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The following represents a summary of the four major concerns we have regarding the Engrossed 

version of SB1507, 2018.  I would very much like to see these concerns addressed in the final version of 

the greenhouse gas emissions reduction program that emerges from the Joint Committee for the 2019 

Legislative Session: 

1)  The Target Gas.  While carbon dioxide is the most important greenhouse gas in terms of its 

combined warming impact and atmospheric concentration, it is not the only culprit.   In addition to 

this gas, we know also that methane, nitrous oxide and an array of fluorinated gases (halocarbons) 

are responsible. Regrettably, each of these other gases has a much greater warming capacity (the 

Global Warming Potential or Carbon dioxide equivalent) than does carbon dioxide as measured on a 

pound-for-pound basis.  Methane, for example, is 86 times worse than carbon dioxide when 

assessed over a 20-year basis and 34 times worse over a 100-year basis. Two values are given 

because its longevity in the atmosphere is measured in terms of about a decade rather than the 

several centuries that carbon dioxide molecules last.  Nitrous oxide, meanwhile, is about 300 times 

worse than carbon dioxide and the halocarbons (ozone and fluorinated hydrocarbons) are several 

thousand times worse.   When the 2007 IPCC report was released, Carbon dioxide was identified as 

imposing a Radiative Forcing (warming) relative to 1750 values of 1.66 watts per meter squared 

while methane (0.48), the halocarbons (0.34), and nitrous oxide (0.16) combined for a total impact 

of 0.98 wm-2.  Ten years ago, the other gases had a much lower impact than carbon dioxide.  

However, by the 2013/2014 IPCC report, carbon dioxide had increased only slightly to 1.68, while 

among the other gases methane alone had risen to.97 wm-2, the halocarbons dropped to 0.18 wm2 

(maybe an outcome of the effectiveness of the International Montreal Protocol controlling 

chlorofluorocarbon emissions), while nitrous oxide was reasonably steady at 0.17 wm-2.  In other 

words, while carbon dioxide did not increase very much, the impact of methane rose sharply.   The 

message that we need to include these other gases seems quite clear.  

It is worth noting that the 2015 Paris Agreement focuses almost entirely on the need to lower 

greenhouse gas e missions, and refers to carbon dioxide only (and appropriately) in connection with 

forest management.  More recently, in making a profound case for the urgency of the situation, the 

2018 IPCC report also underlines the need to address all greenhouse gases, especially methane.   

 

While SB1507A was effective at defining greenhouse gases in terms of their carbon dioxide 

equivalent and including any entity that is responsible for over 25,000 Metric Tons of CO2e 

emissions, in connection with fossil fuels, it specifically seems to limit the coverage to combustion 

emissions.  This is unreasonably limiting and dangerously inadequate.  To be effective, the coverage 

for fossil fuels should include all emissions resulting from the use of the fuel, which would include 

extraction and processing if that were to occur within boundary, and any emissions resulting from 



transmission/transportation within boundary (see Item 2 below). It should also include any non-

combustion greenhouse gas emissions resulting from industrial activities.  

 

We urge that the 2019 proposal target all greenhouse gases accounted in terms of their carbon 

dioxide equivalent. 

 

2) The Fossil fuel life cycle. One critical issue is that the main contribution of methane from our use of 

fossil fuels is in its leakage during coal, oil, and natural gas extraction, plus the processing and 

transmission especially of natural gas.   Since natural gas is some 90% methane, not much has to 

leak for this to become a serious problem. Recent evidence suggests that this leakage, known as 

‘fugitive emissions,’ is sufficient in many situations that it negates the combustion benefit of natural 

gas versus coal and oil in terms of carbon dioxide emissions per unit of energy generated.  This 

means that natural gas is not ‘the clean fossil fuel’ that many proponents claim.  

 

The message from the science is that to undertake effective greenhouse gas emissions reduction, 

programs should address not just the emissions from the combustion of fossil fuels or industrial 

processes, but must also address the emissions that result from the extraction, processing, and 

transmission of fuels.  It is true that there is little natural gas extraction in Oregon, and our reduction 

efforts target In-Boundary emissions.  However, the In-Boundary limitation of Oregon proposed 

policy means that leakage during the extraction of natural gas in other states would not be 

accounted. The absence of full life cycle assessment means that emissions occurring during the 

transmission of natural gas in pipelines through Oregon is not assessed.  To remedy this oversight, 

we should require full life cycle assessment of emissions, not simply an assessment of combustion 

emissions.  If such is deemed unfeasible at this time, the proposal should indicate that this 

assessment will be included at such times as such it becomes technically feasible and cost effective.  

It is possible that Section 35 (6) does this, but such is not clear, and notably includes the vague 

concept ‘may include’ as follows:  

Section 35 (6) Rules adopted by the commission under this section for [fossil] fuel that is imported, 

sold or distributed for use in this state may require reporting of the type and quantity of the fuel and 

any additional information necessary to determine the [carbon content] greenhouse gas emissions 

associated with the use or combustion of the fuel. 

