughts,
fires, and floods from climate change will definitely threaten
our environment, our economy, and our kids’ futures. 1-732
reduces pollution and boosts clean energy with a proven,
bipartisan approach. Vote Yes!

Written by

Cliff Mass, Professor of Atmospheric Sciences, University of
Washington; Howard Behar, Former President, Starbucks;
Sharon Nelson, Former Chairman, Washington Utility Com-
mission and Consumer Reports; Bill Finkbeiner, Former
Washington State Senate Majority Leader (R); Rogers Weed,
Washington State Department of Commerce Director 2009-
2012; Ramez Naam, Author, Energy and Environment Co-
Chair, Singularity University

Contact: yeson732.org; communications@carbonwa.org

Argument against

State Deficit

I-732 will make Washington’s budget mess worse. A
Department of Revenue analysis found 1-732 will cut funding
available for education, health care, and other vital services
by $797 million over the next six years. Our state faces a $5
billion deficit and court orders to meet basic education and
mental health needs. I-732 makes this situation worse.

Climate and Jobs

Climate policy must be comprehensive, so it doesn’t harm
people and Kill jobs. |-732 fails this test. A clean-energy
economy can reduce carbon emissions and reverse climate
change while also creating family-wage jobs, rebuilding
crumbling infrastructure, investing in areas hardest hit by
pollution, and providing a “Just Transition” for workers and
communities. [-732 doesn’t do any of this.

Instead, 1-732 imposes an accelerating carbon tax on
businesses, with no provisions for compliance flexibility or
energy-efficiency incentives. Some businesses will simply
move their jobs and pollution across state lines.

Equity

Vulnerable families in communities near pollution hot spots
and workers in energy intensive industries are hardest hit
by pollution. But 1-732’s “Working Families Tax Exemption”
provides less than half of this population with any relief
from increased energy costs. These communities will need
investments and jobs to make an equitable transition to a
forward-thinking clean-energy economy. |-732 ignores this.

At a time when we are struggling to maintain good jobs and
fund basic services, 1-732 would send Washington in the
wrong direction. Vote no.

Rebuttal of argument for

We need to get climate policy right. 1-732 has too many
unintended consequences. I-732 gives tax breaks to polluters
without any accountability and fails to invest in clean air
and water, jobs and clean energy, or healthy forests and
communities. 1-732 further strips our state budget, harming
education and infrastructure programs our communities need.
This accelerating carbon tax will only push jobs and businesses
elsewhere, and will not significantly address climate change.

Written by

Rich Stolz, Executive Director, One America; Jill Mangaliman,
Executive Director, Got Green; Jeffrey Johnson, President,
Washington State Labor Council, AFL-CIO; Rosalinda Guillen,
Executive Director, Community to Community; De’Sean
Quinn, Tukwila City Council member; Rebecca Saldana,
Executive Director, Puget Sound SAGE

Contact: 