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Methodology

* 612 interviews with Washington
voters likely to participate in the
November 2020 election

e Conducted February 10-16, 2020,
online and via landline and cell phones;
voters were contacted via phone,
email and text

* Margin of sampling error of £4.0%
at the 95% confidence interval

* Due to rounding, some percentages
do not add up to 100%

* Selected comparisons to prior research
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Issue Context



Voters are increasingly pessimistic
about the direction of Washington state.

Would you say that things in Washington State are generally going in the right
direction, or do you feel things have gotten pretty seriously off on the wrong track?

®Right Direction ®Don't Know ®Wrong Track

2020 35% 12 52%
2019

2018

2016
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Three in five Washington state voters believe
climate change is human-caused; this is in line
with the views of adults nationwide.

Assuming that climate change is happening, do you think it is...

Caused mostly by human activities _ 60%

Caused mostly by natural changes in the 29%
environment ’

None of the above, because climate change . -
isn’t happening ’

Don’t know r 5%
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e I ...
They broadly agree that we cannot rely on
D.C. to solve climate change, and that we
should respond with bold action.

m Total Agree m Total Disagree Difference

We cannot rely on Washington,

DC to solve climate change 19% +58%

The state of Washington should join other
states to pass comprehensive policy to
reduce carbon emissions using the best
available science

69% 30% +39%

Climate change is a major threat
to our health and economy, 67% 32% +35%
and we should respond with bold action

We should only change policy to address
climate change if it will not threaten 35% 61% -26%
economic growth

F M 3 Q10. I'm going to read you a list of statements related to climate change. Please tell me whether you generally agree or disagree. Split Sample

RESEARCH I



They broadly agree that: we cannot rely on
D.C. to solve climate change

W Total Agree m Total Disagree Difference

City +58%
Suburban +65%
Small Town +55%
Rural +52%

F M 3 Q10. I'm going to read you a list of statements related to climate change. Please tell me whether you generally agree or disagree. Split Sample
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e I ...
They broadly agree that: Washington should join
other states to pass comprehensive policy to reduce
carbon emissions using the best available science

m Total Agree m Total Disagree Difference

City 73% 24% +49%
Suburban 75% 24% +51%

Small Town 26% +46%

Rural 0%

F M 3 Q10. I'm going to read you a list of statements related to climate change. Please tell me whether you generally agree or disagree. Split Sample
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They broadly disagree that: We should change
policy to address climate change if it will not
threaten economic growth

m Total Agree mTotal Disagree  Djfference

City -39%
Suburban -29%
Small Town -20%
Rural -1%

F M 3 Q10. I'm going to read you a list of statements related to climate change. Please tell me whether you generally agree or disagree. Split Sample
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I Managing forests and soil to capture carbon and I
reduce the pollution that causes climate change
— Is broadly supported rotal

EStrng. Supp. “Smwt. Supp. ®Don't Know ®Smwt. Opp. ®Strng. Opp.

Supp.

|
o o L %”
77%
Small Town 0.28 00 0.12
(o)

Total
Opp.

15%

14%

14%

16%

20%

F M 3 Q13a-c. | am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy
idea. Not Part of Split Sample
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Transitioning to using 100% carbon-free
energy to generate electricity

Total Total
Supp. Opp.

Total 0.39 0.28 !0.08 67% 29%

mStrng. Supp. “Smwt. Supp. ®Don't Know =Smwt. Opp. ®Strng. Opp.

City

Suburban 0.33 0.08 75% 22%
Small Town 0.26 i 0.1 n 64% 33%
Rural 0.26 0.27 53% 43%

F M 3 Q13a-c. | am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy
idea. Not Part of Split Sample
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Establishing stricter limits on greenhouse gas
emissions — narrowly opposed in rural areas
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mStrng. Supp. @mSmwt. Supp. ®mDon't Know mSmwt. Opp. mStrng. Opp. Total

Total 0.39

Suburban 0.25 0.15 65%
Small Town 0.31 l 0.11 m 63%

Supp.

