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In debates today, matters of public policy are often reduced to mere numbers 
and statistics bundled in endless reports and charts.  It is true that sound 
public policy is based first and foremost on facts, but lawmakers and pundits 
must never forget that public policy is really about people.

Whether it’s the small-business owner struggling under onerous taxes and 
regulations while trying to provide services to the community and a living to 
employees, the taxpayer who bears the brunt of unsustainable state spending, 
or the child trapped in a failing public education system, the decisions of 
lawmakers in Olympia have deep ramifications in the lives of real people 
across our state.

In 2009 we made great strides in furthering our mission of improving people’s 
lives through free-market solutions.  Our research and analysis helped educate 
the public on the perils of more government control in health care, we helped 
persuade state lawmakers to not raise taxes during the 2009 Legislative 
Session, and more. 

Our impact fueled phenomenal growth for our organization in 2009.  We 
opened a full-time Eastern Washington office and had more than 1,000 print, 
broadcast, and online media appearances.

Thank you for being an integral part of our work and making 2009 such a 
great success for our organization.
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In November, Spokane voters faced a ballot measure to create an erroneous “community bill of rights.”  WPC published research •	
and analysis finding the measure would dramatically increase local government spending and drive away businesses, which received 
considerable media coverage.  In November voters rejected the measure.

When state lawmakers faced a $9 billion budget deficit in 2009, WPC distributed a letter signed by 32 state and national •	
economists warning tax increases would hurt the economy.  Ultimately, lawmakers balanced the budget without raising taxes and the 
Governor publicly stated  that raising taxes in a recession would hurt the economy.  The Governor also incorporated many of WPC’s 
spending reduction and reform recommendations into her budget proposals.

While pundits and analysts predicted President Obama’s health care reform plans would sail to quick passage, WPC launched a •	
federal health care reform project to educate policymakers and the public on the dangers of more government control over health 
care and the advantages of patient-driven, market-based solutions.  In addition to publishing op-eds locally and nationally and 
holding a tele-townhall with 800 participants, WPC staff spoke to more than 3,000 people at community and civic gatherings across 
the Northwest.

In December Washington Policy Center opened its Eastern Washington office and hired Chris Cargill as its full-time director.  This •	
exciting development makes WPC the only think tank with a truly statewide presence in Washington.

Small Business
More than 300 small business owners 
and policymakers gathered at our 2009 
Statewide Small Business Conference in 
November.  This interactive, participant-
driven conference is the only one of its kind 
in our state.  Small business owners take 
time out their workday and come together 
to share not only their experiences running 
a business, but also their recommendations 
for how the business climate can be 
improved.

The result was an in-depth study: Lead the 
Way: Small Business & the Road to Recovery.

Environment
At the forefront of advancing free-market 
environmentlism in Washington, our 
Center for the Environment does what 
no other group here does: it advances the 
concept that human and prosperity can 
work in a free economy to protect the 
environment.

During the 2009 Legislative Session our 
research and analysis played a vital role 
in educating policymakers and the public 
on the dangers of the cap-and-trade and 
mandatory prescription drug take-back 
proposals.  On Earth Day, with more than 
250 people in attendance, we showed 
the film “Not Evil Just Wrong: The True 
Cost of Global Warming Hysteria” at 
Sammamish’s Rachel Carson Elementary 
School and on college campuses throughout 
the state in the fall.

Health Care
The big health care issue of 2009 was the 
sweeping reform plans brewing in the 
nation’s Capitol.  We launched our 2009 
Federal Health Care Reform Project to 
educate the public and policymakers on 
the pitfalls of more government control 
over health care, and to propose patient-
focused reform.  We produced a short 
health care reform video series, spoke to 
more than 3,000 citizens across the state at 
community and civic groups, and conducted 
a tele-townhall with 800 citizens.

Dr. Steven Eastaugh, a health care advisor 
to President Obama, keynoted our 7th 
Annual Health Care Conference in June.  
The conference, attended by more than 300 
health care providers and policy experts, 
featured panel discussions on new trends in 
health care and the uninsured/insured.

Transportation
We believe that being there is what’s 
important, which is why our Center for 
Transportation invested considerable time 
and effort in 2009 comparing the efficiency 
and cost-benefits of different public transit 
modes.

The center’s work 
culminated in 
the production 
of a brief video 
on vanpooling 
and the in-depth 
study Vanpools in 
the Puget Sound 
Region: The Case 
for Expanding 

Vanpool Programs to Move the Most People 
for the Least Cost.

This groundbreaking research is the first of 
its kind in our region, and has challenged 
policymakers to consider expanding 
vanpooling in the face of declining bus 
ridership and growing transit costs.

Government Reform
When the state faced a $9 billion budget 
deficit, our Center for Government Reform 
sent a letter to lawmakers signed by 32 state 
and national economists warning them 
that tax increases would hurt the economy.  
We published this letter in full-page ads 
in The Olympian and Spokane’s Spokesman 
Review.  Lawmakers closed the budget 
deficit without raising taxes.  The Governor 
also incorporated many of our specific 
spending reduction recommendations into 
her budget proposal.

In addition, the 
Center continued 
to serve as the 
premier go-to 
resource for 
government 
transparency in 
Washington state.  
Working out 
of our Olympia 
satellite office, 
Center Director 
Jason Mercier 
kept a close watch 

on the legislature during the 2009 Session 
and helped keep the media and the public 
informed.

Education 
Launched in 
2008, our Center 
for Education 
held its official 
kick-off lunch 
event in January 

with keynote speaker Prof. Bill Ouchi of 
UCLA’s Anderson School of Management.  
Prof. Ouchi discussed his new book on 
proven, innovative ways  to raise student 
achievement by empowering teachers 
and principals.  The day before the lunch, 
Prof. Ouchi met with legislative leaders in 
Olympia to discuss education reform.

The Center released its landmark education 
reform plan, Eight Practical Ways to Reverse 
the Decline of Public Schools, and published 
the book Outrageous Learning: Foundational 
Thoughts on Reforming Our Public Schools by 
Scott Oki.

Research Centers Ann ual D inner O utrageous L earning

On the Web

Impact

M edia

“Public education officials are producing a generation 
of students less educated than their parents.” 
     -WASHINGTON LEARNS

P.O. Box 3643 Seattle, WA 98124-3643
206.937.9691 | Fax 206.624.8038 | www.washingtonpolicy.org

Economists warn 
raising taxes

will hurt the economy.
Despite some news reports, not all economists believe increasing taxes is the best way to overcome 

Washington state’s budget deficit.

In fact, we believe that raising taxes during a recessionary period is contrary to responsible economic 
policy and instead will thwart the state’s economic recovery.  Leaving earnings in the hands of  individuals 
and businesses is the best way to help grow the private sector, create jobs and lead to higher levels of  
consumption.

Increasing taxes at this time will shift necessary capital from the private sector to the public sector, thereby 
depriving private enterprise of  the source of  true economic growth and making Washington state even less 
competitive for new businesses and jobs. 
 
Higher taxes will depress the short-term economic growth needed to bring Washington out of  the 
recession and will reduce prosperity in the medium and long-term.

Signed by the following state and national economists:
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Editorial
State revenue flow requires transparency
State lawmakers are fond of talking about openness and transparency in government, but generally come up short when it 
comes to taking positive legislative action.

This year was an exception when the House and Senate passed Senate Bill 6818, which requires the state to make avail-
able to the public detailed information about state spending. State officials have until Jan. 1, 2009, to assemble line-by-line 
state spending data and make it available to the public via a Web site.

It’s a great step forward to a more open and transparent government. Now it’s time for lawmakers to shift their focus to 
the revenue side and give the public the same kind of detailed information about the taxes they pay to support government 
programs.

Budget transparency

The budget transparency law, which Gov. Chris Gregoire signed April 1, says “The intent of the Legislature ... is to make 
state revenue and expenditure data as open, transparent and publicly accessible as possible. Increasing the ease of pub-
lic access to state budget data — particularly where the data are currently available from disparate internal government 
sources but are difficult for the public to collect and efficiently aggregate — significantly contributes to governmental 
accountability, public participation, agency efficiency and open government.”

Rep. Gary Alexander, R-Olympia, ranking member of the House Appropriations Committee, was supportive of the legisla-
tion when it passed unanimously. 

“One of the most important changes we can make to achieve truth in budgeting is to bring more transparency to the budget 
process. The passage of SB 6818 is a giant step in bringing visibility to the very complex operations of state government,” 
Alexander said. “The Legislative and Evaluation Committee is the perfect Web site to shine some sunshine on Washington 
state’s revenues and expenditures.”

That Web site must contain fiscal year information on state expenditures by fund or account; expenditures by agency, 
program and subprogram; state revenues by source; state expenditures by budget object and state agency workloads, case-
loads and performance measurements.

For those who want to delve into the state budget and see how tax dollars are spent, the transparency law will be of great 
benefit. Residents can thank the Washington Policy Center, a nonpartisan, free-market, state-based think tank in Seattle, 
for pressing the measure into law.

The revenue side

Now the policy center is back with a second transparency proposal, this time on the revenue side.

Jason Mercier, Government Reform director at the policy center and author of the proposal, calls it the “Taxation Dis-
closure Act.” His goal is to help citizens and businesses learn about how much officials in each taxing district add to a 

Spokane schools fall short in ‘green’ dream
Dan Hansen, staff writer | August 27, 2008

Several “green” schools built in Spokane in recent years fall far short of their goals, an Olympia think tank says. 
Educators say the group is using premature and misleading data provided by the schools.

The Washington Legislature mandated in 2005 that state money be used only to build “high performance” schools – those 
intended to conserve energy and water, encourage the recycling of building materials, and provide more natural light and 
outdoor air.

Advocates said that despite higher building costs, taxpayers would save money through lower utility bills. Teachers would 
stay on the job longer, they said, and students would score better on standardized tests, suffer fewer allergy problems 
and have fewer absences – all because of better air circulation, more natural light and the use of more natural building 
materials.

“One California district has seen scores increase close to 30 percent in buildings with abundant daylight,” says the 
narrator in a state video promoting the regulations. “While other districts may see increases of lesser magnitude, the 
conclusion is still the same: Better light means better scores.”

But Todd Myers, director for the Center for the Environment at the Washington Policy Center, says the only certifiably 
green schools built so far – three in Spokane and several others in Western Washington – performed no better than 
other modern schools during the 2006-’07 school year. His study has caught the attention of national groups that say 
environmental regulations go too far.

The problem, Myers said, is that proponents of “high performance” buildings made too many promises. He doesn’t 
contend that green construction techniques are bad – nor are bigger windows or more fresh air – but that such decisions 
should be made locally.

“Give the power to the people who have incentives to make improvements,” he said.

Supporters of statewide standards contend the state has a stake in the matter, because it provides about 30percent of the 
money that goes into school construction.

They also note that districts have a range of options. The standards acknowledge, for instance, that it’s impractical for 
rural schools to be located within a mile of half their elementary students – an energy-efficiency standard that urban 
districts might easily obtain.

Out of a possible 80 points, schools must hit 40. Among a long list of standards that can earn districts’ points: 

•Water-saving toilets and waterless urinals.

•Native landscaping, combined with trees that shade paved surfaces.

Our View: Abusing the clause
Legislature should refrain from blocking initiatives

December 14, 2007 

Citizens' ability to write or reverse 
state law is renowned in 
Washington and other Western 
states whose constitutions were 
adopted under the populist 
influence of the late 19th century. 
The initiative and referendum have 
been used by the left as well as the 
right to remind elected legislators 
who ultimately is the boss.  

The Washington Legislature hasn't 
taken the reminder lying down, 
though. Its members routinely 
protect measures they approve 
from the referendum process by 
including an emergency clause. 

This pattern should trouble 
citizens, regardless of personal 

ideology. It neutralizes a 
constitutional protection that exists 
to keep elected representatives 
accountable to voters, even after 
the election. 

Over the past decade, according to 
the Washington Policy Center, 
approximately one of every six laws 
passed by the Legislature has 
contained an emergency clause. 
Without such a provision, a bill 
does not become law until 90 days 
after it's signed by the governor, 
giving citizens with strong 
objections time to gather 
signatures on a referendum and 
force the measure to a public vote. 
That doesn't happen often, but it's 

an important safeguard and 
shouldn't be trifled with. 

With an emergency clause, 
the measure becomes law 
immediately, eliminating any 
opportunity for a 
referendum. That makes 
sense in a true emergency, 
when the need for 
governmental action is 
urgent. 

In recent years, the 
Legislature has become 
notorious for attaching the 
clause to bills with the 
feeblest of claims to 
emergency status. House Bill 
1813, for example. It passed 
earlier this year and changes 
the name of a state agency.  

Since 1997, the percentage 
of bills passed with an 
emergency clause has ranged 
from 10 percent in 2006 to 
24 percent in 2001. The 11-
year average was 17 percent. 
The state doesn't face that 
many genuine emergencies. 

The state Supreme Court has 
refused to second-guess 
lawmakers, saying in a 6-3 
opinion handed down two 
years ago that it would be a 
"major assault on the historic 
balance of powers." 

It's hard to argue with that line of 
thinking. Especially for conservative 
interests that argue against judicial 
activism as energetically as they do 
against abuse of the emergency 
clause. But that's not to say there's 
no recourse for those who want to 
restore the utility of the 
referendum. 

As the Legislature prepares to 
convene in January, the 
Washington Policy Center is 
planning to push a constitutional 
amendment that would require a 
60 percent vote in the Legislature 
on any bill with an emergency 
clause. That wouldn't be an 
arduous test if conditions truly 
match the language of the 
emergency clause: "necessary for 
the immediate preservation of the 
public peace, health or safety, 
support of the state government 
and its existing public institutions." 

 

Backers of the plan have an uphill 
fight, since they need the 
cooperation of the same 
Legislature that's created the 
problem. If they prevail, though, 
the question would then go, 
fittingly, to the voters for the final 
say, making it a referendum, if you 
will, on popular rule. 

 

1,100 people gathered for our 2009 Annual Dinner, which is the largest event of its 
kind in the Northwest and one of the largest in the U.S.  Noted author, columnist, and 
pop-icon Ben Stein keynoted the dinner and received our 2009 Columbia Award.  FOX 
News commentator and Wall Street Journal editorial board member Steve Moore also 
spoke at the dinner.  Ben and Steve spoke about America’s greatness and the growing 
threats to both our prosperity and security.  

WPC Board Member and long-time supporter Bill Conner received our 2009 Stanley 
O. McNaughton Champion of Freedom Award.  “This country 
has prospered because all individuals have the liberty to do 
their best,” Bill said upon receiving the award.  “Unfortunately, 
because of too much government intervention, that is no longer 
true.  Some may ask why I dedicate so much of my retired time 
to Washington Policy Center and other like causes.  That is 
because I feel I owe a debt for all of the freedom I have enjoyed.”

Improving Lives through Market Solutions

Shaping the Public Debate

Outrageous Learning: An Education Manifesto
Philanthropist and former Microsoft executive Scott Oki partnered with us for the production 
and publication of this signature work on education reform.  Written by Scott and edited by 
our Vice President for Research Paul Guppy, Outrageous Learning: Foundational Thoughts 
on Reforming Our Public Schools offers 11 practical ideas to truly reform our state’s public 
K-12 education system so all students have the chance to excel.  Written in a plain, easy-
to-understand style, Scott points the way to a future of truly “outrageous learning” in 
Washington.  But the book was just the beginning.

Throughout 2009 and into 2010, Scott and WPC’s Center for Education Director Liv 
Finne have been traveling the state speaking to community groups, parents, teachers, 
principals, policymakers and media about common-sense, core-value ideas for reforming 
public education in our state.

www.WashingtonPolicyBlog.org
Launched in 2007, Washington Policy Blog continues to give our analysts another 
tool for quickly disseminating research and commentary.  Traffic on the blog has 
grown steadily and it is a proven resource for media.  It’s not uncommon for us to see it 
influencing media coverage, and when we visit with capitol press reporters in Olympia we 
regularly hear praise for our blog.

www.WashingtonVotes.org
Since 2003 Washington Policy Center has provided the free public service website, 
WashingtonVotes.org, which gives plain-English bill descriptions and easy access to 
state legislators’ voting records.  Each week during legislative sessions, WashingtonVotes.
org publishes geographically-tailored Roll Call reports and distributes them to media 
outlets across the state.   WashingtonVotes.org logged more than one million hits during 
the 2010 session, and is the premier legislative information website in Washington.  
“WashingtonVotes.org is a terrific tool for both legislators and the public,” insists State 
Sen. Derek Kilmer (D-Gig Harbor).  “Government works best in the light of day and I’m 
for anything that brings more transparency.  WashingtonVotes.org certainly fits that bill.”

www.OlympiaPolicyWatch.org
As the traditional media and Olympia’s capitol press corps shrink, we are stepping in to help fill the void.  
This year we launched a website for our Center for Government Reform and Olympia office Director Jason 
Mercier to provide news updates from the state capitol during session and throughout the year.  Jason 
attends legislative hearings, meets with key influentials regularly and serves a vital role that informs the 
public and media on budget, tax, and government reform news.

Vanpools in the Puget Sound Region
The case for expanding vanpool programs
to move the most people for the least cost
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Help grow the economy by repealing the estate tax
by Carl Gipson & Dick Patten
November 13, 2009
The tens of thousands of owners of 
Washington family businesses know 
all too well the sacrifices required to 
build a successful enterprise that can 
reinvest in new jobs and expanded 
work opportunities for people in the 
community.

These business owners also know that 
their hard work, in the end, might be 
for naught, and that when they die their 
families may have to sell the business to 
pay federal and Washington state estate 
taxes.

The government requires payment of 
estate taxes following a death, demanding, 
in the case of business owners, a large 
percentage of the combined value of all 
family and business assets, including 
homes, cars, savings accounts, retirement 
accounts, business equipment, inventory, 
buildings, land and more. 

Family business owners typically 
have most of what they own tied up in 
buildings, equipment, inventory and other 
“hard assets,” so their families often are 
forced to sell off large portions of the 
business, if not the entire company, to 
satisfy the Department of Revenue and 
the IRS.

Contrary to popular myth, the estate tax 
rarely impacts the super rich. Rather, a 
disproportionate number of estate tax 
filers come from the ranks of family 
business owners. From 1995-2005, for 
instance, federal estate tax filers included 
37,000 “closely-held businesses,” 24,000 
family farms, 50,000 limited-partnerships 
and nearly 28,000 “other” non-corporate 
businesses (such as sole proprietorships), 
according to the Joint Economic 
Committee of Congress.

It’s not as if these business owners 

haven’t paid taxes every year. They have, 
and probably more than their fair share. 
But one final payment is required to both 
the state and the feds at death, making 
it more difficult for the next generation 
of business owners to keep the business 
open.

States (including Washington) that 
collect estate taxes fare worse than states 
without the tax. A study last year by the 
Connecticut Department of Revenue 
Services showed that the 26 states with 
no estate tax produced twice as many new 
jobs and their economies grew nearly 50 
percent more from 2004-2007 than the 24 
states that had estate taxes.

A survey conducted by the Connecticut 
Treasurer’s office found that 52 percent of 
tax-planners reported the primary reason 
their wealthy clients left Connecticut was 
because of the state’s estate tax.

One state, Virginia, has subsequently 
repealed its tax. Washington should 
follow its lead if it wants to keep as many 
businesses and jobs in state as possible.

And so should Congress, which plans to 
revisit the estate tax this fall in an effort 
to prevent the rate from going to zero next 
year and jumping to 55 percent in 2011, 
which is set to happen under current law. 
(Business owners currently face a federal 
estate tax rate of 45 percent, with the first 
$3.5 million exempt. Washington state 
business owners face a state estate tax rate 
of up to 19% with a $2 million threshold.)

Some federal lawmakers want to increase 
the tax and lower the exemption, while 
others want to keep the status quo. Both 
sides justify their positions out of concern 
over losing federal revenues.

A report for the American Family 

Business Foundation by economist 
Stephen Entin, a former Treasury official, 
should give them pause. According 
to Entin, if revenues are their primary 
concern, the best thing Congress could do 
is eliminate the tax, not raise it.

That’s because a lower tax rate - indeed 
a tax rate of zero - would stimulate 
investment in family owned businesses 
and help create new jobs, both of which 
would generate increased income tax 
revenues, as much as $23.3 billion 
annually, Entin estimates.

But there’s another - and perhaps more 
important - reason to repeal the estate tax: 
jobs.

Former Congressional Budget Office 
Director Douglas Holtz-Eakin estimated 
that as many as 1.5 million new 
jobs could be added to the economy 
nationwide simply by repealing the 
federal estate tax.

Washington Policy Center calculates 
that Washington State would gain more 
than 33,000 of those 1.5 million jobs. 
That’s good news in a job market where 
unemployment reached 9.2 percent in 
August, according to the Washington 
State Employment Security Department.

Estate tax repeal should be a no-brainer. 
Repeal would result in more family 
businesses growing in size, more 
jobs, and more tax revenues - both for 
Washington state and the entire country.

Carl Gipson is director of the Center for 
Small Business at Washington Policy 
Center in Seattle (washingtonpolicy.
org). Dick Patten is president of the 
American Family Business Foundation in 
Washington, D.C. (nodeathtax.org). 

The fanfare around the recent unveiling 
of the much anticipated “action agenda” 
by the Puget Sound Partnership was 
reminiscent of an art showing. Partnership 
advocates used broad strokes to paint a 
worrisome picture regarding the waters of 
the Puget Sound.

The agenda released by the Partnership, the 
state’s lead agency charged with restoring 
the health of the Puget Sound, is meant to 
be the roadmap to a healthier Puget Sound 
by prioritizing cleanup and improvement 
projects.

As with any artist, the Partnership carefully 
chose colors that when splashed on the 
agenda’s canvas, would explain their vision 
of what is wrong with the Sound. The 
artistic strokes of the Partnership include 
recent headlines of starving resident Orca 
whales, a study that claims 52 million 
pounds of untreated pollutants entering 
the Sound annually and a promise that our 
economy will benefit from “green-collar 
jobs” created by the agenda. 

 
During the 2009-11 biennium the 
Partnership will seek between $200 and 
$300 million from taxpayers to fund new 
action items identified in the agenda. In 
addition, it appears that the partnership will 
explore additional funding, such as asking 
the Legislature for the authority to create a 
local taxing district.

However, before the Partnership drastically 
increases the tax burden of Puget Sound 
residents, it should consider the following 
three policies that will provide savings to 
the taxpayer and provide benefits for the 
environment.

First, restore hundreds of miles of salmon 
habitat by replacing obstructed culverts on 
state roads.

Research has shown that more than 2,500 
miles of salmon habitat is blocked by more 
than 1,600 culverts which are too narrow 
to allow fish further upstream. At a cost of 
$10 million per year the state could open 
500 miles of new habitat.