It is noteworthy that HB 3470 (2015) included a rather clear statement on this subject:  

P 6, Section 9 (2) (e):  

Require source emissions accounting to apply full accounting practices throughout their life cycles, 

including production, storage, transportation, delivery, final use combustion and fugitive losses, 

expressed in carbon dioxide equivalent measurements. 

We urge that the 2019 proposal include a clear statement that it either incorporates full life-cycle 

assessment of emissions accounted in terms of their carbon dioxide equivalent or will incorporate 

such an assessment when technologically feasible.  

 



3) The Out-ot-State Electricity Generation Conundrum During the development of previous bills it has 

been recognized that a substantial proportion of Oregon’s energy usage comes from electricity 

generated in neighboring states.  The result of this recognition has been to include in the 

Greenhouse Gas emissions accounting those emissions that result from fossil fuel used in the 

generation of that electricity.  While this certainly contributes somewhat to leveling the playing field 

between home grown Oregon renewable electricity, and out-of-state fossil fuel electricity, it does 

not fully account for the emissions resulting from power plant generation in neighboring states.  This 

is for the reasons identified in item (2) above.  If we only count the emissions resulting from the 

combustion of fossil fuel during electricity generation elsewhere, and do not include the full life 

cycle assessment of emissions resulting from the extraction, processing, and transmission as well as 

the combustion of that fuel, we have not fully accounted the cost of that imported electricity.  It is 

my suggestion, that full life cycle assessment of the fuels used in neighboring state power plants 

should also be included.   

Greenhouse Gas emissions assessment involves Scope 1, 2, and 3 levels 

(https://www.activesustainability.com/climate-change/learnsustainability-scope-1-2-3-emissions/): 

Scope 1 are emissions from burning fuels by the emitter 

Scope 2 adds emissions from the production of electricity, steam, or other sources of energy (e.g. 

chilled water) generated upstream from the organization, while 

Scope 3 further adds emissions that are a consequence of the operations of an upstream entity but 

are not directly owned or controlled by the entity.  This includes emissions resulting from the 

production of electricity used by the entity and would presumably include emissions resulting from 

the extraction, processing, and transmission of fuel to the utilities generating electricity.  

The Engrossed CEJ proposal seems to limit analysis to Scope 2 when substantial emissions might be 

added if Scope 3 sere employed.  

We urge that the 2019 proposal include assessment of emissions as listed in Scope 3, which means 

emissions from the entire supply chain including the full life-cycle assessment of sources. 

4) Allowance Allocation Although the primary purpose of this legislation is to reduce In-Boundary 

Greenhouse Gas emissions, it should be acknowledged that achieving this objective is better 

undertaken in a manner that also acknowledges social justice issues.  It is for this reason that in the 

development of the concepts that were integral to the principles, it was deemed appropriate to 

producing a bill that served to remedy environmental and social justice concerns.  For this reason, 

the process involved collaboration with unions and representatives of the social justice community.  

It is very clear to those of us working in the climate change arena that some individuals and 

communities suffer more from the current patterns of environmental pollution than others, and also 

that efforts to remedy the climate pollution currently released will likely have a greater impact on 

some individuals and communities than it will have on others.  Communities that are currently, and 

will be in the future, more profoundly affected are generally low-income communities, communities 

of color, and those who are linguistically isolated.   In addition, it is inevitable that some workers will 

be affected by the transition from conventional fossil fuels to renewable resources.  It was for these 

reasons that representatives of social justice group and unions were involved in developing the 

principles. Subsequently, when the Clean Energy Jobs Bill itself was developed, input from the social 

justice communities and unions was also integral.    

https://www.activesustainability.com/climate-change/learnsustainability-scope-1-2-3-emissions/


In addition to the above considerations, it is clear that a transition from fossil fuels to renewable will 

be served better if research and development funds are available to stimulate renewable energy. 

Correlated with this will be efforts to promote increased energy use efficiency and energy 

conservation which are always the low-hanging fruit in such endeavors as this. 

It is to serve these ends that the bill as written involved an auction of allowances that generates 

funds to be used to promote renewable energy alternatives and social justice.  As the Clean Energy 

Jobs Bill was written, it is clear that considerable time was given to developing mechanisms that 

promote a rational allocation of resources to achieving these goals. 

For these reasons, although acknowledging that the effort is primarily designed to limit greenhouse 

gas emissions and help communities adapt to the climate change that is inevitable, we are 

concerned that the Engrossed SB1507A contains language that incorporates the free allocation of 

allowances to a vast array of entities.  This allocation of free allowances compromises both the 

‘polluter pays’ principle and the generation of funds from licensing pollution that can be used to 

serve these critical social justice and worker dislocation purposes. We should not compromise the 

ability of the program to support social justice, renewable energy research and development, 

community adaptation, carbon sequestration on agricultural soils and forests, and the achievement 

of increased energy use efficiency and conservation. 

 

We urge that legislators consider carefully the efficacy of allocating too many free allowances in 

terms of compromising the ability of the proposal to achieve the necessary mitigation, adaptation, 

and social justice elements of action. 
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