Total
Opp.

33%

25%

31%

36%

48%

Q13c. I am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy idea.

Not Part of Split Sample
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A fee on polluters that invests proceeds is more
popular than one that reduces taxes.

EStrng. Supp. @ Smwt. Supp. ®Don'tKnow ®Smwt. Opp. ®Strng. Opp. Total Total

Supp. Opp.

F M 3 Q13g & I.  am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy
idea. Split Sample
RESEARCH 13

Establishing a fee on large emitters of
gasoline, coal and natural gas and using the
funds generated to invest in projects that
reduce carbon emissions and expand
transportation options

64% 33%

Establishing a fee on large emitters of
gasoline, coal and natural gas and using the
funds generated to reduce other taxes

60% 3%




However, only one that invests proceeds has
broad appeal

EmStrng. Supp. ©Smwt. Supp. ®DontKnow ®Smwt. Opp. ®Strng. Opp. Total Total

Supp. Opp.
oy 0-17 71% 25%
Suburban 0.29 67% 31%
Small Town 0.28 o S
Rural 0.29 0.23 0.12 52% 46%

Q13g. I am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy idea.
F M Establishing a fee on large emitters of gasoline, coal and natural gas and using the funds generated to invest in projects that reduce carbon emissions and
expand transportation options. Split Sample
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Joining 11 states by requiring that automakers
and dealerships keep more EVs in stock on the

lot available for purchase

EmStrng. Supp. ©Smwt. Supp. ®DontKnow ®Smwt. Opp. ®Strng. Opp. Total Total

- Supp.

City 0.23 I . 63%

Suburban 0.34 66%
I A

Small Town 0.27 56%

Rural 0.38 0.09 64%

F M 3 Q13h. Joining 11 states by requiring that automakers and dealerships keep more electric vehicles in stock on the lot available for purchase. Split Sample
RESEARCH

Opp.

32%

28%

33%

36%




Some policies are very polarizing: Stopping
building new fossil-fuel infrastructure

mStrng. Supp. @ Smwt. Supp. ®Don't Know Smwt. Opp. MStrng. Opp.
Total Total

Supp. Opp.
Total 0.22 54% 36%
Republican ¥y 0.19 0.15 23% 66%
Independent 0.22 0.23 53% 40%
Democrat 0.25 75% 13%

F M 3 Q13d. I am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy idea.
Split Sample
RESEARCH 1
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Some policies are broadly unpopular: phasing

out the use of natural gas

mStrng. Supp. P Smwt. Supp. ®DontKnow #Smwt. Opp. MStrng. Opp.

0.11 0.18 I 0.17

34%

Rural

29%
Small Town EEEELS . 0.13 399,
Suburb 0.14 0.17 . 0.26 31%
City 0.18 - 0.16 39%

Total Total
Supp.

Opp.

58%

66%

52%

61%

52%

F M 3 Q13e. I am going to read you some other policies that have been proposed for Washington State. Please tell me whether you support or oppose that policy idea.

Split Sample
RESEARCH
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I Three In five support a cap and invest proposal.

This proposed law would limit the amount of carbon pollution allowed in Washington State;
the largest industrial polluters would have to purchase permits for all carbon pollution they
emit. The number of permits allowed would decrease each year, to guarantee less pollution
over time. The money generated from the sale of permits, estimated at $S800 million per
year, would be invested in building renewable energy and energy efficiency projects;
reducing wildfire risk; protecting water quality and supplies; upgrading roads; developing
clean, affordable transportation alternatives; and training workers for clean energy jobs.

strongly support [ NN 0% | Total

Support
Somewhat support 24% 63%

Somewhat oppose 10% Total
Oppose

D 249
Strongly oppose 244_ 33%

Don't know 4%

F M 3 Q14. Does this proposed law sound like something you would support or oppose?
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A majority of all community types surveyed
expressed support for Cap & Invest