In addition, there are other benefits to 
fixing culverts, including improved water 
quality and decreased localized flooding. 
While enlarging culverts does not garner 
the same media and political attention as 
the Partnership’s agenda goals, this simple 
act has been demonstrated as a cost-
effective way to improve salmon habitat, a 
goal the Orcas can appreciate.

Second, the Partnership must remove 
cookie-cutter restrictions that prevent the 
application of low-impact development 
techniques. Low-impact standards utilize 
new techniques to deal with stormwater in 
ways that avoid putting pollutants into the 
environment.

For the past several years the state, through 
the Puget Sound Partnership, has being 
leading the charge to stop negative impacts 
of development on the environment. 

Millions of dollars have been spent at 
all levels of government to regulate 
development by using low-impact 
techniques. Unfortunately, the state-led 
process has not been successful. Local 
jurisdictions have been slow to adopt 
restrictive regulations, in part because 
many of the low-impact techniques, like 
narrow roads and permeable pavement, are 
unproven and state regulations don’t allow 
application based on local conditions.

Top-down regulations will not create useful 
low-impact standards. Flexibility and 
voluntary incentives at the local level are 
much more likely to create effective long-
term environmental solutions. Removing 
the barriers of bureaucracy that presently 

exist and allowing local development 
of practical low-impact guidelines will 
drastically reduce runoff that carries 
pollutants to the Sound.

Finally, the Partnership should discard 
promises of “green-collar jobs.”

Gov. Chris Gregoire has said that the 
agenda “will result in the creation of 
hundreds, if not thousands, of green-collar 
jobs throughout the region.” To achieve 
the goal in job creation the plan calls 
for additional layers of governmental 
oversight, which will increase the tax 
burden on state residents. The artificial 
creation of jobs will come at the expense 
of existing employment and is likely to 
reduce the total number of jobs in the 
economy at a time when increasing taxes 
and cutting jobs makes little sense.

Even supporters of the effort scoff at the 
“green jobs” claim. When told that the 
Partnership is selling the agenda as a 
job-creation tool, the chairwoman of the 
Senate Ways and Means Committee called 
it “rhetoric.”

The goals of the Puget Sound Partnership 
are honorable and worthy of continued 
discussion. But we need to ensure that as 
the Partnership moves forward they will do 
so in the most cost-effective and efficient 
ways, otherwise goals may not be met and 
taxpayers will once again be left with an 
overpriced piece of art.

Brandon Houskeeper is a policy analyst 
with Washington Policy Center, a non-
partisan independent policy research 
organization in Seattle and Olympia. For 
more information contact WPC at 206-
937-9691 or washingtonpolicy.org 

Some Sound changes can be made without taxes
by Brandon Houskeeper

Vancouver Columbian Editorial: Privatize Services
Competitive contracting improves agencies, saves money; local jail system shows how 

Sunday, January 3, 2010

For 2010, all levels of government should resolve to stop 
coddling public workers by exempting them from the 
recession that has devastated virtually every corner of the 
private-sector economy.

But can the politicians — many of them tied to public-
worker unions — join agency leaders and contract negotia-
tors in getting tough on benefits, privatizing government 
services and saving countless tax dollars? Of course they 
can, and Clark County’s jail system is helping show the 
way.

When county officials didn’t like the performance of the 
jail’s privatized medical contractor, they did something 
rarely seen in today’s government. They got rid of the med-
ical contractor and hired a new one. Not only will medical 
services improve for inmates, but spending for inmate care 
will be cut by 22 percent, or $700,000.

At least those are the goals, and if they’re not met, we have 
every reason to believe the county will get rid of the new 
contractor, put the services out to bid again and get another, 
better and perhaps less expensive third contractor.

Are you paying attention, city, county, state and federal 
governments? The capacity for competitive contracting is 
real and vast. Occasionally the politicians are courageous 
enough to expedite privatized services by passing mean-
ingful legislation. In 2002, Washington state lawmakers 
passed the Personnel System Reform Act, which allowed 
agency managers to seek competitive bids to lower the cost 
of delivering services to the public. But as Jason Mercier of 
the Washington Policy Center pointed out in a recent essay, 
“little competitive contracting has occurred” in intervening 
years because “an agency’s contracting authority is itself 
subject to mandatory collective bargaining.”

And, of course, union negotiators won’t relinquish that 
stranglehold on their monopolies.

The News Tribune of Tacoma opined in a recent editorial: 
“Some state employees would be willing to make the same 
sacrifices that private sector workers have made. They 
understand that the people they serve are suffering, and 
that holding onto a job during the worst economic decline 
since the Great Depression is no small feat. But their union 
leadership refuses to budge. The (state) unions won’t give 
an inch on pay and benefits, even if it means sending some 
of their members to the unemployment line.” And the same 
holds true for clinging to the antiquated requirement that 
shackling competitive contracting to mandatory collective 
bargaining.

We agree with Mercier, that lawmakers should simplify the 
2002 law and remove the requirement. This would not ban-
ish public-worker unions. To the contrary, Mercier writes, 
“Public employees should be encouraged to participate in 
competitive bidding processes, but union leaders should not 
exercise a veto over a management decision that a public 
service be improved and streamlined through price compe-
tition.”

In another area — the top of the federal government — 
Americans have seen that public workers are unwilling to 
share in the sacrifices required by this recession. USA To-
day reported recently: “Federal employees making salaries 
of $100,000 or more jumped from 14 percent to 19 percent 
of civil servants during the recession’s first 18 months.” 
During that time, 7.3 million jobs were lost in the private 
sector. And here’s one gimmick that’s used: “Many top civil 
servants are prohibited from making more than an agency’s 
leader. But … when the Federal Aviation Administration 
chief’s salary rose, nearly 1,700 employees had their sala-
ries lifted above $170,000, too.”

Elected officials, put down the budgetary crying towels 
and get serious about making public workers share in the 
sacrifices that private-sector workers thus far have borne by 
themselves.

Light rail carries big cost, little benefit
Wednesday, April 23, 2008
By Michael Ennis

Based on the performance of six West Coast light-rail systems, Vancouver policymakers can reasonably expect that a light-rail sys-
tem here would require a large public subsidy, would not reduce traffic congestion, and would be extraordinarily inefficient when 
compared to existing transit across the bridge.

Ask Clark County residents what they think about light rail, and they will likely point to the 1995 vote in which nearly 70 percent 
rejected the concept. Ask some policymakers in Clark County what they think and they are likely to suggest light rail is the savior to 
Vancouver’s transportation issues.

Why do some policymakers and voters disagree?

Supporters claim a lot has changed in the 10 years. Vancouver’s population has nearly doubled and that growth is expected to con-
tinue. Bridge traffic is worse and congestion is spilling across the river. Now, as officials explore a new bridge across the Columbia 
River, light rail is pushed as a supposed solution, again.

Based on light rail’s rapid growth across the country, this should not be a surprise. In 1980 there were only nine light-rail systems; 
today, there are 29. But comparing the six systems on the West Coast shows that spending on light rail results in a very large gap 
between public costs and public benefits.

Light rail does not reduce traffic congestion. In 2005, light-rail systems on the West Coast served only about 2 percent of the work 
force in their service areas. On average, these systems only remove between 0.39 percent and 1.1 percent of cars from the road-
way.

Light rail is expensive and it requires significant public assistance. On average, West Coast light-rail systems need taxpayer subsidies 
to pay for 73 percent of operations and 100 percent of capital improvements every year.

Light rail is far less efficient than a bus system. Attracting a new rider to light rail costs 16 to 47 times as much as attracting a new 
rider to a traditional bus system. And when accounting for passenger demand, West Coast light rail is 12 percent more expensive to 
operate than bus service.

A large gap

Comparing the six West Coast light-rail systems helps residents in Clark County understand what they could expect from spending 
on a similar system here. Based on preliminary cost and ridership estimates, light rail across the Columbia River would also result in 
a large gap between public costs and public benefits.

According to the Regional Transportation Council, the bridge carries about 3,300 transit trips per day. That means only 2.4 percent 
of all trips that cross the bridge are on public transit. Adding light rail to the bridge would increase costs by about $1.17 billion. This 
means local officials want to spend 40 percent more in order to serve 2.4 percent of total bridge crossings.

But Columbia River Crossing, or CRC, officials estimate transit demand across the bridge would increase with light rail, because rid-
ers will not experience congestion like bus riders do today. As a result, CRC projects light rail would boost transit crossings to about 
20,000 trips per day by 2030.

Generally, the Federal Transit Administration presumes there is no modal preference for trains over buses when travel time, com-

One of the earliest and most important lessons of life is 
that actions have consequences. That truism is hitting 
home for the public schools in Washington. 

Three times in the past eight years, the state has rejected 
the idea of charter schools as a method for enhancing 
public education. Now, the consequences are being felt. 

The federal government has earmarked more than $4 
billion in education grants, designed to be given to states 
in what the administration has dubbed the Race to the 
Top. The first round of the grants have been doled out, and 
Washington has been left empty-handed. 

The reason? Part of it is the fact that the state is one 
of 11 that has no charter-school system. The Obama 
Administration, led by Education Secretary Arne 
Duncan, has made it clear that states willing to embrace 
charter schools will receive preference when it comes to 
distributing the grants. 

In 2004, Washington voters repealed a charter-school 
law. According to the Washington Policy Center, that was 
“because powerful leaders of the teachers union have 
consistently opposed bringing constructive change to 
public schools.” 

In the end, it was the will of the voters to scuttle charter 
schools, but the union is not above blame. 

Teachers unions typically oppose charter schools primarily 
because the schools often hire non-union teachers. Rather 
than explore the possibilities offered by charter schools, 
rather than embrace ideas that have been used with success 
elsewhere, pro-union teachers have insisted upon retaining 
the status quo. Now Washington is paying for it. 

This is not to suggest that charter schools would 
automatically upgrade public education in this state. In 
addition, there are other criteria for handing out the grants, 
including whether or not states use student-achievement 

data to evaluate teachers — another recommendation 
opposed by education unions. 

But by refusing to accept charter schools on a small scale, 
by refusing to accept that educators possibly can learn 
something from a new approach, the teachers union has 
discovered another of life’s truisms: Unwillingness to 
change can lead to entrenched mediocrity. 

With their small size and the fact that they are locally run, 
charter schools often provide a flexibility that allows them 
to better fit the needs of their students. That is one of the 
reasons the Obama Administration has made such schools 
an important part of its education policy. 

As history has demonstrated, the federal government often 
wields the power to force changes in public policy on the 
state and local level. This isn’t the civil rights movement; 
we won’t see the National Guard called out to enforce the 
desired change. But we will see the government holding 
the strings on a satchel carrying $4 billion. That can be a 
powerful incentive. 

To see the administration of the most liberal president 
in recent memory adamantly supporting charter schools 
might seem incongruous. In this regard, Obama deserves 
credit. He is willing to embrace an idea that has been 
supported by Republicans for decades, at the risk of 
alienating much of the base that elected him. 

“The secretary was clear that’s what they’re looking for — 
non-traditional schools that allow students to excel,” Gov. 
Chris Gregoire said of Duncan. “I would like to show him 
some of our alternative schools and get his feedback.” 

That is one option. Another is to give in to the federal 
government’s subtle extortion and adopt charter schools. 
The decision is in the hands of Washington’s citizens — 
and its teachers unions — who now are aware of the fact 
that actions have consequences.

In Our View, Sept. 2: Learning Lessons
Washington can adopt charter schools or risk missing out on a big payday
Wednesday, September 2

Columbian Editorial: Learning Lessons

The sea is rising, and may go up about a foot in the next 100 
years in Puget Sound. That’s serious, but much less alarming 
than the usual figures cited.

By Todd Myers 
The images are ominous. Rising water rapidly covers large 
areas of New York and other major cities in Al Gore’s movie. 
Similar graphics show large portions of Seattle and Olympia 
underwater by 2100. A sports magazine cover shows a player 
knee deep in a flooded baseball stadium. 

The threat of sea level rise is the most commonly cited threat 
of climate change. It is often used to justify the at-all-costs ap-
proach to address greenhouse gas emissions. Frequently these 
images are combined with the claim that “scientists” are warn-
ing of catastrophic ocean flooding. 

Such claims are not only misleading. They also undermine 
the principle that our approach to reducing carbon emissions 
should be based on “scientific consensus.” 

The “consensus” most often cited as the basis for sea-level 
rise projections is the 2007 United Nations’ Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report. It 
is called the largest and most comprehensive scientific docu-
ment ever created. And it is often used as a bludgeon against 
anyone who questions the science of climate change. 

Less often, however, is it actually read. As a result, many of the 
common claims about the impacts from climate change diverge 
widely from the actual science of climate change. The mislead-
ing and exaggerated claims about sea level are a prime example 
of this divergence. 

Rather typically, Dan Siemann of the Seattle office of the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation wrote recently that, “In the lifetime 
of a child born today, sea levels could rise 3 to 6 feet.” Earlier 
this year, the Obama Administration released a graphic show-
ing a “medium” estimate of two feet of sea level rise in Puget 
Sound. Gov. Gregoire justified her climate change executive 
order this year by citing threats from rising sea level as one of 
the two “most significant impacts of climate change.” 

But what does the science actually say? 

In 2001, the IPCC’s report estimated “we project a sea level 
rise of 0.09 to 0.88 m for 1990 to 2100, with a central value of 

0.48 m,” or a median rise of 19 inches over 100 years. As time 
has passed, the estimated rise has declined significantly. The 
latest report, released in 2007, says (p. 409) sea level rise under 
a business–as-usual scenario would be 8 to 19 inches. It should 
be noted that under the most aggressive scenario (p. 820) to 
reduce CO2 emissions, sea levels would still rise between 7 and 
15 inches. That means the gap between the most aggressive and 
costly policy and the business-as-usual approach is only two to 
three inches. 

Using this data, University of Washington scientists applied the 
numbers locally. They found (p. 10) that the most likely amount 
of sea level rise in the Puget Sound is 13 inches over 100 years. 
On the Olympic Peninsula, the increase is only two inches of 
rise due to vertical geological uplift. The highest possible rise, 
according to U.W. scientists, is 50 inches, an amount they call 
“very unlikely.” 

These low numbers are one reason U.W. Atmospheric Sciences 
Professor David Battisti told The Seattle Times earlier this 
year: “I’m not worried about Greenland sliding into the sea. 
I’m not worried about sea levels going up.” 

Those who continue to believe climate-induced sea level rise 
is a catastrophic threat have a few responses to these critiques. 
First, some advocates cite the possibility that these projections 
are low and that some scientists believe that climate change 
will cause significant melting of ice in Greenland or Antarctica. 
The IPCC, however, has considered this and has rejected such 
scenarios “because a basis in published literature is lacking.” 
If alarmists are going to cite the “scientific consensus,” they 
cannot simply ignore that consensus whenever it’s convenient, 
otherwise it simply becomes a game of picking the science you 
like to fit your preferred policy. 

Second, environmental activists argue that we must prepare 
for expensive but unlikely scenarios to prevent serious costs. 
Such an approach would be comparable to saying we should be 
willing to spend virtually anything to prevent a serious me-
teor strike on the earth, because the impacts could be so cata-
strophic. Even if we destroyed the economy, the risk is worth 
it. But policymakers who took such an approach would destroy 
the economy chasing after scary, but highly unlikely, threats. 
Ignoring the costs and focusing only on the potential impacts 
leads to an approach that President Obama’s regulation czar 
Cass Sunstein has called “literally incoherent, simply because 
regulation itself can create risks.” 

Sea rise and climate change: let’s do the science
by Todd Myers, September 2009

Washington state’s legislative session:
A little something for everyone
by Carl Gipson 
 
Looking back can give one a sense of pessimism or optimism. On one hand, you can observe failures; on the other hand, you can 
see room for improvement and discern a productive plan for the future. 

The recently adjourned legislative session provides fertile ground for teeth gnashing as well as hope for the small business com-
munity. Concerns over legislation are common because, while one single piece of legislation may not crash an industry or particular 
business, a cluster of new regulations carries a lot of potential for harm. As Polish wit Stanislaw Jerzy Lec said, “No snowflake in an 
avalanche ever feels responsible.” 

First, the bad news: A litany of do-nothing, feel-good legislation escaped the common-sense chopping block in Olympia the past 
few weeks. These included proposals to limit the miles you can drive your car to and from work, health care plans for small busi-
nesses that unwisely reduce choice and hamstring the health insurance industry, and partial implementation of a paid family leave 
plan that still does not provide adequate funding. 

Other frightening proposals that were introduced this year but were not enacted included a tax based on the size of your car en-
gine, unemployment insurance benefits for those in the midst of labor disputes, unionization of foster parents, the banishment of 
plastic bags from grocery stores, and an incredibly vague workplace-bullying bill. 

It is interesting that the short legislative session is always full of legislation that is not necessarily designed to become law -- rather, 
the proposals are designed to raise an issue, placate supporters or raise the hackles of the opposition. 

The better news: Several laws passed that will help businesses weed through government bureaucracy, even if the current regime 
of heavy regulation and high taxes remains. Businesses also received some much-needed municipal tax clarification help with the 
looming Streamlined Sales and Use Tax that goes into effect July 1. 

It is rather unfortunate that the small business community is resigned to a state of mind where, lacking any big achievements to cel-
ebrate, what celebrations there were came at the squashing of harmful legislation rather than the passing of helpful proposals. 

But small business owners are often content that someone told state government, “Stop, you don’t get to interfere in this part of 
the business.” Truth be told, there are not many areas left of a business operation for policymakers to regulate. 

So what about the future? If the small business community took some pleasure in bad proposals that died, what can it look forward 
to? Taking today’s missed opportunity as tomorrow’s plan for action, here is a list of ideas to shoot for next year. 

First, if policymakers insist on moving forward with the paid family leave program, they should reform it to exempt businesses that 
already provide the help. A long-feared unintended consequence of the paid family leave program is that businesses currently pro-
viding this benefit will drop their program in lieu of the state’s, which is most likely far less generous to employees. An exemption 
from the state program would help encourage other businesses to create their own systems. 

Second, business and occupation tax reform. With almost 600 exemptions, credits and deductions, the code is becoming more 
complex, still punishes new and unprofitable businesses, and is the government micromanaging economic development through 
taxation policy. As our government continues to grow, it is eating up a larger share of the resources that provide for private sector 
economic development -- the backbone of the economy. This could potentially lead to future tax increases, which is something that 
would preempt substantive tax reform. 

For years, the No. 1 policy issue for small businesses has been how 
to afford health care for their employees.

In today’s economy, if you want high-quality workers, as a business 
owner you must offer health insurance benefits. But years of 
skyrocketing premiums have made this option difficult, particularly 
for small businesses.

Unfortunately, some small business owners are falling for the latest 
health care reform bait and switch — the “public option” plan.

There is no doubt that the status quo is not good enough for 
employers, employees or the health care industry in general. Health 
care costs continue to jump year after year toward an unsustainable 
future.

Not only are employers, especially in Washington state, handcuffed 
because they are limited in the choice of health benefits they can 
offer their employees, but employees suffer from the same lack of 
choice and control over their own health care.

The public option floating through Congress may appear to help 
small business’s bottom line at first, but this is deceiving.

Any employer will tell you that when hiring a new employee, the 
first thing he considers is the total cost to employ an individual, and 
that takes into account all noncash and cash benefits — including 
health insurance. So, the notion that businesses will be better off by 
offloading health care costs onto taxpayers is disingenuous because 
the cost of employing their workers won’t actually decrease.

No one knows how much this public option will cost. Some estimates 
peg the 10-year cost at $1.7 trillion. And that’s being optimistic.

When the government introduced Medicare in 1965, the estimated 
cost to taxpayers by 1990 was supposed to be $9 billion. In reality, 
the cost was $67 billion — a seven-fold miscalculation.

So what happens if this public option ends up costing just three 
times as much as estimated? That’s a 10-year cost of $5.1 trillion to 
taxpayers.

How will we pay for it? Through tax increases.

Several policymakers are already proposing new taxes on energy, 
new sin taxes, increasing the national debt, ditching some tax 
exemptions (including charitable donations) or taxing health care 
benefits in order to pay for the new option.

If the proposed system is big enough and expensive enough, there 
is no chance the middle class and small business owners can escape 
paying these higher taxes to support this new entitlement.

It is interesting that one of the first arguments put forward by 
supporters of the public option is that it won’t result in a government-
run system like single-payer health care. That may be so at first, but it 
certainly puts the nation on the road toward single-payer.

When public option proponents say the new system will simply 
“compete” in the marketplace, they are ignoring some basic 
economic facts.

First, the government plan is wholly unlike its marketplace 
competitors in that the government can artificially keep health care 
premiums down. How? By incurring more debt, printing more 
money, negotiating lower reimbursement rates, implementing price 
controls, or simply passing the cost off to the taxpayer. No private 
health insurer can do this (and with good reason).

As a result of artificially low premiums, people will move to the 
public option or be forced onto it by their employers.

Lewin Associates, an actuarial firm, estimates the number of people 
moving from private insurance to the government plan at about 118 
million. That’s a 60 percent reduction in the number of Americans 
with private insurance.

When that happens, private insurers won’t be able to stay in business 
after hemorrhaging customers to the public plan, which will facilitate 
even more people to shift to the public option.

You probably see where this is going. Soon, the public “option” 
would be the only plan left.

The bottom line for small business is the public option will end up 
costing more because higher taxes to pay for a “free” health care 
system will be more difficult to absorb than rolling the cost of health 
care into an employee’s benefit package.

It is an accident of history, dating from World War II-era wage and 
price controls, that employer-provided health care benefits are so 
ingrained in our national psyche.

The public option will shift the health care burden from the business 
community to the government instead of allowing individuals to 
retain control over their own benefits — resulting in small businesses 
and individuals accepting a system that in reality will reduce options 
in the future.

CARL GIPSON is director for small business at Washington Policy 
Center, a nonpartisan independent policy research organization in 
Seattle and Olympia.

The “Public Option” and Small Businesses
by Carl Gipson, July 2009

During the last 
presidential campaign, 
at least six national 
health care reform 
proposals were 
discussed and debated. 
Consensus on the part 
of the Administration 
and the Congressional 
leadership has now 
formed around a single, government 
sponsored alternative to the private health 
insurance market.

If enacted, the Administration’s plan 
would represent the largest intrusion of 
government control into this country’s 
health care since Medicare and 
Medicaid—perhaps even larger. It is not an 
exaggeration to say our entire health care 
system is at risk with this new plan.

At face value the proposed government 
plan would function like Medicare and 
“compete” with private, non-Medicare 
insurance. It would offer employers and 
individuals an alternative to obtaining 
health insurance in the private market.

That seems all well and good. But in reality 
the government would set its tax subsidized 
pricing well below private plans and 
“crowd out” the private insurance carriers. 
The government would also mandate that 
the private carriers provide a comparable 
benefit package, hence eliminating any 
chance for competition with different 
product lines.

So what are the actual numbers? The 
Lewin Group estimates that at Medicare 
rates, the new government plan would 
cover 130 million people. Out of that 
group, 118 million will be forced to join 
after opting out or losing their private 
coverage. To put this in perspective, there 
are currently 170 million people in the 
United States with private health insurance.

To believe that the government would 
“compete” with private carriers is naïve. 
The government would cut rates well 
below the private market and make its 
plan look much more attractive until it 
controlled all health insurance. After all, it 
is impossible to compete against an entity 
that can draw on the full tax resources of 
the United States.

This is exactly what happened with 
Medicare. In 1964, senior citizens had 
access to a wide selection of private health 
insurance policies. Medicare was passed 
in 1965, and by 1970, no private market 
existed, except for co-pays and deductibles, 
for the elderly in the United States.

Why not offer Medicare to everyone in 
this country? The reason is simple—we 
can’t afford it. The unfunded liability for 
Medicare today is at least $45 trillion, 
and it may be as high as $67 trillion. 
Eliminating private insurance for non-
seniors would double or triple this debt.

Also, Medicare reimburses hospitals at 

70% and physicians at 80% of the private 
insurance rate. By eliminating the private 
carriers, hospitals and doctors who are 
now cost-shifting their losses to private 
insurance plans would be forced to close 
their doors. Hence just as demand for 
health care increases from aging Baby 
Boomers the supply would decrease.

With the government in complete control 
of our health care system, prices and 
reimbursements would be fixed and subject 
to Congressional politics every session, 
access and benefits would be dictated by 
bureaucrats, and ultimately rationing would 
occur, probably, as in Canada, through 
the use of patient waiting lists. Access to 
a waiting list is not the same as access to 
health care.

We are truly at the brink of losing what 
is left of our choice and having market 
competition in health care in the United 
States. The Administration’s public-versus-
private “competition” plan is by far the 
most insidious of all the reform proposals 
discussed in recent history. The new 
plan would appear to offer a reasonable 
alternative to private health insurance, 
yet in reality it will destroy the private 
market and will force all US citizens 
into a government controlled health care 
program.

The Non-Competition Health Care Plan
by Dr. Roger Stark
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One of the Pacific Northwest’s most astonishing
archaeological finds in a generation has languished
for more than a year, lingering on metal shelves in a
Seattle warehouse, unseen by the public and unex-
amined by scientists.

No one questions the discoveries — artifacts from
a 2,700-year-old Native American village excavat-
ed from the Port Angeles waterfront amid great
public interest — should be exhibited, analyzed and
celebrated.

But the 900 boxes of artifacts — such things as
spindle whorls carved from whale vertebrae, along
with animal bones and shell fragments — remain
hung up in a bureaucratic no man’s land. Questions
about who owns and controls access to the collec-
tion are still in dispute. 
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One of Tse-whit-zen’s greatest treasures: an intricately carved bone comb.

An arrowhead created by a Lower 
Elwha Klallam tribal member.

A bone carving shows the artistry 
in everyday objects at Tse-whit-zen.

TSE -WHIT -ZEN  When a Native American village was unearthed at Port
Angeles, the potential for learning seemed limitless. Years later, thousands
of artifacts still sit in cabinets, out of the public eye.

WEB EXTRA
Explore Tse-whit-zen
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Someone furtively shoots secret
surveillance photos as a well-con-
nected political lobbyist arrives for
a meeting.

Inside, a mole takes notes and
snaps quickly with a cellphone
camera. 

A third person drops documents
and photos at a newspaper office. 

No, it’s not a John le Carré spy
novel. It’s election time at the Ma-
chinists union, representing
25,000 Boeing workers in the Pu-
get Sound area and 2,500 more in
Portland and Wichita, Kan.

This month’s contentious inter-
nal elections precede crucial con-
tract negotiations that open May 9.

The president of the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists
(IAM) District 751, Tom Wroblew-
ski, is the successor to the leader-
ship that in 2005 staged a month-
long Boeing strike.

Ronnie Behnke, a 30-year veter-
an machine-parts inspector in Au-
burn, leads an opposition slate
called the Unity Coalition that
seeks a less acrimonious relation-
ship with Boeing.

Primary-like local lodge elec-
tions begin today and continues
through May 14. Behnke hopes to
challenge Wroblewski in the final
June districtwide election. 

Claims of election-law violations

A spy tale,
intrigue —
and Boeing
machinists
WARRING CANDIDATES  Leaders of the union for Boeing
machinists say an industry lobbyist is aiding the opposition —
and they have infiltrators and photos they say prove it.

Ronnie Behnke, right, is chal-
lenging Tom Wroblewski for
District 751 president.

amendment to last year’s en-
ergy bill has hit especially close
to home. It requires House
members who lease vehicles
through their office budgets to
drive cars that emit low levels
of greenhouse gases.

Among those affected: Texas

vehicles that are more eco-cor-
rect, such as Toyota’s Prius.

Some are in a high-octane fit
about it.

“A Prius isn’t made in the
United States,” Gallegly said.

Congress has been bearing
down to do more about global
warming, and a little-noticed

lease than many other vehicles.
“It’s not a Cadillac. It’s not a

Lincoln. It’s a Ford,” the Repub-
lican congressman said with
exasperation.

But like it or not, Gallegly
and other lawmakers will have
to give up gas-hungry SUVs
and luxury sedans for leased

WASHINGTON – Rep. Elton
Gallegly of California likes his
taxpayer-funded Ford Expedi-
tion. He isn’t worried that it’s
not the most fuel-efficient car.
It’s reliable, suits his mountain-
ous district and is cheaper to

Lawmakers get red over green-car rule

Newsline
A quick look

at today’s news.
For updates:

Fewer starts:
Starbucks
announced it will
slow U.S. store
growth after the
chain’s quarterly
profits fell 28
percent.
> Business C1

Economic hit: Fewer
Latino immigrants in
the U.S. are sending
money back to
families. > A4

Iraq deaths: The
number of U.S.
service members
killed in April
reached a
seven-month high of
50. > A7

Child labor: China
said it broke up a
ring that provided
children from poor
inland areas to work
in booming coastal
cities. > A8

Federation
shootings: The
mother of the
defendant testified
about her son’s
fragile mental state.
> Local B1

Missing offender: A
state official ordered
that victims of sex
crimes must be
notified when those
convicted of the
attacks remove their
tracking devices.
> Local B1

Rate cut: The Fed
cut a key interest
rate a quarter of a
percentage point,
down to 2 percent.
> Business C1

M’s lose, 8-3:
Wladimir Balentien
hit a three-run
homer in his
Mariners debut.
> Sports E1 

Big raise: WSU
basketball coach
Tony Bennett
received a $1 million
per year contract.
> Sports E1

Opinion: When it
comes to energy
policy, we’re in a
political brownout,
writes Thomas
Friedman. > B8

EL FASHER, Sudan – Amid the
suffering of Darfur, there’s an odd
prosperity bubbling up in this
once-sleepy town.

Paved streets and lamp posts are
replacing sand roads. A fleet of
bright-blue Korean-made taxis,
newer and nicer than those in
Khartoum, create afternoon traffic
jams so bad a police officer must
direct the flow.

A pair of multistory office build-
ings are under construction down-
town and newly built rental homes
can fetch a cool $5,000 a month,

not including utilities, of course,
since most of El Fasher doesn’t
have water or electricity.

In stark contrast to the burned-
out villages and squalid displace-
ment camps that characterize
much of Darfur, this dust-choked
city is booming, thanks largely to
an influx of scores of U.N. agencies
and private charities, including the
newly deployed U.N.-African
Union peacekeeping mission.

Since the Darfur conflict began
in 2003, El Fasher’s population has
nearly doubled to 500,000 as refu-
gees sought safety in camps along
the city’s borders or with family
members in town. 

Along with the displaced, El Fa-
sher has attracted an army of aid
workers who use the city as a hub
for battling western Sudan’s hu-
manitarian crisis.

El Fasher’s growth stands in
stark contrast to the rest of the re-
gion, where hundreds of villages

Surprising pocket
of prosperity amid
suffering in Darfur

EL FASHER

Influx of charities
and U.N. agencies
feeding growth of

population, economy
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their future?

The key to economic stimulus success
Focus on long-term growth, not short-term jobs

By Mathew Manweller, WPC Adjunct Scholar
Tuesday, February 3, 2009

As the United States struggles through a recession, political leaders are hoping a “stimulus package” will save 
us. There is nothing wrong with the government trying to stabilize or even energize the economy. It is the reason 
we craft fiscal and monetary polices. The problem with most stimulus packages is that they usually don't work. 

Unfortunately for elected officials, the Federal Reserve was created as an insulated and therefore independent 
agency. The president and Congress can pressure the Fed, but they can't make the Fed do anything. In addition, 
even if the Fed does take action, elected officials can't take any credit for the subsequent results. Politicians like 
to show the American people they are “doing something” and they can't do that in the realm of monetary policy. 
As a result, fiscal stimulus packages tend to win out over monetary ones. 

Most stimulus packages rely on public works projects. It is common to hear presidents and congresses 
promising an economic package that will build new roads, bridges and infrastructure. It sounds good, except it 
doesn't work. For starters, infrastructure projects are temporary. Once the bridge, road, or tunnel is completed, 
the stimulus is gone. Then what? We are still the same country with the same problems and the same economic 
environment. The only way to keep the stimulus rolling is to build another bridge, road or tunnel. Eventually, 
we find ourselves paying people to move piles of dirt back and forth. Such projects spread paper dollars around, 
but do nothing to improve the standard of living or add to a nation's wealth. 

Our prosperity is a function of production, not the number of dollar bills. America is a wealthy nation because 
we produce a lot of stuff, not because we have a lot of dollars. For example, the nation of Ethiopia could pay all 
of its citizens millions of Birrs to dig tunnels throughout the country. Afterwards, each citizen would have a lot 
of paper money, but Ethiopia would still be a very poor country (with lots of tunnels). 

Public works projects also create inflation. When the government builds stuff, they don't build consumer 
products. They build roads, bridges, tanks and dams. How many of you have purchased any of these things in 
your life? Public works projects inject billions of dollars into the economy but do not inject a single consumer 
good. As a result, we end up with more money in the economy but not more goods to buy. When you have the 
same amount of goods but more dollars, you end up with higher inflation. 

Stimulus checks or tax rebates are a popular form of economic stimulus, and they are equally ineffective. 
Stimulus checks alter short-term behavior, sometimes. Most people in hard times will simply save the rebate. 
Others will spend it on a consumer product. To pull a nation out of a recession, however, one needs to alter 
long-term behavior. Good economic stimulus promotes long-term investment in capital, the building of new 
plants, investment in new technology, and hiring new workers. None of that is accomplished with a rebate 
check. Entrepreneurs don't launch a new endeavor because every citizen has a $600 check. Investment should 
be based on the long-term horizon, not a one-month bump in consumer spending. 

Message is clear: Improve state’s education system now
September 9, 2009

The message that President Barack 
Obama delivered Tuesday to students 
in the Yakima Valley and across the 
nation can best be summed up in two 
words: Get serious.

That same message should also be 
extended to those trying to reform 
this state’s public education system. 
Granted, we are in tough economic 
times, but they are no excuses for 
delaying a systemic transformation of 
how we educate our children.

So far, for all of the money this state 
has spent on school reform initiatives, 
the results have been spotty at best.

Despite the fears of some parents 
about a hidden political agenda in 
Obama’s speech, what the president 
had to say should stir the spirits 
of parents, educators and students 
alike. Obama again drew upon his 
personal life -- of being raised in a 
single-parent family -- to detail the 
importance of what he was telling 
today’s students.

“At the end of the day, the 
circumstances of your life -- what 
you look like, where you come from, 
how much money you have, what 
you’ve got going on at home -- none 
of that is an excuse for neglecting 
your homework or having a bad 
attitude,” the president said. “That’s 
no excuse for talking back to your 
teacher, or cutting class, or dropping 

out of school. There is no excuse for 
not trying.”

Motivating students to do better in 
class is something that shouldn’t be 
left to the president. We all need to 
repeat the message and, right now, we 
all need to get serious about finding 
better ways of reconfiguring our 
public education system.

Recently, a new education reform 
committee held its first meeting 
in hopes of one day meeting the 
state’s constitutional requirement 
of providing basic education to all 
students in Washington. Whether 
this state has met that requirement 
has been hotly debated and is now 
the focus of two separate lawsuits to 
determine if basic education is indeed 
being fully funded.

Also being hotly contested is the end 
result of what this state has spent so 
far on public education. It’s not a rosy 
picture, especially when it comes to 
preparing high school students for 
the future. According to statistics 
provided by the Washington Policy 
Council, a Seattle-based nonpartisan 
research organization, more than 30 
percent of the state’s students fail 
to graduate from high school, and 
among those who move on to a trade 
school, some 52 percent must take 
remedial courses in English, math 
or writing. If students head off to a 
four-year university or community 

college, 37 percent must first take 
remedial classes.

Those are not encouraging figures. 
The reforms laid out by the 
Legislature earlier this year are 
ambitious, and would be very costly 
if fully implemented. In revamping 
the way the state hands out education 
funding, a special task force noted 
these changes could amount to 
additional costs of up to $4 billion 
a year on top of the $7 billion a 
year already being spent on K-12 
education.

Spending more money, even 
during times when the economy is 
robust, doesn’t guarantee success. 
Decentralizing the education system 
may be one approach, while creating 
new mechanisms such as merit pay 
for teachers surely is another.

Accepting some of the president’s 
favored ideas about education reform, 
namely the opportunity for charter 
schools to take root, should also be 
part of this mantra for getting serious.

Improving the state’s public 
education system will require bold 
moves and creative approaches. Not 
trying is unacceptable.

Members of the Yakima Herald-Republic 
editorial board are Michael Shepard, 
Bob Crider, Spencer Hatton and Karen 
Troianello. 

By Investor’s Business Daily

Spending: Stimulus money is being spent to build 
a bridge between two parts of Microsoft’s corporate 
campus. Money’s also available for suicide-prevention 
fencing on an Ohio bridge — just in time for 
taxpayers.

The stimulus package is designed to fund already 
planned “shovel ready” projects that states and cities 
say they cannot afford to complete in this economy.

The town of Redmond, Wash., had such a project 
on its wish list when it applied for stimulus funds to 
complete a bridge over a freeway dividing the town.

Redmond Mayor John Machione said it would create 
jobs as well as “connecting our technical sector with 
our retail and commercial sectors so people can cross 
the freeway to shop and help traffic flow.”

The “technical sector” he speaks of largely consists of 
Microsoft Corp.

And many of the people using the bridge will be 
Microsoft employees. The bridge was originally going 
to cost $26 million. The cost increased to $36 million 
after it was decided to build the bridge on a diagonal 
to connect Microsoft’s original east campus with a 
newer west campus on the other side of the highway.

Microsoft is picking up $17.5 million of the tab.

But the question is, why should federal taxpayers be 
asked to fund any part of this bridge? Surely Redmond 
gets enough local tax revenues and Microsoft has 
enough financial self-interest to finance the bridge out 
of petty cash.
Bloomberg reports Microsoft is in the midst of a $1 
billion expansion that includes seven new buildings, 
food venues, a minispa, its own post office and one of 
the largest parking garages in North America.

“This is $11 million where we are substituting public 
money for private money, and that means there’s some 
other project that would have a greater benefit than a 
bridge to Microsoft that’s not being built,” said Steve 
Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense. 
The state of Washington will pay the remaining cost.

Michael Ennis of the Washington Policy Center, 
a Seattle-based not-for-profit group that advises 
policymakers, said, “The project would have moved 
forward regardless of having the federal money or 
not, so it doesn’t have any additional benefit to the 
economy.”

Meanwhile, in Ohio $7.5 million in stimulus dollars 
are allocated for improvements to the All-American 
Bridge in Akron.

Part of that is for fencing on what locals have dubbed 
the Suicide Bridge. One man jumped to his death this 
year and two people killed themselves that way in 
2008.

We are all for saving lives, but maybe Akron could use 
another ambulance or hire a few more paramedics — 
and pay for it with local and state funds.

Does everything these days have to come from 
Washington, D.C.?

As it turns out, former Sen. Ted Stevens of Alaska, 
who was skewered for pushing his bridge to nowhere, 
was just a few years early.

In today’s atmosphere of “stimulus” at all costs, his 
bridge would certainly find funding. Heck, he might 
even get a second bridge to keep Alaskan Indians 
employed.

As for Microsoft, someone should tell them taxpayers 
are already doing enough.

They don’t do Windows.

Bridges Too Far?



 

In November, Spokane voters faced a ballot measure to create an erroneous “community bill of rights.”  WPC published research •	
and analysis finding the measure would dramatically increase local government spending and drive away businesses, which received 
considerable media coverage.  In November voters rejected the measure.

When state lawmakers faced a $9 billion budget deficit in 2009, WPC distributed a letter signed by 32 state and national •	
economists warning tax increases would hurt the economy.  Ultimately, lawmakers balanced the budget without raising taxes and the 
Governor publicly stated  that raising taxes in a recession would hurt the economy.  The Governor also incorporated many of WPC’s 
spending reduction and reform recommendations into her budget proposals.

While pundits and analysts predicted President Obama’s health care reform plans would sail to quick passage, WPC launched a •	
federal health care reform project to educate policymakers and the public on the dangers of more government control over health 
care and the advantages of patient-driven, market-based solutions.  In addition to publishing op-eds locally and nationally and 
holding a tele-townhall with 800 participants, WPC staff spoke to more than 3,000 people at community and civic gatherings across 
the Northwest.

In December Washington Policy Center opened its Eastern Washington office and hired Chris Cargill as its full-time director.  This •	
exciting development makes WPC the only think tank with a truly statewide presence in Washington.

Small Business
More than 300 small business owners 
and policymakers gathered at our 2009 
Statewide Small Business Conference in 
November.  This interactive, participant-
driven conference is the only one of its kind 
in our state.  Small business owners take 
time out their workday and come together 
to share not only their experiences running 
a business, but also their recommendations 
for how the business climate can be 
improved.

The result was an in-depth study: Lead the 
Way: Small Business & the Road to Recovery.

Environment
At the forefront of advancing free-market 
environmentlism in Washington, our 
Center for the Environment does what 
no other group here does: it advances the 
concept that human and prosperity can 
work in a free economy to protect the 
environment.

During the 2009 Legislative Session our 
research and analysis played a vital role 
in educating policymakers and the public 
on the dangers of the cap-and-trade and 
mandatory prescription drug take-back 
proposals.  On Earth Day, with more than 
250 people in attendance, we showed 
the film “Not Evil Just Wrong: The True 
Cost of Global Warming Hysteria” at 
Sammamish’s Rachel Carson Elementary 
School and on college campuses throughout 
the state in the fall.

Health Care
The big health care issue of 2009 was the 
sweeping reform plans brewing in the 
nation’s Capitol.  We launched our 2009 
Federal Health Care Reform Project to 
educate the public and policymakers on 
the pitfalls of more government control 
over health care, and to propose patient-
focused reform.  We produced a short 
health care reform video series, spoke to 
more than 3,000 citizens across the state at 
community and civic groups, and conducted 
a tele-townhall with 800 citizens.

Dr. Steven Eastaugh, a health care advisor 
to President Obama, keynoted our 7th 
Annual Health Care Conference in June.  
The conference, attended by more than 300 
health care providers and policy experts, 
featured panel discussions on new trends in 
health care and the uninsured/insured.

Transportation
We believe that being there is what’s 
important, which is why our Center for 
Transportation invested considerable time 
and effort in 2009 comparing the efficiency 
and cost-benefits of different public transit 
modes.

The center’s work 
culminated in 
the production 
of a brief video 
on vanpooling 
and the in-depth 
study Vanpools in 
the Puget Sound 
Region: The Case 
for Expanding 

Vanpool Programs to Move the Most People 
for the Least Cost.

This groundbreaking research is the first of 
its kind in our region, and has challenged 
policymakers to consider expanding 
vanpooling in the face of declining bus 
ridership and growing transit costs.

Government Reform
When the state faced a $9 billion budget 
deficit, our Center for Government Reform 
sent a letter to lawmakers signed by 32 state 
and national economists warning them 
that tax increases would hurt the economy.  
We published this letter in full-page ads 
in The Olympian and Spokane’s Spokesman 
Review.  Lawmakers closed the budget 
deficit without raising taxes.  The Governor 
also incorporated many of our specific 
spending reduction recommendations into 
her budget proposal.

In addition, the 
Center continued 
to serve as the 
premier go-to 
resource for 
government 
transparency in 
Washington state.  
Working out 
of our Olympia 
satellite office, 
Center Director 
Jason Mercier 
kept a close watch 

on the legislature during the 2009 Session 
and helped keep the media and the public 
informed.

Education 
Launched in 
2008, our Center 
for Education 
held its official 
kick-off lunch 
event in January 

with keynote speaker Prof. Bill Ouchi of 
UCLA’s Anderson School of Management.  
Prof. Ouchi discussed his new book on 
proven, innovative ways  to raise student 
achievement by empowering teachers 
and principals.  The day before the lunch, 
Prof. Ouchi met with legislative leaders in 
Olympia to discuss education reform.

The Center released its landmark education 
reform plan, Eight Practical Ways to Reverse 
the Decline of Public Schools, and published 
the book Outrageous Learning: Foundational 
Thoughts on Reforming Our Public Schools by 
Scott Oki.

Research Centers Ann ual D inner O utrageous L earning

On the Web

Impact

M edia

“Public education officials are producing a generation 
of students less educated than their parents.” 
     -WASHINGTON LEARNS

P.O. Box 3643 Seattle, WA 98124-3643
206.937.9691 | Fax 206.624.8038 | www.washingtonpolicy.org

Economists warn 
raising taxes

will hurt the economy.
Despite some news reports, not all economists believe increasing taxes is the best way to overcome 

Washington state’s budget deficit.

In fact, we believe that raising taxes during a recessionary period is contrary to responsible economic 
policy and instead will thwart the state’s economic recovery.  Leaving earnings in the hands of  individuals 
and businesses is the best way to help grow the private sector, create jobs and lead to higher levels of  
consumption.

Increasing taxes at this time will shift necessary capital from the private sector to the public sector, thereby 
depriving private enterprise of  the source of  true economic growth and making Washington state even less 
competitive for new businesses and jobs. 
 
Higher taxes will depress the short-term economic growth needed to bring Washington out of  the 
recession and will reduce prosperity in the medium and long-term.

Signed by the following state and national economists:

www.washingtonpolicy.org
PO Box 3643 | Seattle, WA 98124 | p 206.937.9691
924 Capitol Way S, Suite 218 | Olympia, WA 98501 | p 360.705.9068
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Editorial
State revenue flow requires transparency
State lawmakers are fond of talking about openness and transparency in government, but generally come up short when it 
comes to taking positive legislative action.

This year was an exception when the House and Senate passed Senate Bill 6818, which requires the state to make avail-
able to the public detailed information about state spending. State officials have until Jan. 1, 2009, to assemble line-by-line 
state spending data and make it available to the public via a Web site.