Cap and Invest Support by Party, County & City

, Total Total
BStrng. Supp. "'Smwt. Supp. ®Don't Know “Smwt. Opp. #Strng. Opp.
Supp. Opp.
Rural - 51% 45%
SmaIITown- 57% 40%

Suburban 65% 30%

F M 3 Q14. Does this proposed law sound like something you would support or oppose?
RESEARCH

72% 26%




A majority of all counties surveyed supports Cap

& Invest
Cap and Invest Support by Party, County & City
‘ o | Total
BStrng. Supp. "'Smwt. Supp. ®Don't Know “Smwt. Opp. #Strng. Opp.

| Supp.

Clark 0.38 0.2 m 58%
King 72%
Spokane 62%
Snohomish 63%
Pierce 52%
Other 60%

F M 3 Q14. Does this proposed law sound like something you would support or oppose?
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Total
Opp.
42%
25%
37%
34%

42%

35%




Incentives for rural communities

are popular (though not intensely).

The policy would reward rural communities and farmers for practices
that improve the health and carbon benefits of soil

WExt. Impt. ©Very Impt.  Smwt. Impt. ®NotImpt. ®Den't Know Ext./Very

Impt.
Total 0.3 0.23 0.13

60%
Rural 0.25 0.26 0.17 519%
Small Town 0.4 0.21 ﬂ: 67%
Suburban 0.26 0.28
Urban 0.33 0.32 0.18

F M 3 Q16. I am going to read you a list of features such a policy could have. Please tell me how important each one is to you: extremely important, very important,
somewhat important, or not important.
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Incentives for low-costs are popular (though

not intensely).

The policy would give businesses an incentive to reduce emissions at
the lowest possible cost

WExt. Impt. ©Very Impt.  Smwt. Impt. ®NotImpt. ™Den't Know Ext./Very

Impt.
Total 0.33 0.25 mm

56%
Rural 0.3 0.27 48%
Small Town 0.21 0.31 0.3 53%
Suburb 0.32 0.24 0.11
uburban | 61%
Urb 0.21 0.37 0.21 0.17

F M 3 Q16. | am going to read you a list of features such a policy could have. Please tell me how important each one is to you: extremely important, very important,
somewhat important, or not important.
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e I ...
While many don’t have an opinion

either way, a decreasing cap is favored
over an increasing price.

In general, would you prefer a version of this policy:

...that puts a cap on carbon pollution that
decreases yearly to hit the state’s goals,
and lets the market determine the price _ 46%
necessary to hit the goals
OR
...that puts a price on carbon pollution that
increases yearly up to a cap, no matter

how well the state does in
reducing emissions

17%

Both/None/Don't know 36%
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While many don’t have an opinion
either way, a decreasing cap is favored
over an increasing price - broadly

In general, would you prefer a version of this policy:

W Cap Certainty Price Certainty Both/None/Don't Know Cap / Price
ratio
Republicans 0.43
P 4.8
Democrats 0.51 0.23
I 2.2
Rural 0.41
2.9
3.2
Suburban 0.13
4.1
Q17. In general, would you prefer'aversion o policy: that puts a price on carbon pollution that increases yearly up to a cap, no matt;r how well the state

F M 3 does in reducing emissions, OR that puts a cap on carbon pollution that decreases yearly to hit the state’s goals, and lets the market determine the price




While many don’t have an opinion
either way, a decreasing cap is favored
over an increasing price - broadly

In general, would you prefer a version of this policy:

W (Cap Certainty Price Certainty ®Both/None/Den't Know Cap / Price

ratio

HH income < $60k 0.47 0.2
2.4

Women 0.48 0.15
3.2

F M 3 Q17. In general, would you prefer a version of this policy: that puts a price on carbon pollution that increases yearly up to a cat | the state
does in reducing emissions, OR that puts a cap on carbon pollution that decreases yearly to hit the state’s goals, and lets the m ice
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