It’s a great step forward to a more open and transparent government. Now it’s time for lawmakers to shift their focus to 
the revenue side and give the public the same kind of detailed information about the taxes they pay to support government 
programs.

Budget transparency

The budget transparency law, which Gov. Chris Gregoire signed April 1, says “The intent of the Legislature ... is to make 
state revenue and expenditure data as open, transparent and publicly accessible as possible. Increasing the ease of pub-
lic access to state budget data — particularly where the data are currently available from disparate internal government 
sources but are difficult for the public to collect and efficiently aggregate — significantly contributes to governmental 
accountability, public participation, agency efficiency and open government.”

Rep. Gary Alexander, R-Olympia, ranking member of the House Appropriations Committee, was supportive of the legisla-
tion when it passed unanimously. 

“One of the most important changes we can make to achieve truth in budgeting is to bring more transparency to the budget 
process. The passage of SB 6818 is a giant step in bringing visibility to the very complex operations of state government,” 
Alexander said. “The Legislative and Evaluation Committee is the perfect Web site to shine some sunshine on Washington 
state’s revenues and expenditures.”

That Web site must contain fiscal year information on state expenditures by fund or account; expenditures by agency, 
program and subprogram; state revenues by source; state expenditures by budget object and state agency workloads, case-
loads and performance measurements.

For those who want to delve into the state budget and see how tax dollars are spent, the transparency law will be of great 
benefit. Residents can thank the Washington Policy Center, a nonpartisan, free-market, state-based think tank in Seattle, 
for pressing the measure into law.

The revenue side

Now the policy center is back with a second transparency proposal, this time on the revenue side.

Jason Mercier, Government Reform director at the policy center and author of the proposal, calls it the “Taxation Dis-
closure Act.” His goal is to help citizens and businesses learn about how much officials in each taxing district add to a 

Spokane schools fall short in ‘green’ dream
Dan Hansen, staff writer | August 27, 2008

Several “green” schools built in Spokane in recent years fall far short of their goals, an Olympia think tank says. 
Educators say the group is using premature and misleading data provided by the schools.

The Washington Legislature mandated in 2005 that state money be used only to build “high performance” schools – those 
intended to conserve energy and water, encourage the recycling of building materials, and provide more natural light and 
outdoor air.

Advocates said that despite higher building costs, taxpayers would save money through lower utility bills. Teachers would 
stay on the job longer, they said, and students would score better on standardized tests, suffer fewer allergy problems 
and have fewer absences – all because of better air circulation, more natural light and the use of more natural building 
materials.

“One California district has seen scores increase close to 30 percent in buildings with abundant daylight,” says the 
narrator in a state video promoting the regulations. “While other districts may see increases of lesser magnitude, the 
conclusion is still the same: Better light means better scores.”

But Todd Myers, director for the Center for the Environment at the Washington Policy Center, says the only certifiably 
green schools built so far – three in Spokane and several others in Western Washington – performed no better than 
other modern schools during the 2006-’07 school year. His study has caught the attention of national groups that say 
environmental regulations go too far.

The problem, Myers said, is that proponents of “high performance” buildings made too many promises. He doesn’t 
contend that green construction techniques are bad – nor are bigger windows or more fresh air – but that such decisions 
should be made locally.

“Give the power to the people who have incentives to make improvements,” he said.

Supporters of statewide standards contend the state has a stake in the matter, because it provides about 30percent of the 
money that goes into school construction.

They also note that districts have a range of options. The standards acknowledge, for instance, that it’s impractical for 
rural schools to be located within a mile of half their elementary students – an energy-efficiency standard that urban 
districts might easily obtain.

Out of a possible 80 points, schools must hit 40. Among a long list of standards that can earn districts’ points: 

•Water-saving toilets and waterless urinals.

•Native landscaping, combined with trees that shade paved surfaces.

Our View: Abusing the clause
Legislature should refrain from blocking initiatives

December 14, 2007 

Citizens' ability to write or reverse 
state law is renowned in 
Washington and other Western 
states whose constitutions were 
adopted under the populist 
influence of the late 19th century. 
The initiative and referendum have 
been used by the left as well as the 
right to remind elected legislators 
who ultimately is the boss.  

The Washington Legislature hasn't 
taken the reminder lying down, 
though. Its members routinely 
protect measures they approve 
from the referendum process by 
including an emergency clause. 

This pattern should trouble 
citizens, regardless of personal 

ideology. It neutralizes a 
constitutional protection that exists 
to keep elected representatives 
accountable to voters, even after 
the election. 

Over the past decade, according to 
the Washington Policy Center, 
approximately one of every six laws 
passed by the Legislature has 
contained an emergency clause. 
Without such a provision, a bill 
does not become law until 90 days 
after it's signed by the governor, 
giving citizens with strong 
objections time to gather 
signatures on a referendum and 
force the measure to a public vote. 
That doesn't happen often, but it's 

an important safeguard and 
shouldn't be trifled with. 

With an emergency clause, 
the measure becomes law 
immediately, eliminating any 
opportunity for a 
referendum. That makes 
sense in a true emergency, 
when the need for 
governmental action is 
urgent. 

In recent years, the 
Legislature has become 
notorious for attaching the 
clause to bills with the 
feeblest of claims to 
emergency status. House Bill 
1813, for example. It passed 
earlier this year and changes 
the name of a state agency.  

Since 1997, the percentage 
of bills passed with an 
emergency clause has ranged 
from 10 percent in 2006 to 
24 percent in 2001. The 11-
year average was 17 percent. 
The state doesn't face that 
many genuine emergencies. 

The state Supreme Court has 
refused to second-guess 
lawmakers, saying in a 6-3 
opinion handed down two 
years ago that it would be a 
"major assault on the historic 
balance of powers." 

It's hard to argue with that line of 
thinking. Especially for conservative 
interests that argue against judicial 
activism as energetically as they do 
against abuse of the emergency 
clause. But that's not to say there's 
no recourse for those who want to 
restore the utility of the 
referendum. 

As the Legislature prepares to 
convene in January, the 
Washington Policy Center is 
planning to push a constitutional 
amendment that would require a 
60 percent vote in the Legislature 
on any bill with an emergency 
clause. That wouldn't be an 
arduous test if conditions truly 
match the language of the 
emergency clause: "necessary for 
the immediate preservation of the 
public peace, health or safety, 
support of the state government 
and its existing public institutions." 

 

Backers of the plan have an uphill 
fight, since they need the 
cooperation of the same 
Legislature that's created the 
problem. If they prevail, though, 
the question would then go, 
fittingly, to the voters for the final 
say, making it a referendum, if you 
will, on popular rule. 

 

1,100 people gathered for our 2009 Annual Dinner, which is the largest event of its 
kind in the Northwest and one of the largest in the U.S.  Noted author, columnist, and 
pop-icon Ben Stein keynoted the dinner and received our 2009 Columbia Award.  FOX 
News commentator and Wall Street Journal editorial board member Steve Moore also 
spoke at the dinner.  Ben and Steve spoke about America’s greatness and the growing 
threats to both our prosperity and security.  

WPC Board Member and long-time supporter Bill Conner received our 2009 Stanley 
O. McNaughton Champion of Freedom Award.  “This country 
has prospered because all individuals have the liberty to do 
their best,” Bill said upon receiving the award.  “Unfortunately, 
because of too much government intervention, that is no longer 
true.  Some may ask why I dedicate so much of my retired time 
to Washington Policy Center and other like causes.  That is 
because I feel I owe a debt for all of the freedom I have enjoyed.”

Improving Lives through Market Solutions

Shaping the Public Debate

Outrageous Learning: An Education Manifesto
Philanthropist and former Microsoft executive Scott Oki partnered with us for the production 
and publication of this signature work on education reform.  Written by Scott and edited by 
our Vice President for Research Paul Guppy, Outrageous Learning: Foundational Thoughts 
on Reforming Our Public Schools offers 11 practical ideas to truly reform our state’s public 
K-12 education system so all students have the chance to excel.  Written in a plain, easy-
to-understand style, Scott points the way to a future of truly “outrageous learning” in 
Washington.  But the book was just the beginning.

Throughout 2009 and into 2010, Scott and WPC’s Center for Education Director Liv 
Finne have been traveling the state speaking to community groups, parents, teachers, 
principals, policymakers and media about common-sense, core-value ideas for reforming 
public education in our state.

www.WashingtonPolicyBlog.org
Launched in 2007, Washington Policy Blog continues to give our analysts another 
tool for quickly disseminating research and commentary.  Traffic on the blog has 
grown steadily and it is a proven resource for media.  It’s not uncommon for us to see it 
influencing media coverage, and when we visit with capitol press reporters in Olympia we 
regularly hear praise for our blog.

www.WashingtonVotes.org
Since 2003 Washington Policy Center has provided the free public service website, 
WashingtonVotes.org, which gives plain-English bill descriptions and easy access to 
state legislators’ voting records.  Each week during legislative sessions, WashingtonVotes.
org publishes geographically-tailored Roll Call reports and distributes them to media 
outlets across the state.   WashingtonVotes.org logged more than one million hits during 
the 2010 session, and is the premier legislative information website in Washington.  
“WashingtonVotes.org is a terrific tool for both legislators and the public,” insists State 
Sen. Derek Kilmer (D-Gig Harbor).  “Government works best in the light of day and I’m 
for anything that brings more transparency.  WashingtonVotes.org certainly fits that bill.”

www.OlympiaPolicyWatch.org
As the traditional media and Olympia’s capitol press corps shrink, we are stepping in to help fill the void.  
This year we launched a website for our Center for Government Reform and Olympia office Director Jason 
Mercier to provide news updates from the state capitol during session and throughout the year.  Jason 
attends legislative hearings, meets with key influentials regularly and serves a vital role that informs the 
public and media on budget, tax, and government reform news.

Vanpools in the Puget Sound Region
The case for expanding vanpool programs
to move the most people for the least cost
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Help grow the economy by repealing the estate tax
by Carl Gipson & Dick Patten
November 13, 2009
The tens of thousands of owners of 
Washington family businesses know 
all too well the sacrifices required to 
build a successful enterprise that can 
reinvest in new jobs and expanded 
work opportunities for people in the 
community.

These business owners also know that 
their hard work, in the end, might be 
for naught, and that when they die their 
families may have to sell the business to 
pay federal and Washington state estate 
taxes.

The government requires payment of 
estate taxes following a death, demanding, 
in the case of business owners, a large 
percentage of the combined value of all 
family and business assets, including 
homes, cars, savings accounts, retirement 
accounts, business equipment, inventory, 
buildings, land and more. 

Family business owners typically 
have most of what they own tied up in 
buildings, equipment, inventory and other 
“hard assets,” so their families often are 
forced to sell off large portions of the 
business, if not the entire company, to 
satisfy the Department of Revenue and 
the IRS.

Contrary to popular myth, the estate tax 
rarely impacts the super rich. Rather, a 
disproportionate number of estate tax 
filers come from the ranks of family 
business owners. From 1995-2005, for 
instance, federal estate tax filers included 
37,000 “closely-held businesses,” 24,000 
family farms, 50,000 limited-partnerships 
and nearly 28,000 “other” non-corporate 
businesses (such as sole proprietorships), 
according to the Joint Economic 
Committee of Congress.

It’s not as if these business owners 

haven’t paid taxes every year. They have, 
and probably more than their fair share. 
But one final payment is required to both 
the state and the feds at death, making 
it more difficult for the next generation 
of business owners to keep the business 
open.

States (including Washington) that 
collect estate taxes fare worse than states 
without the tax. A study last year by the 
Connecticut Department of Revenue 
Services showed that the 26 states with 
no estate tax produced twice as many new 
jobs and their economies grew nearly 50 
percent more from 2004-2007 than the 24 
states that had estate taxes.

A survey conducted by the Connecticut 
Treasurer’s office found that 52 percent of 
tax-planners reported the primary reason 
their wealthy clients left Connecticut was 
because of the state’s estate tax.

One state, Virginia, has subsequently 
repealed its tax. Washington should 
follow its lead if it wants to keep as many 
businesses and jobs in state as possible.

And so should Congress, which plans to 
revisit the estate tax this fall in an effort 
to prevent the rate from going to zero next 
year and jumping to 55 percent in 2011, 
which is set to happen under current law. 
(Business owners currently face a federal 
estate tax rate of 45 percent, with the first 
$3.5 million exempt. Washington state 
business owners face a state estate tax rate 
of up to 19% with a $2 million threshold.)

Some federal lawmakers want to increase 
the tax and lower the exemption, while 
others want to keep the status quo. Both 
sides justify their positions out of concern 
over losing federal revenues.

A report for the American Family 

Business Foundation by economist 
Stephen Entin, a former Treasury official, 
should give them pause. According 
to Entin, if revenues are their primary 
concern, the best thing Congress could do 
is eliminate the tax, not raise it.

That’s because a lower tax rate - indeed 
a tax rate of zero - would stimulate 
investment in family owned businesses 
and help create new jobs, both of which 
would generate increased income tax 
revenues, as much as $23.3 billion 
annually, Entin estimates.

But there’s another - and perhaps more 
important - reason to repeal the estate tax: 
jobs.

Former Congressional Budget Office 
Director Douglas Holtz-Eakin estimated 
that as many as 1.5 million new 
jobs could be added to the economy 
nationwide simply by repealing the 
federal estate tax.

Washington Policy Center calculates 
that Washington State would gain more 
than 33,000 of those 1.5 million jobs. 
That’s good news in a job market where 
unemployment reached 9.2 percent in 
August, according to the Washington 
State Employment Security Department.

Estate tax repeal should be a no-brainer. 
Repeal would result in more family 
businesses growing in size, more 
jobs, and more tax revenues - both for 
Washington state and the entire country.

Carl Gipson is director of the Center for 
Small Business at Washington Policy 
Center in Seattle (washingtonpolicy.
org). Dick Patten is president of the 
American Family Business Foundation in 
Washington, D.C. (nodeathtax.org). 

The fanfare around the recent unveiling 
of the much anticipated “action agenda” 
by the Puget Sound Partnership was 
reminiscent of an art showing. Partnership 
advocates used broad strokes to paint a 
worrisome picture regarding the waters of 
the Puget Sound.

The agenda released by the Partnership, the 
state’s lead agency charged with restoring 
the health of the Puget Sound, is meant to 
be the roadmap to a healthier Puget Sound 
by prioritizing cleanup and improvement 
projects.

As with any artist, the Partnership carefully 
chose colors that when splashed on the 
agenda’s canvas, would explain their vision 
of what is wrong with the Sound. The 
artistic strokes of the Partnership include 
recent headlines of starving resident Orca 
whales, a study that claims 52 million 
pounds of untreated pollutants entering 
the Sound annually and a promise that our 
economy will benefit from “green-collar 
jobs” created by the agenda. 

 
During the 2009-11 biennium the 
Partnership will seek between $200 and 
$300 million from taxpayers to fund new 
action items identified in the agenda. In 
addition, it appears that the partnership will 
explore additional funding, such as asking 
the Legislature for the authority to create a 
local taxing district.

However, before the Partnership drastically 
increases the tax burden of Puget Sound 
residents, it should consider the following 
three policies that will provide savings to 
the taxpayer and provide benefits for the 
environment.

First, restore hundreds of miles of salmon 
habitat by replacing obstructed culverts on 
state roads.

Research has shown that more than 2,500 
miles of salmon habitat is blocked by more 
than 1,600 culverts which are too narrow 
to allow fish further upstream. At a cost of 
$10 million per year the state could open 
500 miles of new habitat.

In addition, there are other benefits to 
fixing culverts, including improved water 
quality and decreased localized flooding. 
While enlarging culverts does not garner 
the same media and political attention as 
the Partnership’s agenda goals, this simple 
act has been demonstrated as a cost-
effective way to improve salmon habitat, a 
goal the Orcas can appreciate.

Second, the Partnership must remove 
cookie-cutter restrictions that prevent the 
application of low-impact development 
techniques. Low-impact standards utilize 
new techniques to deal with stormwater in 
ways that avoid putting pollutants into the 
environment.

For the past several years the state, through 
the Puget Sound Partnership, has being 
leading the charge to stop negative impacts 
of development on the environment. 

Millions of dollars have been spent at 
all levels of government to regulate 
development by using low-impact 
techniques. Unfortunately, the state-led 
process has not been successful. Local 
jurisdictions have been slow to adopt 
restrictive regulations, in part because 
many of the low-impact techniques, like 
narrow roads and permeable pavement, are 
unproven and state regulations don’t allow 
application based on local conditions.

Top-down regulations will not create useful 
low-impact standards. Flexibility and 
voluntary incentives at the local level are 
much more likely to create effective long-
term environmental solutions. Removing 
the barriers of bureaucracy that presently 

exist and allowing local development 
of practical low-impact guidelines will 
drastically reduce runoff that carries 
pollutants to the Sound.

Finally, the Partnership should discard 
promises of “green-collar jobs.”

Gov. Chris Gregoire has said that the 
agenda “will result in the creation of 
hundreds, if not thousands, of green-collar 
jobs throughout the region.” To achieve 
the goal in job creation the plan calls 
for additional layers of governmental 
oversight, which will increase the tax 
burden on state residents. The artificial 
creation of jobs will come at the expense 
of existing employment and is likely to 
reduce the total number of jobs in the 
economy at a time when increasing taxes 
and cutting jobs makes little sense.

Even supporters of the effort scoff at the 
“green jobs” claim. When told that the 
Partnership is selling the agenda as a 
job-creation tool, the chairwoman of the 
Senate Ways and Means Committee called 
it “rhetoric.”

The goals of the Puget Sound Partnership 
are honorable and worthy of continued 
discussion. But we need to ensure that as 
the Partnership moves forward they will do 
so in the most cost-effective and efficient 
ways, otherwise goals may not be met and 
taxpayers will once again be left with an 
overpriced piece of art.

Brandon Houskeeper is a policy analyst 
with Washington Policy Center, a non-
partisan independent policy research 
organization in Seattle and Olympia. For 
more information contact WPC at 206-
937-9691 or washingtonpolicy.org 

Some Sound changes can be made without taxes
by Brandon Houskeeper

Vancouver Columbian Editorial: Privatize Services
Competitive contracting improves agencies, saves money; local jail system shows how 

Sunday, January 3, 2010

For 2010, all levels of government should resolve to stop 
coddling public workers by exempting them from the 
recession that has devastated virtually every corner of the 
private-sector economy.

But can the politicians — many of them tied to public-
worker unions — join agency leaders and contract negotia-
tors in getting tough on benefits, privatizing government 
services and saving countless tax dollars? Of course they 
can, and Clark County’s jail system is helping show the 
way.

When county officials didn’t like the performance of the 
jail’s privatized medical contractor, they did something 
rarely seen in today’s government. They got rid of the med-
ical contractor and hired a new one. Not only will medical 
services improve for inmates, but spending for inmate care 
will be cut by 22 percent, or $700,000.

At least those are the goals, and if they’re not met, we have 
every reason to believe the county will get rid of the new 
contractor, put the services out to bid again and get another, 
better and perhaps less expensive third contractor.

Are you paying attention, city, county, state and federal 
governments? The capacity for competitive contracting is 
real and vast. Occasionally the politicians are courageous 
enough to expedite privatized services by passing mean-
ingful legislation. In 2002, Washington state lawmakers 
passed the Personnel System Reform Act, which allowed 
agency managers to seek competitive bids to lower the cost 
of delivering services to the public. But as Jason Mercier of 
the Washington Policy Center pointed out in a recent essay, 
“little competitive contracting has occurred” in intervening 
years because “an agency’s contracting authority is itself 
subject to mandatory collective bargaining.”

And, of course, union negotiators won’t relinquish that 
stranglehold on their monopolies.

The News Tribune of Tacoma opined in a recent editorial: 
“Some state employees would be willing to make the same 
sacrifices that private sector workers have made. They 
understand that the people they serve are suffering, and 
that holding onto a job during the worst economic decline 
since the Great Depression is no small feat. But their union 
leadership refuses to budge. The (state) unions won’t give 
an inch on pay and benefits, even if it means sending some 
of their members to the unemployment line.” And the same 
holds true for clinging to the antiquated requirement that 
shackling competitive contracting to mandatory collective 
bargaining.

We agree with Mercier, that lawmakers should simplify the 
2002 law and remove the requirement. This would not ban-
ish public-worker unions. To the contrary, Mercier writes, 
“Public employees should be encouraged to participate in 
competitive bidding processes, but union leaders should not 
exercise a veto over a management decision that a public 
service be improved and streamlined through price compe-
tition.”

In another area — the top of the federal government — 
Americans have seen that public workers are unwilling to 
share in the sacrifices required by this recession. USA To-
day reported recently: “Federal employees making salaries 
of $100,000 or more jumped from 14 percent to 19 percent 
of civil servants during the recession’s first 18 months.” 
During that time, 7.3 million jobs were lost in the private 
sector. And here’s one gimmick that’s used: “Many top civil 
servants are prohibited from making more than an agency’s 
leader. But … when the Federal Aviation Administration 
chief’s salary rose, nearly 1,700 employees had their sala-
ries lifted above $170,000, too.”

Elected officials, put down the budgetary crying towels 
and get serious about making public workers share in the 
sacrifices that private-sector workers thus far have borne by 
themselves.

Light rail carries big cost, little benefit
Wednesday, April 23, 2008
By Michael Ennis

Based on the performance of six West Coast light-rail systems, Vancouver policymakers can reasonably expect that a light-rail sys-
tem here would require a large public subsidy, would not reduce traffic congestion, and would be extraordinarily inefficient when 
compared to existing transit across the bridge.

Ask Clark County residents what they think about light rail, and they will likely point to the 1995 vote in which nearly 70 percent 
rejected the concept. Ask some policymakers in Clark County what they think and they are likely to suggest light rail is the savior to 
Vancouver’s transportation issues.

Why do some policymakers and voters disagree?

Supporters claim a lot has changed in the 10 years. Vancouver’s population has nearly doubled and that growth is expected to con-
tinue. Bridge traffic is worse and congestion is spilling across the river. Now, as officials explore a new bridge across the Columbia 
River, light rail is pushed as a supposed solution, again.

Based on light rail’s rapid growth across the country, this should not be a surprise. In 1980 there were only nine light-rail systems; 
today, there are 29. But comparing the six systems on the West Coast shows that spending on light rail results in a very large gap 
between public costs and public benefits.

Light rail does not reduce traffic congestion. In 2005, light-rail systems on the West Coast served only about 2 percent of the work 
force in their service areas. On average, these systems only remove between 0.39 percent and 1.1 percent of cars from the road-
way.

Light rail is expensive and it requires significant public assistance. On average, West Coast light-rail systems need taxpayer subsidies 
to pay for 73 percent of operations and 100 percent of capital improvements every year.

Light rail is far less efficient than a bus system. Attracting a new rider to light rail costs 16 to 47 times as much as attracting a new 
rider to a traditional bus system. And when accounting for passenger demand, West Coast light rail is 12 percent more expensive to 
operate than bus service.

A large gap

Comparing the six West Coast light-rail systems helps residents in Clark County understand what they could expect from spending 
on a similar system here. Based on preliminary cost and ridership estimates, light rail across the Columbia River would also result in 
a large gap between public costs and public benefits.

According to the Regional Transportation Council, the bridge carries about 3,300 transit trips per day. That means only 2.4 percent 
of all trips that cross the bridge are on public transit. Adding light rail to the bridge would increase costs by about $1.17 billion. This 
means local officials want to spend 40 percent more in order to serve 2.4 percent of total bridge crossings.

But Columbia River Crossing, or CRC, officials estimate transit demand across the bridge would increase with light rail, because rid-
ers will not experience congestion like bus riders do today. As a result, CRC projects light rail would boost transit crossings to about 
20,000 trips per day by 2030.

Generally, the Federal Transit Administration presumes there is no modal preference for trains over buses when travel time, com-

One of the earliest and most important lessons of life is 
that actions have consequences. That truism is hitting 
home for the public schools in Washington. 

Three times in the past eight years, the state has rejected 
the idea of charter schools as a method for enhancing 
public education. Now, the consequences are being felt. 

The federal government has earmarked more than $4 
billion in education grants, designed to be given to states 
in what the administration has dubbed the Race to the 
Top. The first round of the grants have been doled out, and 
Washington has been left empty-handed. 

The reason? Part of it is the fact that the state is one 
of 11 that has no charter-school system. The Obama 
Administration, led by Education Secretary Arne 
Duncan, has made it clear that states willing to embrace 
charter schools will receive preference when it comes to 
distributing the grants. 

In 2004, Washington voters repealed a charter-school 
law. According to the Washington Policy Center, that was 
“because powerful leaders of the teachers union have 
consistently opposed bringing constructive change to 
public schools.” 

In the end, it was the will of the voters to scuttle charter 
schools, but the union is not above blame. 

Teachers unions typically oppose charter schools primarily 
because the schools often hire non-union teachers. Rather 
than explore the possibilities offered by charter schools, 
rather than embrace ideas that have been used with success 
elsewhere, pro-union teachers have insisted upon retaining 
the status quo. Now Washington is paying for it. 

This is not to suggest that charter schools would 
automatically upgrade public education in this state. In 
addition, there are other criteria for handing out the grants, 
including whether or not states use student-achievement 

data to evaluate teachers — another recommendation 
opposed by education unions. 

But by refusing to accept charter schools on a small scale, 
by refusing to accept that educators possibly can learn 
something from a new approach, the teachers union has 
discovered another of life’s truisms: Unwillingness to 
change can lead to entrenched mediocrity. 

With their small size and the fact that they are locally run, 
charter schools often provide a flexibility that allows them 
to better fit the needs of their students. That is one of the 
reasons the Obama Administration has made such schools 
an important part of its education policy. 

As history has demonstrated, the federal government often 
wields the power to force changes in public policy on the 
state and local level. This isn’t the civil rights movement; 
we won’t see the National Guard called out to enforce the 
desired change. But we will see the government holding 
the strings on a satchel carrying $4 billion. That can be a 
powerful incentive. 

To see the administration of the most liberal president 
in recent memory adamantly supporting charter schools 
might seem incongruous. In this regard, Obama deserves 
credit. He is willing to embrace an idea that has been 
supported by Republicans for decades, at the risk of 
alienating much of the base that elected him. 

“The secretary was clear that’s what they’re looking for — 
non-traditional schools that allow students to excel,” Gov. 
Chris Gregoire said of Duncan. “I would like to show him 
some of our alternative schools and get his feedback.” 

That is one option. Another is to give in to the federal 
government’s subtle extortion and adopt charter schools. 
The decision is in the hands of Washington’s citizens — 
and its teachers unions — who now are aware of the fact 
that actions have consequences.

In Our View, Sept. 2: Learning Lessons
Washington can adopt charter schools or risk missing out on a big payday
Wednesday, September 2

Columbian Editorial: Learning Lessons

The sea is rising, and may go up about a foot in the next 100 
years in Puget Sound. That’s serious, but much less alarming 
than the usual figures cited.

By Todd Myers 
The images are ominous. Rising water rapidly covers large 
areas of New York and other major cities in Al Gore’s movie. 
Similar graphics show large portions of Seattle and Olympia 
underwater by 2100. A sports magazine cover shows a player 
knee deep in a flooded baseball stadium. 

The threat of sea level rise is the most commonly cited threat 
of climate change. It is often used to justify the at-all-costs ap-
proach to address greenhouse gas emissions. Frequently these 
images are combined with the claim that “scientists” are warn-
ing of catastrophic ocean flooding. 

Such claims are not only misleading. They also undermine 
the principle that our approach to reducing carbon emissions 
should be based on “scientific consensus.” 

The “consensus” most often cited as the basis for sea-level 
rise projections is the 2007 United Nations’ Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report. It 
is called the largest and most comprehensive scientific docu-
ment ever created. And it is often used as a bludgeon against 
anyone who questions the science of climate change. 

Less often, however, is it actually read. As a result, many of the 
common claims about the impacts from climate change diverge 
widely from the actual science of climate change. The mislead-
ing and exaggerated claims about sea level are a prime example 
of this divergence. 

Rather typically, Dan Siemann of the Seattle office of the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation wrote recently that, “In the lifetime 
of a child born today, sea levels could rise 3 to 6 feet.” Earlier 
this year, the Obama Administration released a graphic show-
ing a “medium” estimate of two feet of sea level rise in Puget 
Sound. Gov. Gregoire justified her climate change executive 
order this year by citing threats from rising sea level as one of 
the two “most significant impacts of climate change.” 

But what does the science actually say? 

In 2001, the IPCC’s report estimated “we project a sea level 
rise of 0.09 to 0.88 m for 1990 to 2100, with a central value of 

0.48 m,” or a median rise of 19 inches over 100 years. As time 
has passed, the estimated rise has declined significantly. The 
latest report, released in 2007, says (p. 409) sea level rise under 
a business–as-usual scenario would be 8 to 19 inches. It should 
be noted that under the most aggressive scenario (p. 820) to 
reduce CO2 emissions, sea levels would still rise between 7 and 
15 inches. That means the gap between the most aggressive and 
costly policy and the business-as-usual approach is only two to 
three inches. 

Using this data, University of Washington scientists applied the 
numbers locally. They found (p. 10) that the most likely amount 
of sea level rise in the Puget Sound is 13 inches over 100 years. 
On the Olympic Peninsula, the increase is only two inches of 
rise due to vertical geological uplift. The highest possible rise, 
according to U.W. scientists, is 50 inches, an amount they call 
“very unlikely.” 

These low numbers are one reason U.W. Atmospheric Sciences 
Professor David Battisti told The Seattle Times earlier this 
year: “I’m not worried about Greenland sliding into the sea. 
I’m not worried about sea levels going up.” 

Those who continue to believe climate-induced sea level rise 
is a catastrophic threat have a few responses to these critiques. 
First, some advocates cite the possibility that these projections 
are low and that some scientists believe that climate change 
will cause significant melting of ice in Greenland or Antarctica. 
The IPCC, however, has considered this and has rejected such 
scenarios “because a basis in published literature is lacking.” 
If alarmists are going to cite the “scientific consensus,” they 
cannot simply ignore that consensus whenever it’s convenient, 
otherwise it simply becomes a game of picking the science you 
like to fit your preferred policy. 

Second, environmental activists argue that we must prepare 
for expensive but unlikely scenarios to prevent serious costs. 
Such an approach would be comparable to saying we should be 
willing to spend virtually anything to prevent a serious me-
teor strike on the earth, because the impacts could be so cata-
strophic. Even if we destroyed the economy, the risk is worth 
it. But policymakers who took such an approach would destroy 
the economy chasing after scary, but highly unlikely, threats. 
Ignoring the costs and focusing only on the potential impacts 
leads to an approach that President Obama’s regulation czar 
Cass Sunstein has called “literally incoherent, simply because 
regulation itself can create risks.” 

Sea rise and climate change: let’s do the science
by Todd Myers, September 2009

Washington state’s legislative session:
A little something for everyone
by Carl Gipson 
 
Looking back can give one a sense of pessimism or optimism. On one hand, you can observe failures; on the other hand, you can 
see room for improvement and discern a productive plan for the future. 

The recently adjourned legislative session provides fertile ground for teeth gnashing as well as hope for the small business com-
munity. Concerns over legislation are common because, while one single piece of legislation may not crash an industry or particular 
business, a cluster of new regulations carries a lot of potential for harm. As Polish wit Stanislaw Jerzy Lec said, “No snowflake in an 
avalanche ever feels responsible.” 

First, the bad news: A litany of do-nothing, feel-good legislation escaped the common-sense chopping block in Olympia the past 
few weeks. These included proposals to limit the miles you can drive your car to and from work, health care plans for small busi-
nesses that unwisely reduce choice and hamstring the health insurance industry, and partial implementation of a paid family leave 
plan that still does not provide adequate funding. 

Other frightening proposals that were introduced this year but were not enacted included a tax based on the size of your car en-
gine, unemployment insurance benefits for those in the midst of labor disputes, unionization of foster parents, the banishment of 
plastic bags from grocery stores, and an incredibly vague workplace-bullying bill. 

It is interesting that the short legislative session is always full of legislation that is not necessarily designed to become law -- rather, 
the proposals are designed to raise an issue, placate supporters or raise the hackles of the opposition. 

The better news: Several laws passed that will help businesses weed through government bureaucracy, even if the current regime 
of heavy regulation and high taxes remains. Businesses also received some much-needed municipal tax clarification help with the 
looming Streamlined Sales and Use Tax that goes into effect July 1. 

It is rather unfortunate that the small business community is resigned to a state of mind where, lacking any big achievements to cel-
ebrate, what celebrations there were came at the squashing of harmful legislation rather than the passing of helpful proposals. 

But small business owners are often content that someone told state government, “Stop, you don’t get to interfere in this part of 
the business.” Truth be told, there are not many areas left of a business operation for policymakers to regulate. 

So what about the future? If the small business community took some pleasure in bad proposals that died, what can it look forward 
to? Taking today’s missed opportunity as tomorrow’s plan for action, here is a list of ideas to shoot for next year. 

First, if policymakers insist on moving forward with the paid family leave program, they should reform it to exempt businesses that 
already provide the help. A long-feared unintended consequence of the paid family leave program is that businesses currently pro-
viding this benefit will drop their program in lieu of the state’s, which is most likely far less generous to employees. An exemption 
from the state program would help encourage other businesses to create their own systems. 

Second, business and occupation tax reform. With almost 600 exemptions, credits and deductions, the code is becoming more 
complex, still punishes new and unprofitable businesses, and is the government micromanaging economic development through 
taxation policy. As our government continues to grow, it is eating up a larger share of the resources that provide for private sector 
economic development -- the backbone of the economy. This could potentially lead to future tax increases, which is something that 
would preempt substantive tax reform. 

For years, the No. 1 policy issue for small businesses has been how 
to afford health care for their employees.

In today’s economy, if you want high-quality workers, as a business 
owner you must offer health insurance benefits. But years of 
skyrocketing premiums have made this option difficult, particularly 
for small businesses.

Unfortunately, some small business owners are falling for the latest 
health care reform bait and switch — the “public option” plan.

There is no doubt that the status quo is not good enough for 
employers, employees or the health care industry in general. Health 
care costs continue to jump year after year toward an unsustainable 
future.

Not only are employers, especially in Washington state, handcuffed 
because they are limited in the choice of health benefits they can 
offer their employees, but employees suffer from the same lack of 
choice and control over their own health care.

The public option floating through Congress may appear to help 
small business’s bottom line at first, but this is deceiving.

Any employer will tell you that when hiring a new employee, the 
first thing he considers is the total cost to employ an individual, and 
that takes into account all noncash and cash benefits — including 
health insurance. So, the notion that businesses will be better off by 
offloading health care costs onto taxpayers is disingenuous because 
the cost of employing their workers won’t actually decrease.

No one knows how much this public option will cost. Some estimates 
peg the 10-year cost at $1.7 trillion. And that’s being optimistic.

When the government introduced Medicare in 1965, the estimated 
cost to taxpayers by 1990 was supposed to be $9 billion. In reality, 
the cost was $67 billion — a seven-fold miscalculation.

So what happens if this public option ends up costing just three 
times as much as estimated? That’s a 10-year cost of $5.1 trillion to 
taxpayers.

How will we pay for it? Through tax increases.

Several policymakers are already proposing new taxes on energy, 
new sin taxes, increasing the national debt, ditching some tax 
exemptions (including charitable donations) or taxing health care 
benefits in order to pay for the new option.

If the proposed system is big enough and expensive enough, there 
is no chance the middle class and small business owners can escape 
paying these higher taxes to support this new entitlement.

It is interesting that one of the first arguments put forward by 
supporters of the public option is that it won’t result in a government-
run system like single-payer health care. That may be so at first, but it 
certainly puts the nation on the road toward single-payer.

When public option proponents say the new system will simply 
“compete” in the marketplace, they are ignoring some basic 
economic facts.

First, the government plan is wholly unlike its marketplace 
competitors in that the government can artificially keep health care 
premiums down. How? By incurring more debt, printing more 
money, negotiating lower reimbursement rates, implementing price 
controls, or simply passing the cost off to the taxpayer. No private 
health insurer can do this (and with good reason).

As a result of artificially low premiums, people will move to the 
public option or be forced onto it by their employers.

Lewin Associates, an actuarial firm, estimates the number of people 
moving from private insurance to the government plan at about 118 
million. That’s a 60 percent reduction in the number of Americans 
with private insurance.

When that happens, private insurers won’t be able to stay in business 
after hemorrhaging customers to the public plan, which will facilitate 
even more people to shift to the public option.

You probably see where this is going. Soon, the public “option” 
would be the only plan left.

The bottom line for small business is the public option will end up 
costing more because higher taxes to pay for a “free” health care 
system will be more difficult to absorb than rolling the cost of health 
care into an employee’s benefit package.

It is an accident of history, dating from World War II-era wage and 
price controls, that employer-provided health care benefits are so 
ingrained in our national psyche.

The public option will shift the health care burden from the business 
community to the government instead of allowing individuals to 
retain control over their own benefits — resulting in small businesses 
and individuals accepting a system that in reality will reduce options 
in the future.

CARL GIPSON is director for small business at Washington Policy 
Center, a nonpartisan independent policy research organization in 
Seattle and Olympia.

The “Public Option” and Small Businesses
by Carl Gipson, July 2009

During the last 
presidential campaign, 
at least six national 
health care reform 
proposals were 
discussed and debated. 
Consensus on the part 
of the Administration 
and the Congressional 
leadership has now 
formed around a single, government 
sponsored alternative to the private health 
insurance market.

If enacted, the Administration’s plan 
would represent the largest intrusion of 
government control into this country’s 
health care since Medicare and 
Medicaid—perhaps even larger. It is not an 
exaggeration to say our entire health care 
system is at risk with this new plan.

At face value the proposed government 
plan would function like Medicare and 
“compete” with private, non-Medicare 
insurance. It would offer employers and 
individuals an alternative to obtaining 
health insurance in the private market.

That seems all well and good. But in reality 
the government would set its tax subsidized 
pricing well below private plans and 
“crowd out” the private insurance carriers. 
The government would also mandate that 
the private carriers provide a comparable 
benefit package, hence eliminating any 
chance for competition with different 
product lines.

So what are the actual numbers? The 
Lewin Group estimates that at Medicare 
rates, the new government plan would 
cover 130 million people. Out of that 
group, 118 million will be forced to join 
after opting out or losing their private 
coverage. To put this in perspective, there 
are currently 170 million people in the 
United States with private health insurance.

To believe that the government would 
“compete” with private carriers is naïve. 
The government would cut rates well 
below the private market and make its 
plan look much more attractive until it 
controlled all health insurance. After all, it 
is impossible to compete against an entity 
that can draw on the full tax resources of 
the United States.

This is exactly what happened with 
Medicare. In 1964, senior citizens had 
access to a wide selection of private health 
insurance policies. Medicare was passed 
in 1965, and by 1970, no private market 
existed, except for co-pays and deductibles, 
for the elderly in the United States.

Why not offer Medicare to everyone in 
this country? The reason is simple—we 
can’t afford it. The unfunded liability for 
Medicare today is at least $45 trillion, 
and it may be as high as $67 trillion. 
Eliminating private insurance for non-
seniors would double or triple this debt.

Also, Medicare reimburses hospitals at 

70% and physicians at 80% of the private 
insurance rate. By eliminating the private 
carriers, hospitals and doctors who are 
now cost-shifting their losses to private 
insurance plans would be forced to close 
their doors. Hence just as demand for 
health care increases from aging Baby 
Boomers the supply would decrease.

With the government in complete control 
of our health care system, prices and 
reimbursements would be fixed and subject 
to Congressional politics every session, 
access and benefits would be dictated by 
bureaucrats, and ultimately rationing would 
occur, probably, as in Canada, through 
the use of patient waiting lists. Access to 
a waiting list is not the same as access to 
health care.

We are truly at the brink of losing what 
is left of our choice and having market 
competition in health care in the United 
States. The Administration’s public-versus-
private “competition” plan is by far the 
most insidious of all the reform proposals 
discussed in recent history. The new 
plan would appear to offer a reasonable 
alternative to private health insurance, 
yet in reality it will destroy the private 
market and will force all US citizens 
into a government controlled health care 
program.

The Non-Competition Health Care Plan
by Dr. Roger Stark
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One of the Pacific Northwest’s most astonishing
archaeological finds in a generation has languished
for more than a year, lingering on metal shelves in a
Seattle warehouse, unseen by the public and unex-
amined by scientists.

No one questions the discoveries — artifacts from
a 2,700-year-old Native American village excavat-
ed from the Port Angeles waterfront amid great
public interest — should be exhibited, analyzed and
celebrated.

But the 900 boxes of artifacts — such things as
spindle whorls carved from whale vertebrae, along
with animal bones and shell fragments — remain
hung up in a bureaucratic no man’s land. Questions
about who owns and controls access to the collec-
tion are still in dispute. 
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One of Tse-whit-zen’s greatest treasures: an intricately carved bone comb.

An arrowhead created by a Lower 
Elwha Klallam tribal member.

A bone carving shows the artistry 
in everyday objects at Tse-whit-zen.

T S E -WHI T -Z EN  When a Native American village was unearthed at Port
Angeles, the potential for learning seemed limitless. Years later, thousands
of artifacts still sit in cabinets, out of the public eye.
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Someone furtively shoots secret
surveillance photos as a well-con-
nected political lobbyist arrives for
a meeting.

Inside, a mole takes notes and
snaps quickly with a cellphone
camera. 

A third person drops documents
and photos at a newspaper office. 

No, it’s not a John le Carré spy
novel. It’s election time at the Ma-
chinists union, representing
25,000 Boeing workers in the Pu-
get Sound area and 2,500 more in
Portland and Wichita, Kan.

This month’s contentious inter-
nal elections precede crucial con-
tract negotiations that open May 9.

The president of the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists
(IAM) District 751, Tom Wroblew-
ski, is the successor to the leader-
ship that in 2005 staged a month-
long Boeing strike.

Ronnie Behnke, a 30-year veter-
an machine-parts inspector in Au-
burn, leads an opposition slate
called the Unity Coalition that
seeks a less acrimonious relation-
ship with Boeing.

Primary-like local lodge elec-
tions begin today and continues
through May 14. Behnke hopes to
challenge Wroblewski in the final
June districtwide election. 

Claims of election-law violations

A spy tale,
intrigue —
and Boeing
machinists
WARRI N G  C AN DI DAT ES  Leaders of the union for Boeing
machinists say an industry lobbyist is aiding the opposition —
and they have infiltrators and photos they say prove it.

Ronnie Behnke, right, is chal-
lenging Tom Wroblewski for
District 751 president.

amendment to last year’s en-
ergy bill has hit especially close
to home. It requires House
members who lease vehicles
through their office budgets to
drive cars that emit low levels
of greenhouse gases.

Among those affected: Texas

vehicles that are more eco-cor-
rect, such as Toyota’s Prius.

Some are in a high-octane fit
about it.

“A Prius isn’t made in the
United States,” Gallegly said.

Congress has been bearing
down to do more about global
warming, and a little-noticed

lease than many other vehicles.
“It’s not a Cadillac. It’s not a

Lincoln. It’s a Ford,” the Repub-
lican congressman said with
exasperation.

But like it or not, Gallegly
and other lawmakers will have
to give up gas-hungry SUVs
and luxury sedans for leased

WASHINGTON – Rep. Elton
Gallegly of California likes his
taxpayer-funded Ford Expedi-
tion. He isn’t worried that it’s
not the most fuel-efficient car.
It’s reliable, suits his mountain-
ous district and is cheaper to

Lawmakers get red over green-car rule

Newsline
A quick look

at today’s news.
For updates:

Fewer starts:
Starbucks
announced it will
slow U.S. store
growth after the
chain’s quarterly
profits fell 28
percent.
> Business C1

Economic hit: Fewer
Latino immigrants in
the U.S. are sending
money back to
families. > A4

Iraq deaths: The
number of U.S.
service members
killed in April
reached a
seven-month high of
50. > A7

Child labor: China
said it broke up a
ring that provided
children from poor
inland areas to work
in booming coastal
cities. > A8

Federation
shootings: The
mother of the
defendant testified
about her son’s
fragile mental state.
> Local B1

Missing offender: A
state official ordered
that victims of sex
crimes must be
notified when those
convicted of the
attacks remove their
tracking devices.
> Local B1

Rate cut: The Fed
cut a key interest
rate a quarter of a
percentage point,
down to 2 percent.
> Business C1

M’s lose, 8-3:
Wladimir Balentien
hit a three-run
homer in his
Mariners debut.
> Sports E1 

Big raise: WSU
basketball coach
Tony Bennett
received a $1 million
per year contract.
> Sports E1

Opinion: When it
comes to energy
policy, we’re in a
political brownout,
writes Thomas
Friedman. > B8

EL FASHER, Sudan – Amid the
suffering of Darfur, there’s an odd
prosperity bubbling up in this
once-sleepy town.

Paved streets and lamp posts are
replacing sand roads. A fleet of
bright-blue Korean-made taxis,
newer and nicer than those in
Khartoum, create afternoon traffic
jams so bad a police officer must
direct the flow.

A pair of multistory office build-
ings are under construction down-
town and newly built rental homes
can fetch a cool $5,000 a month,

not including utilities, of course,
since most of El Fasher doesn’t
have water or electricity.

In stark contrast to the burned-
out villages and squalid displace-
ment camps that characterize
much of Darfur, this dust-choked
city is booming, thanks largely to
an influx of scores of U.N. agencies
and private charities, including the
newly deployed U.N.-African
Union peacekeeping mission.

Since the Darfur conflict began
in 2003, El Fasher’s population has
nearly doubled to 500,000 as refu-
gees sought safety in camps along
the city’s borders or with family
members in town. 

Along with the displaced, El Fa-
sher has attracted an army of aid
workers who use the city as a hub
for battling western Sudan’s hu-
manitarian crisis.

El Fasher’s growth stands in
stark contrast to the rest of the re-
gion, where hundreds of villages

Surprising pocket
of prosperity amid
suffering in Darfur

EL FASHER

Influx of charities
and U.N. agencies
feeding growth of

population, economy
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The key to economic stimulus success
Focus on long-term growth, not short-term jobs

By Mathew Manweller, WPC Adjunct Scholar
Tuesday, February 3, 2009

As the United States struggles through a recession, political leaders are hoping a “stimulus package” will save 
us. There is nothing wrong with the government trying to stabilize or even energize the economy. It is the reason 
we craft fiscal and monetary polices. The problem with most stimulus packages is that they usually don't work. 

Unfortunately for elected officials, the Federal Reserve was created as an insulated and therefore independent 
agency. The president and Congress can pressure the Fed, but they can't make the Fed do anything. In addition, 
even if the Fed does take action, elected officials can't take any credit for the subsequent results. Politicians like 
to show the American people they are “doing something” and they can't do that in the realm of monetary policy. 
As a result, fiscal stimulus packages tend to win out over monetary ones. 

Most stimulus packages rely on public works projects. It is common to hear presidents and congresses 
promising an economic package that will build new roads, bridges and infrastructure. It sounds good, except it 
doesn't work. For starters, infrastructure projects are temporary. Once the bridge, road, or tunnel is completed, 
the stimulus is gone. Then what? We are still the same country with the same problems and the same economic 
environment. The only way to keep the stimulus rolling is to build another bridge, road or tunnel. Eventually, 
we find ourselves paying people to move piles of dirt back and forth. Such projects spread paper dollars around, 
but do nothing to improve the standard of living or add to a nation's wealth. 

Our prosperity is a function of production, not the number of dollar bills. America is a wealthy nation because 
we produce a lot of stuff, not because we have a lot of dollars. For example, the nation of Ethiopia could pay all 
of its citizens millions of Birrs to dig tunnels throughout the country. Afterwards, each citizen would have a lot 
of paper money, but Ethiopia would still be a very poor country (with lots of tunnels). 

Public works projects also create inflation. When the government builds stuff, they don't build consumer 
products. They build roads, bridges, tanks and dams. How many of you have purchased any of these things in 
your life? Public works projects inject billions of dollars into the economy but do not inject a single consumer 
good. As a result, we end up with more money in the economy but not more goods to buy. When you have the 
same amount of goods but more dollars, you end up with higher inflation. 

Stimulus checks or tax rebates are a popular form of economic stimulus, and they are equally ineffective. 
Stimulus checks alter short-term behavior, sometimes. Most people in hard times will simply save the rebate. 
Others will spend it on a consumer product. To pull a nation out of a recession, however, one needs to alter 
long-term behavior. Good economic stimulus promotes long-term investment in capital, the building of new 
plants, investment in new technology, and hiring new workers. None of that is accomplished with a rebate 
check. Entrepreneurs don't launch a new endeavor because every citizen has a $600 check. Investment should 
be based on the long-term horizon, not a one-month bump in consumer spending. 

Message is clear: Improve state’s education system now
September 9, 2009

The message that President Barack 
Obama delivered Tuesday to students 
in the Yakima Valley and across the 
nation can best be summed up in two 
words: Get serious.

That same message should also be 
extended to those trying to reform 
this state’s public education system. 
Granted, we are in tough economic 
times, but they are no excuses for 
delaying a systemic transformation of 
how we educate our children.

So far, for all of the money this state 
has spent on school reform initiatives, 
the results have been spotty at best.

Despite the fears of some parents 
about a hidden political agenda in 
Obama’s speech, what the president 
had to say should stir the spirits 
of parents, educators and students 
alike. Obama again drew upon his 
personal life -- of being raised in a 
single-parent family -- to detail the 
importance of what he was telling 
today’s students.

“At the end of the day, the 
circumstances of your life -- what 
you look like, where you come from, 
how much money you have, what 
you’ve got going on at home -- none 
of that is an excuse for neglecting 
your homework or having a bad 
attitude,” the president said. “That’s 
no excuse for talking back to your 
teacher, or cutting class, or dropping 

out of school. There is no excuse for 
not trying.”

Motivating students to do better in 
class is something that shouldn’t be 
left to the president. We all need to 
repeat the message and, right now, we 
all need to get serious about finding 
better ways of reconfiguring our 
public education system.

Recently, a new education reform 
committee held its first meeting 
in hopes of one day meeting the 
state’s constitutional requirement 
of providing basic education to all 
students in Washington. Whether 
this state has met that requirement 
has been hotly debated and is now 
the focus of two separate lawsuits to 
determine if basic education is indeed 
being fully funded.

Also being hotly contested is the end 
result of what this state has spent so 
far on public education. It’s not a rosy 
picture, especially when it comes to 
preparing high school students for 
the future. According to statistics 
provided by the Washington Policy 
Council, a Seattle-based nonpartisan 
research organization, more than 30 
percent of the state’s students fail 
to graduate from high school, and 
among those who move on to a trade 
school, some 52 percent must take 
remedial courses in English, math 
or writing. If students head off to a 
four-year university or community 

college, 37 percent must first take 
remedial classes.

Those are not encouraging figures. 
The reforms laid out by the 
Legislature earlier this year are 
ambitious, and would be very costly 
if fully implemented. In revamping 
the way the state hands out education 
funding, a special task force noted 
these changes could amount to 
additional costs of up to $4 billion 
a year on top of the $7 billion a 
year already being spent on K-12 
education.

Spending more money, even 
during times when the economy is 
robust, doesn’t guarantee success. 
Decentralizing the education system 
may be one approach, while creating 
new mechanisms such as merit pay 
for teachers surely is another.

Accepting some of the president’s 
favored ideas about education reform, 
namely the opportunity for charter 
schools to take root, should also be 
part of this mantra for getting serious.

Improving the state’s public 
education system will require bold 
moves and creative approaches. Not 
trying is unacceptable.

Members of the Yakima Herald-Republic 
editorial board are Michael Shepard, 
Bob Crider, Spencer Hatton and Karen 
Troianello. 

By Investor’s Business Daily

Spending: Stimulus money is being spent to build 
a bridge between two parts of Microsoft’s corporate 
campus. Money’s also available for suicide-prevention 
fencing on an Ohio bridge — just in time for 
taxpayers.

The stimulus package is designed to fund already 
planned “shovel ready” projects that states and cities 
say they cannot afford to complete in this economy.

The town of Redmond, Wash., had such a project 
on its wish list when it applied for stimulus funds to 
complete a bridge over a freeway dividing the town.

Redmond Mayor John Machione said it would create 
jobs as well as “connecting our technical sector with 
our retail and commercial sectors so people can cross 
the freeway to shop and help traffic flow.”

The “technical sector” he speaks of largely consists of 
Microsoft Corp.

And many of the people using the bridge will be 
Microsoft employees. The bridge was originally going 
to cost $26 million. The cost increased to $36 million 
after it was decided to build the bridge on a diagonal 
to connect Microsoft’s original east campus with a 
newer west campus on the other side of the highway.

Microsoft is picking up $17.5 million of the tab.

But the question is, why should federal taxpayers be 
asked to fund any part of this bridge? Surely Redmond 
gets enough local tax revenues and Microsoft has 
enough financial self-interest to finance the bridge out 
of petty cash.
Bloomberg reports Microsoft is in the midst of a $1 
billion expansion that includes seven new buildings, 
food venues, a minispa, its own post office and one of 
the largest parking garages in North America.

“This is $11 million where we are substituting public 
money for private money, and that means there’s some 
other project that would have a greater benefit than a 
bridge to Microsoft that’s not being built,” said Steve 
Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense. 
The state of Washington will pay the remaining cost.

Michael Ennis of the Washington Policy Center, 
a Seattle-based not-for-profit group that advises 
policymakers, said, “The project would have moved 
forward regardless of having the federal money or 
not, so it doesn’t have any additional benefit to the 
economy.”

Meanwhile, in Ohio $7.5 million in stimulus dollars 
are allocated for improvements to the All-American 
Bridge in Akron.

Part of that is for fencing on what locals have dubbed 
the Suicide Bridge. One man jumped to his death this 
year and two people killed themselves that way in 
2008.

We are all for saving lives, but maybe Akron could use 
another ambulance or hire a few more paramedics — 
and pay for it with local and state funds.

Does everything these days have to come from 
Washington, D.C.?

As it turns out, former Sen. Ted Stevens of Alaska, 
who was skewered for pushing his bridge to nowhere, 
was just a few years early.

In today’s atmosphere of “stimulus” at all costs, his 
bridge would certainly find funding. Heck, he might 
even get a second bridge to keep Alaskan Indians 
employed.

As for Microsoft, someone should tell them taxpayers 
are already doing enough.

They don’t do Windows.

Bridges Too Far?



 

In November, Spokane voters faced a ballot measure to create an erroneous “community bill of rights.”  WPC published research •	
and analysis finding the measure would dramatically increase local government spending and drive away businesses, which received 
considerable media coverage.  In November voters rejected the measure.

When state lawmakers faced a $9 billion budget deficit in 2009, WPC distributed a letter signed by 32 state and national •	
economists warning tax increases would hurt the economy.  Ultimately, lawmakers balanced the budget without raising taxes and the 
Governor publicly stated  that raising taxes in a recession would hurt the economy.  The Governor also incorporated many of WPC’s 
spending reduction and reform recommendations into her budget proposals.

While pundits and analysts predicted President Obama’s health care reform plans would sail to quick passage, WPC launched a •	
federal health care reform project to educate policymakers and the public on the dangers of more government control over health 
care and the advantages of patient-driven, market-based solutions.  In addition to publishing op-eds locally and nationally and 
holding a tele-townhall with 800 participants, WPC staff spoke to more than 3,000 people at community and civic gatherings across 
the Northwest.

In December Washington Policy Center opened its Eastern Washington office and hired Chris Cargill as its full-time director.  This •	
exciting development makes WPC the only think tank with a truly statewide presence in Washington.

Small Business
More than 300 small business owners 
and policymakers gathered at our 2009 
Statewide Small Business Conference in 
November.  This interactive, participant-
driven conference is the only one of its kind 
in our state.  Small business owners take 
time out their workday and come together 
to share not only their experiences running 
a business, but also their recommendations 
for how the business climate can be 
improved.

The result was an in-depth study: Lead the 
Way: Small Business & the Road to Recovery.

Environment
At the forefront of advancing free-market 
environmentlism in Washington, our 
Center for the Environment does what 
no other group here does: it advances the 
concept that human and prosperity can 
work in a free economy to protect the 
environment.

During the 2009 Legislative Session our 
research and analysis played a vital role 
in educating policymakers and the public 
on the dangers of the cap-and-trade and 
mandatory prescription drug take-back 
proposals.  On Earth Day, with more than 
250 people in attendance, we showed 
the film “Not Evil Just Wrong: The True 
Cost of Global Warming Hysteria” at 
Sammamish’s Rachel Carson Elementary 
School and on college campuses throughout 
the state in the fall.

Health Care
The big health care issue of 2009 was the 
sweeping reform plans brewing in the 
nation’s Capitol.  We launched our 2009 
Federal Health Care Reform Project to 
educate the public and policymakers on 
the pitfalls of more government control 
over health care, and to propose patient-
focused reform.  We produced a short 
health care reform video series, spoke to 
more than 3,000 citizens across the state at 
community and civic groups, and conducted 
a tele-townhall with 800 citizens.

Dr. Steven Eastaugh, a health care advisor 
to President Obama, keynoted our 7th 
Annual Health Care Conference in June.  
The conference, attended by more than 300 
health care providers and policy experts, 
featured panel discussions on new trends in 
health care and the uninsured/insured.

Transportation
We believe that being there is what’s 
important, which is why our Center for 
Transportation invested considerable time 
and effort in 2009 comparing the efficiency 
and cost-benefits of different public transit 
modes.

The center’s work 
culminated in 
the production 
of a brief video 
on vanpooling 
and the in-depth 
study Vanpools in 
the Puget Sound 
Region: The Case 
for Expanding 

Vanpool Programs to Move the Most People 
for the Least Cost.

This groundbreaking research is the first of 
its kind in our region, and has challenged 
policymakers to consider expanding 
vanpooling in the face of declining bus 
ridership and growing transit costs.

Government Reform
When the state faced a $9 billion budget 
deficit, our Center for Government Reform 
sent a letter to lawmakers signed by 32 state 
and national economists warning them 
that tax increases would hurt the economy.  
We published this letter in full-page ads 
in The Olympian and Spokane’s Spokesman 
Review.  Lawmakers closed the budget 
deficit without raising taxes.  The Governor 
also incorporated many of our specific 
spending reduction recommendations into 
her budget proposal.

In addition, the 
Center continued 
to serve as the 
premier go-to 
resource for 
government 
transparency in 
Washington state.  
Working out 
of our Olympia 
satellite office, 
Center Director 
Jason Mercier 
kept a close watch 

on the legislature during the 2009 Session 
and helped keep the media and the public 
informed.

Education 
Launched in 
2008, our Center 
for Education 
held its official 
kick-off lunch 
event in January 

with keynote speaker Prof. Bill Ouchi of 
UCLA’s Anderson School of Management.  
Prof. Ouchi discussed his new book on 
proven, innovative ways  to raise student 
achievement by empowering teachers 
and principals.  The day before the lunch, 
Prof. Ouchi met with legislative leaders in 
Olympia to discuss education reform.

The Center released its landmark education 
reform plan, Eight Practical Ways to Reverse 
the Decline of Public Schools, and published 
the book Outrageous Learning: Foundational 
Thoughts on Reforming Our Public Schools by 
Scott Oki.

Research Centers Ann ual D inner O utrageous L earning

On the Web

Impact

M edia

“Public education officials are producing a generation 
of students less educated than their parents.” 
     -WASHINGTON LEARNS
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Economists warn 
raising taxes

will hurt the economy.
Despite some news reports, not all economists believe increasing taxes is the best way to overcome 

Washington state’s budget deficit.

In fact, we believe that raising taxes during a recessionary period is contrary to responsible economic 
policy and instead will thwart the state’s economic recovery.  Leaving earnings in the hands of  individuals 
and businesses is the best way to help grow the private sector, create jobs and lead to higher levels of  
consumption.

Increasing taxes at this time will shift necessary capital from the private sector to the public sector, thereby 
depriving private enterprise of  the source of  true economic growth and making Washington state even less 
competitive for new businesses and jobs. 
 
Higher taxes will depress the short-term economic growth needed to bring Washington out of  the 
recession and will reduce prosperity in the medium and long-term.

Signed by the following state and national economists:

www.washingtonpolicy.org
PO Box 3643 | Seattle, WA 98124 | p 206.937.9691
924 Capitol Way S, Suite 218 | Olympia, WA 98501 | p 360.705.9068
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Editorial
State revenue flow requires transparency
State lawmakers are fond of talking about openness and transparency in government, but generally come up short when it 
comes to taking positive legislative action.

This year was an exception when the House and Senate passed Senate Bill 6818, which requires the state to make avail-
able to the public detailed information about state spending. State officials have until Jan. 1, 2009, to assemble line-by-line 
state spending data and make it available to the public via a Web site.

It’s a great step forward to a more open and transparent government. Now it’s time for lawmakers to shift their focus to 
the revenue side and give the public the same kind of detailed information about the taxes they pay to support government 
programs.

Budget transparency

The budget transparency law, which Gov. Chris Gregoire signed April 1, says “The intent of the Legislature ... is to make 
state revenue and expenditure data as open, transparent and publicly accessible as possible. Increasing the ease of pub-
lic access to state budget data — particularly where the data are currently available from disparate internal government 
sources but are difficult for the public to collect and efficiently aggregate — significantly contributes to governmental 
accountability, public participation, agency efficiency and open government.”

Rep. Gary Alexander, R-Olympia, ranking member of the House Appropriations Committee, was supportive of the legisla-
tion when it passed unanimously. 

“One of the most important changes we can make to achieve truth in budgeting is to bring more transparency to the budget 
process. The passage of SB 6818 is a giant step in bringing visibility to the very complex operations of state government,” 
Alexander said. “The Legislative and Evaluation Committee is the perfect Web site to shine some sunshine on Washington 
state’s revenues and expenditures.”

That Web site must contain fiscal year information on state expenditures by fund or account; expenditures by agency, 
program and subprogram; state revenues by source; state expenditures by budget object and state agency workloads, case-
loads and performance measurements.

For those who want to delve into the state budget and see how tax dollars are spent, the transparency law will be of great 
benefit. Residents can thank the Washington Policy Center, a nonpartisan, free-market, state-based think tank in Seattle, 
for pressing the measure into law.

The revenue side

Now the policy center is back with a second transparency proposal, this time on the revenue side.

Jason Mercier, Government Reform director at the policy center and author of the proposal, calls it the “Taxation Dis-
closure Act.” His goal is to help citizens and businesses learn about how much officials in each taxing district add to a 

Spokane schools fall short in ‘green’ dream
Dan Hansen, staff writer | August 27, 2008

Several “green” schools built in Spokane in recent years fall far short of their goals, an Olympia think tank says. 
Educators say the group is using premature and misleading data provided by the schools.

The Washington Legislature mandated in 2005 that state money be used only to build “high performance” schools – those 
intended to conserve energy and water, encourage the recycling of building materials, and provide more natural light and 
outdoor air.

Advocates said that despite higher building costs, taxpayers would save money through lower utility bills. Teachers would 
stay on the job longer, they said, and students would score better on standardized tests, suffer fewer allergy problems 
and have fewer absences – all because of better air circulation, more natural light and the use of more natural building 
materials.

“One California district has seen scores increase close to 30 percent in buildings with abundant daylight,” says the 
narrator in a state video promoting the regulations. “While other districts may see increases of lesser magnitude, the 
conclusion is still the same: Better light means better scores.”

But Todd Myers, director for the Center for the Environment at the Washington Policy Center, says the only certifiably 
green schools built so far – three in Spokane and several others in Western Washington – performed no better than 
other modern schools during the 2006-’07 school year. His study has caught the attention of national groups that say 
environmental regulations go too far.

The problem, Myers said, is that proponents of “high performance” buildings made too many promises. He doesn’t 
contend that green construction techniques are bad – nor are bigger windows or more fresh air – but that such decisions 
should be made locally.

“Give the power to the people who have incentives to make improvements,” he said.

Supporters of statewide standards contend the state has a stake in the matter, because it provides about 30percent of the 
money that goes into school construction.

They also note that districts have a range of options. The standards acknowledge, for instance, that it’s impractical for 
rural schools to be located within a mile of half their elementary students – an energy-efficiency standard that urban 
districts might easily obtain.

Out of a possible 80 points, schools must hit 40. Among a long list of standards that can earn districts’ points: 

•Water-saving toilets and waterless urinals.

•Native landscaping, combined with trees that shade paved surfaces.

Our View: Abusing the clause
Legislature should refrain from blocking initiatives

December 14, 2007 

Citizens' ability to write or reverse 
state law is renowned in 
Washington and other Western 
states whose constitutions were 
adopted under the populist 
influence of the late 19th century. 
The initiative and referendum have 
been used by the left as well as the 
right to remind elected legislators 
who ultimately is the boss.  

The Washington Legislature hasn't 
taken the reminder lying down, 
though. Its members routinely 
protect measures they approve 
from the referendum process by 
including an emergency clause. 

This pattern should trouble 
citizens, regardless of personal 

ideology. It neutralizes a 
constitutional protection that exists 
to keep elected representatives 
accountable to voters, even after 
the election. 

Over the past decade, according to 
the Washington Policy Center, 
approximately one of every six laws 
passed by the Legislature has 
contained an emergency clause. 
Without such a provision, a bill 
does not become law until 90 days 
after it's signed by the governor, 
giving citizens with strong 
objections time to gather 
signatures on a referendum and 
force the measure to a public vote. 
That doesn't happen often, but it's 

an important safeguard and 
shouldn't be trifled with. 

With an emergency clause, 
the measure becomes law 
immediately, eliminating any 
opportunity for a 
referendum. That makes 
sense in a true emergency, 
when the need for 
governmental action is 
urgent. 

In recent years, the 
Legislature has become 
notorious for attaching the 
clause to bills with the 
feeblest of claims to 
emergency status. House Bill 
1813, for example. It passed 
earlier this year and changes 
the name of a state agency.  

Since 1997, the percentage 
of bills passed with an 
emergency clause has ranged 
from 10 percent in 2006 to 
24 percent in 2001. The 11-
year average was 17 percent. 
The state doesn't face that 
many genuine emergencies. 

The state Supreme Court has 
refused to second-guess 
lawmakers, saying in a 6-3 
opinion handed down two 
years ago that it would be a 
"major assault on the historic 
balance of powers." 

It's hard to argue with that line of 
thinking. Especially for conservative 
interests that argue against judicial 
activism as energetically as they do 
against abuse of the emergency 
clause. But that's not to say there's 
no recourse for those who want to 
restore the utility of the 
referendum. 

As the Legislature prepares to 
convene in January, the 
Washington Policy Center is 
planning to push a constitutional 
amendment that would require a 
60 percent vote in the Legislature 
on any bill with an emergency 
clause. That wouldn't be an 
arduous test if conditions truly 
match the language of the 
emergency clause: "necessary for 
the immediate preservation of the 
public peace, health or safety, 
support of the state government 
and its existing public institutions." 

 

Backers of the plan have an uphill 
fight, since they need the 
cooperation of the same 
Legislature that's created the 
problem. If they prevail, though, 
the question would then go, 
fittingly, to the voters for the final 
say, making it a referendum, if you 
will, on popular rule. 

 

1,100 people gathered for our 2009 Annual Dinner, which is the largest event of its 
kind in the Northwest and one of the largest in the U.S.  Noted author, columnist, and 
pop-icon Ben Stein keynoted the dinner and received our 2009 Columbia Award.  FOX 
News commentator and Wall Street Journal editorial board member Steve Moore also 
spoke at the dinner.  Ben and Steve spoke about America’s greatness and the growing 
threats to both our prosperity and security.  

WPC Board Member and long-time supporter Bill Conner received our 2009 Stanley 
O. McNaughton Champion of Freedom Award.  “This country 
has prospered because all individuals have the liberty to do 
their best,” Bill said upon receiving the award.  “Unfortunately, 
because of too much government intervention, that is no longer 
true.  Some may ask why I dedicate so much of my retired time 
to Washington Policy Center and other like causes.  That is 
because I feel I owe a debt for all of the freedom I have enjoyed.”

Improving Lives through Market Solutions

Shaping the Public Debate

Outrageous Learning: An Education Manifesto
Philanthropist and former Microsoft executive Scott Oki partnered with us for the production 
and publication of this signature work on education reform.  Written by Scott and edited by 
our Vice President for Research Paul Guppy, Outrageous Learning: Foundational Thoughts 
on Reforming Our Public Schools offers 11 practical ideas to truly reform our state’s public 
K-12 education system so all students have the chance to excel.  Written in a plain, easy-
to-understand style, Scott points the way to a future of truly “outrageous learning” in 
Washington.  But the book was just the beginning.

Throughout 2009 and into 2010, Scott and WPC’s Center for Education Director Liv 
Finne have been traveling the state speaking to community groups, parents, teachers, 
principals, policymakers and media about common-sense, core-value ideas for reforming 
public education in our state.

www.WashingtonPolicyBlog.org
Launched in 2007, Washington Policy Blog continues to give our analysts another 
tool for quickly disseminating research and commentary.  Traffic on the blog has 
grown steadily and it is a proven resource for media.  It’s not uncommon for us to see it 
influencing media coverage, and when we visit with capitol press reporters in Olympia we 
regularly hear praise for our blog.

www.WashingtonVotes.org
Since 2003 Washington Policy Center has provided the free public service website, 
WashingtonVotes.org, which gives plain-English bill descriptions and easy access to 
state legislators’ voting records.  Each week during legislative sessions, WashingtonVotes.
org publishes geographically-tailored Roll Call reports and distributes them to media 
outlets across the state.   WashingtonVotes.org logged more than one million hits during 
the 2010 session, and is the premier legislative information website in Washington.  
“WashingtonVotes.org is a terrific tool for both legislators and the public,” insists State 
Sen. Derek Kilmer (D-Gig Harbor).  “Government works best in the light of day and I’m 
for anything that brings more transparency.  WashingtonVotes.org certainly fits that bill.”

www.OlympiaPolicyWatch.org
As the traditional media and Olympia’s capitol press corps shrink, we are stepping in to help fill the void.  
This year we launched a website for our Center for Government Reform and Olympia office Director Jason 
Mercier to provide news updates from the state capitol during session and throughout the year.  Jason 
attends legislative hearings, meets with key influentials regularly and serves a vital role that informs the 
public and media on budget, tax, and government reform news.

Vanpools in the Puget Sound Region
The case for expanding vanpool programs
to move the most people for the least cost
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Help grow the economy by repealing the estate tax
by Carl Gipson & Dick Patten
November 13, 2009
The tens of thousands of owners of 
Washington family businesses know 
all too well the sacrifices required to 
build a successful enterprise that can 
reinvest in new jobs and expanded 
work opportunities for people in the 
community.

These business owners also know that 
their hard work, in the end, might be 
for naught, and that when they die their 
families may have to sell the business to 
pay federal and Washington state estate 
taxes.

The government requires payment of 
estate taxes following a death, demanding, 
in the case of business owners, a large 
percentage of the combined value of all 
family and business assets, including 
homes, cars, savings accounts, retirement 
accounts, business equipment, inventory, 
buildings, land and more. 

Family business owners typically 
have most of what they own tied up in 
buildings, equipment, inventory and other 
“hard assets,” so their families often are 
forced to sell off large portions of the 
business, if not the entire company, to 
satisfy the Department of Revenue and 
the IRS.

Contrary to popular myth, the estate tax 
rarely impacts the super rich. Rather, a 
disproportionate number of estate tax 
filers come from the ranks of family 
business owners. From 1995-2005, for 
instance, federal estate tax filers included 
37,000 “closely-held businesses,” 24,000 
family farms, 50,000 limited-partnerships 
and nearly 28,000 “other” non-corporate 
businesses (such as sole proprietorships), 
according to the Joint Economic 
Committee of Congress.

It’s not as if these business owners 

haven’t paid taxes every year. They have, 
and probably more than their fair share. 
But one final payment is required to both 
the state and the feds at death, making 
it more difficult for the next generation 
of business owners to keep the business 
open.

States (including Washington) that 
collect estate taxes fare worse than states 
without the tax. A study last year by the 
Connecticut Department of Revenue 
Services showed that the 26 states with 
no estate tax produced twice as many new 
jobs and their economies grew nearly 50 
percent more from 2004-2007 than the 24 
states that had estate taxes.

A survey conducted by the Connecticut 
Treasurer’s office found that 52 percent of 
tax-planners reported the primary reason 
their wealthy clients left Connecticut was 
because of the state’s estate tax.

One state, Virginia, has subsequently 
repealed its tax. Washington should 
follow its lead if it wants to keep as many 
businesses and jobs in state as possible.

And so should Congress, which plans to 
revisit the estate tax this fall in an effort 
to prevent the rate from going to zero next 
year and jumping to 55 percent in 2011, 
which is set to happen under current law. 
(Business owners currently face a federal 
estate tax rate of 45 percent, with the first 
$3.5 million exempt. Washington state 
business owners face a state estate tax rate 
of up to 19% with a $2 million threshold.)

Some federal lawmakers want to increase 
the tax and lower the exemption, while 
others want to keep the status quo. Both 
sides justify their positions out of concern 
over losing federal revenues.

A report for the American Family 

Business Foundation by economist 
Stephen Entin, a former Treasury official, 
should give them pause. According 
to Entin, if revenues are their primary 
concern, the best thing Congress could do 
is eliminate the tax, not raise it.

That’s because a lower tax rate - indeed 
a tax rate of zero - would stimulate 
investment in family owned businesses 
and help create new jobs, both of which 
would generate increased income tax 
revenues, as much as $23.3 billion 
annually, Entin estimates.

But there’s another - and perhaps more 
important - reason to repeal the estate tax: 
jobs.

Former Congressional Budget Office 
Director Douglas Holtz-Eakin estimated 
that as many as 1.5 million new 
jobs could be added to the economy 
nationwide simply by repealing the 
federal estate tax.

Washington Policy Center calculates 
that Washington State would gain more 
than 33,000 of those 1.5 million jobs. 
That’s good news in a job market where 
unemployment reached 9.2 percent in 
August, according to the Washington 
State Employment Security Department.

Estate tax repeal should be a no-brainer. 
Repeal would result in more family 
businesses growing in size, more 
jobs, and more tax revenues - both for 
Washington state and the entire country.

Carl Gipson is director of the Center for 
Small Business at Washington Policy 
Center in Seattle (washingtonpolicy.
org). Dick Patten is president of the 
American Family Business Foundation in 
Washington, D.C. (nodeathtax.org). 

The fanfare around the recent unveiling 
of the much anticipated “action agenda” 
by the Puget Sound Partnership was 
reminiscent of an art showing. Partnership 
advocates used broad strokes to paint a 
worrisome picture regarding the waters of 
the Puget Sound.

The agenda released by the Partnership, the 
state’s lead agency charged with restoring 
the health of the Puget Sound, is meant to 
be the roadmap to a healthier Puget Sound 
by prioritizing cleanup and improvement 
projects.

As with any artist, the Partnership carefully 
chose colors that when splashed on the 
agenda’s canvas, would explain their vision 
of what is wrong with the Sound. The 
artistic strokes of the Partnership include 
recent headlines of starving resident Orca 
whales, a study that claims 52 million 
pounds of untreated pollutants entering 
the Sound annually and a promise that our 
economy will benefit from “green-collar 
jobs” created by the agenda. 

 
During the 2009-11 biennium the 
Partnership will seek between $200 and 
$300 million from taxpayers to fund new 
action items identified in the agenda. In 
addition, it appears that the partnership will 
explore additional funding, such as asking 
the Legislature for the authority to create a 
local taxing district.

However, before the Partnership drastically 
increases the tax burden of Puget Sound 
residents, it should consider the following 
three policies that will provide savings to 
the taxpayer and provide benefits for the 
environment.

First, restore hundreds of miles of salmon 
habitat by replacing obstructed culverts on 
state roads.

Research has shown that more than 2,500 
miles of salmon habitat is blocked by more 
than 1,600 culverts which are too narrow 
to allow fish further upstream. At a cost of 
$10 million per year the state could open 
500 miles of new habitat.

In addition, there are other benefits to 
fixing culverts, including improved water 
quality and decreased localized flooding. 
While enlarging culverts does not garner 
the same media and political attention as 
the Partnership’s agenda goals, this simple 
act has been demonstrated as a cost-
effective way to improve salmon habitat, a 
goal the Orcas can appreciate.

Second, the Partnership must remove 
cookie-cutter restrictions that prevent the 
application of low-impact development 
techniques. Low-impact standards utilize 
new techniques to deal with stormwater in 
ways that avoid putting pollutants into the 
environment.

For the past several years the state, through 
the Puget Sound Partnership, has being 
leading the charge to stop negative impacts 
of development on the environment. 

Millions of dollars have been spent at 
all levels of government to regulate 
development by using low-impact 
techniques. Unfortunately, the state-led 
process has not been successful. Local 
jurisdictions have been slow to adopt 
restrictive regulations, in part because 
many of the low-impact techniques, like 
narrow roads and permeable pavement, are 
unproven and state regulations don’t allow 
application based on local conditions.

Top-down regulations will not create useful 
low-impact standards. Flexibility and 
voluntary incentives at the local level are 
much more likely to create effective long-
term environmental solutions. Removing 
the barriers of bureaucracy that presently 

exist and allowing local development 
of practical low-impact guidelines will 
drastically reduce runoff that carries 
pollutants to the Sound.

Finally, the Partnership should discard 
promises of “green-collar jobs.”

Gov. Chris Gregoire has said that the 
agenda “will result in the creation of 
hundreds, if not thousands, of green-collar 
jobs throughout the region.” To achieve 
the goal in job creation the plan calls 
for additional layers of governmental 
oversight, which will increase the tax 
burden on state residents. The artificial 
creation of jobs will come at the expense 
of existing employment and is likely to 
reduce the total number of jobs in the 
economy at a time when increasing taxes 
and cutting jobs makes little sense.

Even supporters of the effort scoff at the 
“green jobs” claim. When told that the 
Partnership is selling the agenda as a 
job-creation tool, the chairwoman of the 
Senate Ways and Means Committee called 
it “rhetoric.”

The goals of the Puget Sound Partnership 
are honorable and worthy of continued 
discussion. But we need to ensure that as 
the Partnership moves forward they will do 
so in the most cost-effective and efficient 
ways, otherwise goals may not be met and 
taxpayers will once again be left with an 
overpriced piece of art.

Brandon Houskeeper is a policy analyst 
with Washington Policy Center, a non-
partisan independent policy research 
organization in Seattle and Olympia. For 
more information contact WPC at 206-
937-9691 or washingtonpolicy.org 

Some Sound changes can be made without taxes
by Brandon Houskeeper

Vancouver Columbian Editorial: Privatize Services
Competitive contracting improves agencies, saves money; local jail system shows how 

Sunday, January 3, 2010

For 2010, all levels of government should resolve to stop 
coddling public workers by exempting them from the 
recession that has devastated virtually every corner of the 
private-sector economy.

But can the politicians — many of them tied to public-
worker unions — join agency leaders and contract negotia-
tors in getting tough on benefits, privatizing government 
services and saving countless tax dollars? Of course they 
can, and Clark County’s jail system is helping show the 
way.

When county officials didn’t like the performance of the 
jail’s privatized medical contractor, they did something 
rarely seen in today’s government. They got rid of the med-
ical contractor and hired a new one. Not only will medical 
services improve for inmates, but spending for inmate care 
will be cut by 22 percent, or $700,000.

At least those are the goals, and if they’re not met, we have 
every reason to believe the county will get rid of the new 
contractor, put the services out to bid again and get another, 
better and perhaps less expensive third contractor.

Are you paying attention, city, county, state and federal 
governments? The capacity for competitive contracting is 
real and vast. Occasionally the politicians are courageous 
enough to expedite privatized services by passing mean-
ingful legislation. In 2002, Washington state lawmakers 
passed the Personnel System Reform Act, which allowed 
agency managers to seek competitive bids to lower the cost 
of delivering services to the public. But as Jason Mercier of 
the Washington Policy Center pointed out in a recent essay, 
“little competitive contracting has occurred” in intervening 
years because “an agency’s contracting authority is itself 
subject to mandatory collective bargaining.”

And, of course, union negotiators won’t relinquish that 
stranglehold on their monopolies.

The News Tribune of Tacoma opined in a recent editorial: 
“Some state employees would be willing to make the same 
sacrifices that private sector workers have made. They 
understand that the people they serve are suffering, and 
that holding onto a job during the worst economic decline 
since the Great Depression is no small feat. But their union 
leadership refuses to budge. The (state) unions won’t give 
an inch on pay and benefits, even if it means sending some 
of their members to the unemployment line.” And the same 
holds true for clinging to the antiquated requirement that 
shackling competitive contracting to mandatory collective 
bargaining.

We agree with Mercier, that lawmakers should simplify the 
2002 law and remove the requirement. This would not ban-
ish public-worker unions. To the contrary, Mercier writes, 
“Public employees should be encouraged to participate in 
competitive bidding processes, but union leaders should not 
exercise a veto over a management decision that a public 
service be improved and streamlined through price compe-
tition.”

In another area — the top of the federal government — 
Americans have seen that public workers are unwilling to 
share in the sacrifices required by this recession. USA To-
day reported recently: “Federal employees making salaries 
of $100,000 or more jumped from 14 percent to 19 percent 
of civil servants during the recession’s first 18 months.” 
During that time, 7.3 million jobs were lost in the private 
sector. And here’s one gimmick that’s used: “Many top civil 
servants are prohibited from making more than an agency’s 
leader. But … when the Federal Aviation Administration 
chief’s salary rose, nearly 1,700 employees had their sala-
ries lifted above $170,000, too.”

Elected officials, put down the budgetary crying towels 
and get serious about making public workers share in the 
sacrifices that private-sector workers thus far have borne by 
themselves.

Light rail carries big cost, little benefit
Wednesday, April 23, 2008
By Michael Ennis

Based on the performance of six West Coast light-rail systems, Vancouver policymakers can reasonably expect that a light-rail sys-
tem here would require a large public subsidy, would not reduce traffic congestion, and would be extraordinarily inefficient when 
compared to existing transit across the bridge.

Ask Clark County residents what they think about light rail, and they will likely point to the 1995 vote in which nearly 70 percent 
rejected the concept. Ask some policymakers in Clark County what they think and they are likely to suggest light rail is the savior to 
Vancouver’s transportation issues.

Why do some policymakers and voters disagree?

Supporters claim a lot has changed in the 10 years. Vancouver’s population has nearly doubled and that growth is expected to con-
tinue. Bridge traffic is worse and congestion is spilling across the river. Now, as officials explore a new bridge across the Columbia 
River, light rail is pushed as a supposed solution, again.

Based on light rail’s rapid growth across the country, this should not be a surprise. In 1980 there were only nine light-rail systems; 
today, there are 29. But comparing the six systems on the West Coast shows that spending on light rail results in a very large gap 
between public costs and public benefits.

Light rail does not reduce traffic congestion. In 2005, light-rail systems on the West Coast served only about 2 percent of the work 
force in their service areas. On average, these systems only remove between 0.39 percent and 1.1 percent of cars from the road-
way.

Light rail is expensive and it requires significant public assistance. On average, West Coast light-rail systems need taxpayer subsidies 
to pay for 73 percent of operations and 100 percent of capital improvements every year.

Light rail is far less efficient than a bus system. Attracting a new rider to light rail costs 16 to 47 times as much as attracting a new 
rider to a traditional bus system. And when accounting for passenger demand, West Coast light rail is 12 percent more expensive to 
operate than bus service.

A large gap

Comparing the six West Coast light-rail systems helps residents in Clark County understand what they could expect from spending 
on a similar system here. Based on preliminary cost and ridership estimates, light rail across the Columbia River would also result in 
a large gap between public costs and public benefits.

According to the Regional Transportation Council, the bridge carries about 3,300 transit trips per day. That means only 2.4 percent 
of all trips that cross the bridge are on public transit. Adding light rail to the bridge would increase costs by about $1.17 billion. This 
means local officials want to spend 40 percent more in order to serve 2.4 percent of total bridge crossings.

But Columbia River Crossing, or CRC, officials estimate transit demand across the bridge would increase with light rail, because rid-
ers will not experience congestion like bus riders do today. As a result, CRC projects light rail would boost transit crossings to about 
20,000 trips per day by 2030.

Generally, the Federal Transit Administration presumes there is no modal preference for trains over buses when travel time, com-

One of the earliest and most important lessons of life is 
that actions have consequences. That truism is hitting 
home for the public schools in Washington. 

Three times in the past eight years, the state has rejected 
the idea of charter schools as a method for enhancing 
public education. Now, the consequences are being felt. 

The federal government has earmarked more than $4 
billion in education grants, designed to be given to states 
in what the administration has dubbed the Race to the 
Top. The first round of the grants have been doled out, and 
Washington has been left empty-handed. 

The reason? Part of it is the fact that the state is one 
of 11 that has no charter-school system. The Obama 
Administration, led by Education Secretary Arne 
Duncan, has made it clear that states willing to embrace 
charter schools will receive preference when it comes to 
distributing the grants. 

In 2004, Washington voters repealed a charter-school 
law. According to the Washington Policy Center, that was 
“because powerful leaders of the teachers union have 
consistently opposed bringing constructive change to 
public schools.” 

In the end, it was the will of the voters to scuttle charter 
schools, but the union is not above blame. 

Teachers unions typically oppose charter schools primarily 
because the schools often hire non-union teachers. Rather 
than explore the possibilities offered by charter schools, 
rather than embrace ideas that have been used with success 
elsewhere, pro-union teachers have insisted upon retaining 
the status quo. Now Washington is paying for it. 

This is not to suggest that charter schools would 
automatically upgrade public education in this state. In 
addition, there are other criteria for handing out the grants, 
including whether or not states use student-achievement 

data to evaluate teachers — another recommendation 
opposed by education unions. 

But by refusing to accept charter schools on a small scale, 
by refusing to accept that educators possibly can learn 
something from a new approach, the teachers union has 
discovered another of life’s truisms: Unwillingness to 
change can lead to entrenched mediocrity. 

With their small size and the fact that they are locally run, 
charter schools often provide a flexibility that allows them 
to better fit the needs of their students. That is one of the 
reasons the Obama Administration has made such schools 
an important part of its education policy. 

As history has demonstrated, the federal government often 
wields the power to force changes in public policy on the 
state and local level. This isn’t the civil rights movement; 
we won’t see the National Guard called out to enforce the 
desired change. But we will see the government holding 
the strings on a satchel carrying $4 billion. That can be a 
powerful incentive. 

To see the administration of the most liberal president 
in recent memory adamantly supporting charter schools 
might seem incongruous. In this regard, Obama deserves 
credit. He is willing to embrace an idea that has been 
supported by Republicans for decades, at the risk of 
alienating much of the base that elected him. 

“The secretary was clear that’s what they’re looking for — 
non-traditional schools that allow students to excel,” Gov. 
Chris Gregoire said of Duncan. “I would like to show him 
some of our alternative schools and get his feedback.” 

That is one option. Another is to give in to the federal 
government’s subtle extortion and adopt charter schools. 
The decision is in the hands of Washington’s citizens — 
and its teachers unions — who now are aware of the fact 
that actions have consequences.

In Our View, Sept. 2: Learning Lessons
Washington can adopt charter schools or risk missing out on a big payday
Wednesday, September 2

Columbian Editorial: Learning Lessons

The sea is rising, and may go up about a foot in the next 100 
years in Puget Sound. That’s serious, but much less alarming 
than the usual figures cited.

By Todd Myers 
The images are ominous. Rising water rapidly covers large 
areas of New York and other major cities in Al Gore’s movie. 
Similar graphics show large portions of Seattle and Olympia 
underwater by 2100. A sports magazine cover shows a player 
knee deep in a flooded baseball stadium. 

The threat of sea level rise is the most commonly cited threat 
of climate change. It is often used to justify the at-all-costs ap-
proach to address greenhouse gas emissions. Frequently these 
images are combined with the claim that “scientists” are warn-
ing of catastrophic ocean flooding. 

Such claims are not only misleading. They also undermine 
the principle that our approach to reducing carbon emissions 
should be based on “scientific consensus.” 

The “consensus” most often cited as the basis for sea-level 
rise projections is the 2007 United Nations’ Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report. It 
is called the largest and most comprehensive scientific docu-
ment ever created. And it is often used as a bludgeon against 
anyone who questions the science of climate change. 

Less often, however, is it actually read. As a result, many of the 
common claims about the impacts from climate change diverge 
widely from the actual science of climate change. The mislead-
ing and exaggerated claims about sea level are a prime example 
of this divergence. 

Rather typically, Dan Siemann of the Seattle office of the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation wrote recently that, “In the lifetime 
of a child born today, sea levels could rise 3 to 6 feet.” Earlier 
this year, the Obama Administration released a graphic show-
ing a “medium” estimate of two feet of sea level rise in Puget 
Sound. Gov. Gregoire justified her climate change executive 
order this year by citing threats from rising sea level as one of 
the two “most significant impacts of climate change.” 

But what does the science actually say? 

In 2001, the IPCC’s report estimated “we project a sea level 
rise of 0.09 to 0.88 m for 1990 to 2100, with a central value of 

0.48 m,” or a median rise of 19 inches over 100 years. As time 
has passed, the estimated rise has declined significantly. The 
latest report, released in 2007, says (p. 409) sea level rise under 
a business–as-usual scenario would be 8 to 19 inches. It should 
be noted that under the most aggressive scenario (p. 820) to 
reduce CO2 emissions, sea levels would still rise between 7 and 
15 inches. That means the gap between the most aggressive and 
costly policy and the business-as-usual approach is only two to 
three inches. 

Using this data, University of Washington scientists applied the 
numbers locally. They found (p. 10) that the most likely amount 
of sea level rise in the Puget Sound is 13 inches over 100 years. 
On the Olympic Peninsula, the increase is only two inches of 
rise due to vertical geological uplift. The highest possible rise, 
according to U.W. scientists, is 50 inches, an amount they call 
“very unlikely.” 

These low numbers are one reason U.W. Atmospheric Sciences 
Professor David Battisti told The Seattle Times earlier this 
year: “I’m not worried about Greenland sliding into the sea. 
I’m not worried about sea levels going up.” 

Those who continue to believe climate-induced sea level rise 
is a catastrophic threat have a few responses to these critiques. 
First, some advocates cite the possibility that these projections 
are low and that some scientists believe that climate change 
will cause significant melting of ice in Greenland or Antarctica. 
The IPCC, however, has considered this and has rejected such 
scenarios “because a basis in published literature is lacking.” 
If alarmists are going to cite the “scientific consensus,” they 
cannot simply ignore that consensus whenever it’s convenient, 
otherwise it simply becomes a game of picking the science you 
like to fit your preferred policy. 

Second, environmental activists argue that we must prepare 
for expensive but unlikely scenarios to prevent serious costs. 
Such an approach would be comparable to saying we should be 
willing to spend virtually anything to prevent a serious me-
teor strike on the earth, because the impacts could be so cata-
strophic. Even if we destroyed the economy, the risk is worth 
it. But policymakers who took such an approach would destroy 
the economy chasing after scary, but highly unlikely, threats. 
Ignoring the costs and focusing only on the potential impacts 
leads to an approach that President Obama’s regulation czar 
Cass Sunstein has called “literally incoherent, simply because 
regulation itself can create risks.” 

Sea rise and climate change: let’s do the science
by Todd Myers, September 2009

Washington state’s legislative session:
A little something for everyone
by Carl Gipson 
 
Looking back can give one a sense of pessimism or optimism. On one hand, you can observe failures; on the other hand, you can 
see room for improvement and discern a productive plan for the future. 

The recently adjourned legislative session provides fertile ground for teeth gnashing as well as hope for the small business com-
munity. Concerns over legislation are common because, while one single piece of legislation may not crash an industry or particular 
business, a cluster of new regulations carries a lot of potential for harm. As Polish wit Stanislaw Jerzy Lec said, “No snowflake in an 
avalanche ever feels responsible.” 

First, the bad news: A litany of do-nothing, feel-good legislation escaped the common-sense chopping block in Olympia the past 
few weeks. These included proposals to limit the miles you can drive your car to and from work, health care plans for small busi-
nesses that unwisely reduce choice and hamstring the health insurance industry, and partial implementation of a paid family leave 
plan that still does not provide adequate funding. 

Other frightening proposals that were introduced this year but were not enacted included a tax based on the size of your car en-
gine, unemployment insurance benefits for those in the midst of labor disputes, unionization of foster parents, the banishment of 
plastic bags from grocery stores, and an incredibly vague workplace-bullying bill. 

It is interesting that the short legislative session is always full of legislation that is not necessarily designed to become law -- rather, 
the proposals are designed to raise an issue, placate supporters or raise the hackles of the opposition. 

The better news: Several laws passed that will help businesses weed through government bureaucracy, even if the current regime 
of heavy regulation and high taxes remains. Businesses also received some much-needed municipal tax clarification help with the 
looming Streamlined Sales and Use Tax that goes into effect July 1. 

It is rather unfortunate that the small business community is resigned to a state of mind where, lacking any big achievements to cel-
ebrate, what celebrations there were came at the squashing of harmful legislation rather than the passing of helpful proposals. 

But small business owners are often content that someone told state government, “Stop, you don’t get to interfere in this part of 
the business.” Truth be told, there are not many areas left of a business operation for policymakers to regulate. 

So what about the future? If the small business community took some pleasure in bad proposals that died, what can it look forward 
to? Taking today’s missed opportunity as tomorrow’s plan for action, here is a list of ideas to shoot for next year. 

First, if policymakers insist on moving forward with the paid family leave program, they should reform it to exempt businesses that 
already provide the help. A long-feared unintended consequence of the paid family leave program is that businesses currently pro-
viding this benefit will drop their program in lieu of the state’s, which is most likely far less generous to employees. An exemption 
from the state program would help encourage other businesses to create their own systems. 

Second, business and occupation tax reform. With almost 600 exemptions, credits and deductions, the code is becoming more 
complex, still punishes new and unprofitable businesses, and is the government micromanaging economic development through 
taxation policy. As our government continues to grow, it is eating up a larger share of the resources that provide for private sector 
economic development -- the backbone of the economy. This could potentially lead to future tax increases, which is something that 
would preempt substantive tax reform. 

For years, the No. 1 policy issue for small businesses has been how 
to afford health care for their employees.

In today’s economy, if you want high-quality workers, as a business 
owner you must offer health insurance benefits. But years of 
skyrocketing premiums have made this option difficult, particularly 
for small businesses.

Unfortunately, some small business owners are falling for the latest 
health care reform bait and switch — the “public option” plan.

There is no doubt that the status quo is not good enough for 
employers, employees or the health care industry in general. Health 
care costs continue to jump year after year toward an unsustainable 
future.

Not only are employers, especially in Washington state, handcuffed 
because they are limited in the choice of health benefits they can 
offer their employees, but employees suffer from the same lack of 
choice and control over their own health care.

The public option floating through Congress may appear to help 
small business’s bottom line at first, but this is deceiving.

Any employer will tell you that when hiring a new employee, the 
first thing he considers is the total cost to employ an individual, and 
that takes into account all noncash and cash benefits — including 
health insurance. So, the notion that businesses will be better off by 
offloading health care costs onto taxpayers is disingenuous because 
the cost of employing their workers won’t actually decrease.

No one knows how much this public option will cost. Some estimates 
peg the 10-year cost at $1.7 trillion. And that’s being optimistic.

When the government introduced Medicare in 1965, the estimated 
cost to taxpayers by 1990 was supposed to be $9 billion. In reality, 
the cost was $67 billion — a seven-fold miscalculation.

So what happens if this public option ends up costing just three 
times as much as estimated? That’s a 10-year cost of $5.1 trillion to 
taxpayers.

How will we pay for it? Through tax increases.

Several policymakers are already proposing new taxes on energy, 
new sin taxes, increasing the national debt, ditching some tax 
exemptions (including charitable donations) or taxing health care 
benefits in order to pay for the new option.

If the proposed system is big enough and expensive enough, there 
is no chance the middle class and small business owners can escape 
paying these higher taxes to support this new entitlement.

It is interesting that one of the first arguments put forward by 
supporters of the public option is that it won’t result in a government-
run system like single-payer health care. That may be so at first, but it 
certainly puts the nation on the road toward single-payer.

When public option proponents say the new system will simply 
“compete” in the marketplace, they are ignoring some basic 
economic facts.

First, the government plan is wholly unlike its marketplace 
competitors in that the government can artificially keep health care 
premiums down. How? By incurring more debt, printing more 
money, negotiating lower reimbursement rates, implementing price 
controls, or simply passing the cost off to the taxpayer. No private 
health insurer can do this (and with good reason).

As a result of artificially low premiums, people will move to the 
public option or be forced onto it by their employers.

Lewin Associates, an actuarial firm, estimates the number of people 
moving from private insurance to the government plan at about 118 
million. That’s a 60 percent reduction in the number of Americans 
with private insurance.

When that happens, private insurers won’t be able to stay in business 
after hemorrhaging customers to the public plan, which will facilitate 
even more people to shift to the public option.

You probably see where this is going. Soon, the public “option” 
would be the only plan left.

The bottom line for small business is the public option will end up 
costing more because higher taxes to pay for a “free” health care 
system will be more difficult to absorb than rolling the cost of health 
care into an employee’s benefit package.

It is an accident of history, dating from World War II-era wage and 
price controls, that employer-provided health care benefits are so 
ingrained in our national psyche.

The public option will shift the health care burden from the business 
community to the government instead of allowing individuals to 
retain control over their own benefits — resulting in small businesses 
and individuals accepting a system that in reality will reduce options 
in the future.

CARL GIPSON is director for small business at Washington Policy 
Center, a nonpartisan independent policy research organization in 
Seattle and Olympia.

The “Public Option” and Small Businesses
by Carl Gipson, July 2009

During the last 
presidential campaign, 
at least six national 
health care reform 
proposals were 
discussed and debated. 
Consensus on the part 
of the Administration 
and the Congressional 
leadership has now 
formed around a single, government 
sponsored alternative to the private health 
insurance market.

If enacted, the Administration’s plan 
would represent the largest intrusion of 
government control into this country’s 
health care since Medicare and 
Medicaid—perhaps even larger. It is not an 
exaggeration to say our entire health care 
system is at risk with this new plan.

At face value the proposed government 
plan would function like Medicare and 
“compete” with private, non-Medicare 
insurance. It would offer employers and 
individuals an alternative to obtaining 
health insurance in the private market.

That seems all well and good. But in reality 
the government would set its tax subsidized 
pricing well below private plans and 
“crowd out” the private insurance carriers. 
The government would also mandate that 
the private carriers provide a comparable 
benefit package, hence eliminating any 
chance for competition with different 
product lines.

So what are the actual numbers? The 
Lewin Group estimates that at Medicare 
rates, the new government plan would 
cover 130 million people. Out of that 
group, 118 million will be forced to join 
after opting out or losing their private 
coverage. To put this in perspective, there 
are currently 170 million people in the 
United States with private health insurance.

To believe that the government would 
“compete” with private carriers is naïve. 
The government would cut rates well 
below the private market and make its 
plan look much more attractive until it 
controlled all health insurance. After all, it 
is impossible to compete against an entity 
that can draw on the full tax resources of 
the United States.

This is exactly what happened with 
Medicare. In 1964, senior citizens had 
access to a wide selection of private health 
insurance policies. Medicare was passed 
in 1965, and by 1970, no private market 
existed, except for co-pays and deductibles, 
for the elderly in the United States.

Why not offer Medicare to everyone in 
this country? The reason is simple—we 
can’t afford it. The unfunded liability for 
Medicare today is at least $45 trillion, 
and it may be as high as $67 trillion. 
Eliminating private insurance for non-
seniors would double or triple this debt.

Also, Medicare reimburses hospitals at 

70% and physicians at 80% of the private 
insurance rate. By eliminating the private 
carriers, hospitals and doctors who are 
now cost-shifting their losses to private 
insurance plans would be forced to close 
their doors. Hence just as demand for 
health care increases from aging Baby 
Boomers the supply would decrease.

With the government in complete control 
of our health care system, prices and 
reimbursements would be fixed and subject 
to Congressional politics every session, 
access and benefits would be dictated by 
bureaucrats, and ultimately rationing would 
occur, probably, as in Canada, through 
the use of patient waiting lists. Access to 
a waiting list is not the same as access to 
health care.

We are truly at the brink of losing what 
is left of our choice and having market 
competition in health care in the United 
States. The Administration’s public-versus-
private “competition” plan is by far the 
most insidious of all the reform proposals 
discussed in recent history. The new 
plan would appear to offer a reasonable 
alternative to private health insurance, 
yet in reality it will destroy the private 
market and will force all US citizens 
into a government controlled health care 
program.

The Non-Competition Health Care Plan
by Dr. Roger Stark
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One of the Pacific Northwest’s most astonishing
archaeological finds in a generation has languished
for more than a year, lingering on metal shelves in a
Seattle warehouse, unseen by the public and unex-
amined by scientists.

No one questions the discoveries — artifacts from
a 2,700-year-old Native American village excavat-
ed from the Port Angeles waterfront amid great
public interest — should be exhibited, analyzed and
celebrated.

But the 900 boxes of artifacts — such things as
spindle whorls carved from whale vertebrae, along
with animal bones and shell fragments — remain
hung up in a bureaucratic no man’s land. Questions
about who owns and controls access to the collec-
tion are still in dispute. 
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One of Tse-whit-zen’s greatest treasures: an intricately carved bone comb.

An arrowhead created by a Lower 
Elwha Klallam tribal member.

A bone carving shows the artistry 
in everyday objects at Tse-whit-zen.

T S E -WHI T -Z EN  When a Native American village was unearthed at Port
Angeles, the potential for learning seemed limitless. Years later, thousands
of artifacts still sit in cabinets, out of the public eye.
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Someone furtively shoots secret
surveillance photos as a well-con-
nected political lobbyist arrives for
a meeting.

Inside, a mole takes notes and
snaps quickly with a cellphone
camera. 

A third person drops documents
and photos at a newspaper office. 

No, it’s not a John le Carré spy
novel. It’s election time at the Ma-
chinists union, representing
25,000 Boeing workers in the Pu-
get Sound area and 2,500 more in
Portland and Wichita, Kan.

This month’s contentious inter-
nal elections precede crucial con-
tract negotiations that open May 9.

The president of the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists
(IAM) District 751, Tom Wroblew-
ski, is the successor to the leader-
ship that in 2005 staged a month-
long Boeing strike.

Ronnie Behnke, a 30-year veter-
an machine-parts inspector in Au-
burn, leads an opposition slate
called the Unity Coalition that
seeks a less acrimonious relation-
ship with Boeing.

Primary-like local lodge elec-
tions begin today and continues
through May 14. Behnke hopes to
challenge Wroblewski in the final
June districtwide election. 

Claims of election-law violations

A spy tale,
intrigue —
and Boeing
machinists
WARRI N G  C AN DI DAT ES  Leaders of the union for Boeing
machinists say an industry lobbyist is aiding the opposition —
and they have infiltrators and photos they say prove it.

Ronnie Behnke, right, is chal-
lenging Tom Wroblewski for
District 751 president.

amendment to last year’s en-
ergy bill has hit especially close
to home. It requires House
members who lease vehicles
through their office budgets to
drive cars that emit low levels
of greenhouse gases.

Among those affected: Texas

vehicles that are more eco-cor-
rect, such as Toyota’s Prius.

Some are in a high-octane fit
about it.

“A Prius isn’t made in the
United States,” Gallegly said.

Congress has been bearing
down to do more about global
warming, and a little-noticed

lease than many other vehicles.
“It’s not a Cadillac. It’s not a

Lincoln. It’s a Ford,” the Repub-
lican congressman said with
exasperation.

But like it or not, Gallegly
and other lawmakers will have
to give up gas-hungry SUVs
and luxury sedans for leased

WASHINGTON – Rep. Elton
Gallegly of California likes his
taxpayer-funded Ford Expedi-
tion. He isn’t worried that it’s
not the most fuel-efficient car.
It’s reliable, suits his mountain-
ous district and is cheaper to

Lawmakers get red over green-car rule

Newsline
A quick look

at today’s news.
For updates:

Fewer starts:
Starbucks
announced it will
slow U.S. store
growth after the
chain’s quarterly
profits fell 28
percent.
> Business C1

Economic hit: Fewer
Latino immigrants in
the U.S. are sending
money back to
families. > A4

Iraq deaths: The
number of U.S.
service members
killed in April
reached a
seven-month high of
50. > A7

Child labor: China
said it broke up a
ring that provided
children from poor
inland areas to work
in booming coastal
cities. > A8

Federation
shootings: The
mother of the
defendant testified
about her son’s
fragile mental state.
> Local B1

Missing offender: A
state official ordered
that victims of sex
crimes must be
notified when those
convicted of the
attacks remove their
tracking devices.
> Local B1

Rate cut: The Fed
cut a key interest
rate a quarter of a
percentage point,
down to 2 percent.
> Business C1

M’s lose, 8-3:
Wladimir Balentien
hit a three-run
homer in his
Mariners debut.
> Sports E1 

Big raise: WSU
basketball coach
Tony Bennett
received a $1 million
per year contract.
> Sports E1

Opinion: When it
comes to energy
policy, we’re in a
political brownout,
writes Thomas
Friedman. > B8

EL FASHER, Sudan – Amid the
suffering of Darfur, there’s an odd
prosperity bubbling up in this
once-sleepy town.

Paved streets and lamp posts are
replacing sand roads. A fleet of
bright-blue Korean-made taxis,
newer and nicer than those in
Khartoum, create afternoon traffic
jams so bad a police officer must
direct the flow.

A pair of multistory office build-
ings are under construction down-
town and newly built rental homes
can fetch a cool $5,000 a month,

not including utilities, of course,
since most of El Fasher doesn’t
have water or electricity.

In stark contrast to the burned-
out villages and squalid displace-
ment camps that characterize
much of Darfur, this dust-choked
city is booming, thanks largely to
an influx of scores of U.N. agencies
and private charities, including the
newly deployed U.N.-African
Union peacekeeping mission.

Since the Darfur conflict began
in 2003, El Fasher’s population has
nearly doubled to 500,000 as refu-
gees sought safety in camps along
the city’s borders or with family
members in town. 

Along with the displaced, El Fa-
sher has attracted an army of aid
workers who use the city as a hub
for battling western Sudan’s hu-
manitarian crisis.

El Fasher’s growth stands in
stark contrast to the rest of the re-
gion, where hundreds of villages

Surprising pocket
of prosperity amid
suffering in Darfur

EL FASHER

Influx of charities
and U.N. agencies
feeding growth of

population, economy

nw>golfnw>golf Downey
saves the
day—and
the movie

“Iron Man” ★★★

ARTS EXTRA > b4

GOLF
& WINE
Two great pleasures,
one great getaway
ANNUAL GUIDE > D1

Full steam ahead
for Opening Day

NWWEEKEND
> g1

Special section

Parade 
guide

Is a Prius in
their future?

The key to economic stimulus success
Focus on long-term growth, not short-term jobs

By Mathew Manweller, WPC Adjunct Scholar
Tuesday, February 3, 2009

As the United States struggles through a recession, political leaders are hoping a “stimulus package” will save 
us. There is nothing wrong with the government trying to stabilize or even energize the economy. It is the reason 
we craft fiscal and monetary polices. The problem with most stimulus packages is that they usually don't work. 

Unfortunately for elected officials, the Federal Reserve was created as an insulated and therefore independent 
agency. The president and Congress can pressure the Fed, but they can't make the Fed do anything. In addition, 
even if the Fed does take action, elected officials can't take any credit for the subsequent results. Politicians like 
to show the American people they are “doing something” and they can't do that in the realm of monetary policy. 
As a result, fiscal stimulus packages tend to win out over monetary ones. 

Most stimulus packages rely on public works projects. It is common to hear presidents and congresses 
promising an economic package that will build new roads, bridges and infrastructure. It sounds good, except it 
doesn't work. For starters, infrastructure projects are temporary. Once the bridge, road, or tunnel is completed, 
the stimulus is gone. Then what? We are still the same country with the same problems and the same economic 
environment. The only way to keep the stimulus rolling is to build another bridge, road or tunnel. Eventually, 
we find ourselves paying people to move piles of dirt back and forth. Such projects spread paper dollars around, 
but do nothing to improve the standard of living or add to a nation's wealth. 

Our prosperity is a function of production, not the number of dollar bills. America is a wealthy nation because 
we produce a lot of stuff, not because we have a lot of dollars. For example, the nation of Ethiopia could pay all 
of its citizens millions of Birrs to dig tunnels throughout the country. Afterwards, each citizen would have a lot 
of paper money, but Ethiopia would still be a very poor country (with lots of tunnels). 

Public works projects also create inflation. When the government builds stuff, they don't build consumer 
products. They build roads, bridges, tanks and dams. How many of you have purchased any of these things in 
your life? Public works projects inject billions of dollars into the economy but do not inject a single consumer 
good. As a result, we end up with more money in the economy but not more goods to buy. When you have the 
same amount of goods but more dollars, you end up with higher inflation. 

Stimulus checks or tax rebates are a popular form of economic stimulus, and they are equally ineffective. 
Stimulus checks alter short-term behavior, sometimes. Most people in hard times will simply save the rebate. 
Others will spend it on a consumer product. To pull a nation out of a recession, however, one needs to alter 
long-term behavior. Good economic stimulus promotes long-term investment in capital, the building of new 
plants, investment in new technology, and hiring new workers. None of that is accomplished with a rebate 
check. Entrepreneurs don't launch a new endeavor because every citizen has a $600 check. Investment should 
be based on the long-term horizon, not a one-month bump in consumer spending. 

Message is clear: Improve state’s education system now
September 9, 2009

The message that President Barack 
Obama delivered Tuesday to students 
in the Yakima Valley and across the 
nation can best be summed up in two 
words: Get serious.

That same message should also be 
extended to those trying to reform 
this state’s public education system. 
Granted, we are in tough economic 
times, but they are no excuses for 
delaying a systemic transformation of 
how we educate our children.

So far, for all of the money this state 
has spent on school reform initiatives, 
the results have been spotty at best.

Despite the fears of some parents 
about a hidden political agenda in 
Obama’s speech, what the president 
had to say should stir the spirits 
of parents, educators and students 
alike. Obama again drew upon his 
personal life -- of being raised in a 
single-parent family -- to detail the 
importance of what he was telling 
today’s students.

“At the end of the day, the 
circumstances of your life -- what 
you look like, where you come from, 
how much money you have, what 
you’ve got going on at home -- none 
of that is an excuse for neglecting 
your homework or having a bad 
attitude,” the president said. “That’s 
no excuse for talking back to your 
teacher, or cutting class, or dropping 

out of school. There is no excuse for 
not trying.”

Motivating students to do better in 
class is something that shouldn’t be 
left to the president. We all need to 
repeat the message and, right now, we 
all need to get serious about finding 
better ways of reconfiguring our 
public education system.

Recently, a new education reform 
committee held its first meeting 
in hopes of one day meeting the 
state’s constitutional requirement 
of providing basic education to all 
students in Washington. Whether 
this state has met that requirement 
has been hotly debated and is now 
the focus of two separate lawsuits to 
determine if basic education is indeed 
being fully funded.

Also being hotly contested is the end 
result of what this state has spent so 
far on public education. It’s not a rosy 
picture, especially when it comes to 
preparing high school students for 
the future. According to statistics 
provided by the Washington Policy 
Council, a Seattle-based nonpartisan 
research organization, more than 30 
percent of the state’s students fail 
to graduate from high school, and 
among those who move on to a trade 
school, some 52 percent must take 
remedial courses in English, math 
or writing. If students head off to a 
four-year university or community 

college, 37 percent must first take 
remedial classes.

Those are not encouraging figures. 
The reforms laid out by the 
Legislature earlier this year are 
ambitious, and would be very costly 
if fully implemented. In revamping 
the way the state hands out education 
funding, a special task force noted 
these changes could amount to 
additional costs of up to $4 billion 
a year on top of the $7 billion a 
year already being spent on K-12 
education.

Spending more money, even 
during times when the economy is 
robust, doesn’t guarantee success. 
Decentralizing the education system 
may be one approach, while creating 
new mechanisms such as merit pay 
for teachers surely is another.

Accepting some of the president’s 
favored ideas about education reform, 
namely the opportunity for charter 
schools to take root, should also be 
part of this mantra for getting serious.

Improving the state’s public 
education system will require bold 
moves and creative approaches. Not 
trying is unacceptable.

Members of the Yakima Herald-Republic 
editorial board are Michael Shepard, 
Bob Crider, Spencer Hatton and Karen 
Troianello. 

By Investor’s Business Daily

Spending: Stimulus money is being spent to build 
a bridge between two parts of Microsoft’s corporate 
campus. Money’s also available for suicide-prevention 
fencing on an Ohio bridge — just in time for 
taxpayers.

The stimulus package is designed to fund already 
planned “shovel ready” projects that states and cities 
say they cannot afford to complete in this economy.

The town of Redmond, Wash., had such a project 
on its wish list when it applied for stimulus funds to 
complete a bridge over a freeway dividing the town.

Redmond Mayor John Machione said it would create 
jobs as well as “connecting our technical sector with 
our retail and commercial sectors so people can cross 
the freeway to shop and help traffic flow.”

The “technical sector” he speaks of largely consists of 
Microsoft Corp.

And many of the people using the bridge will be 
Microsoft employees. The bridge was originally going 
to cost $26 million. The cost increased to $36 million 
after it was decided to build the bridge on a diagonal 
to connect Microsoft’s original east campus with a 
newer west campus on the other side of the highway.

Microsoft is picking up $17.5 million of the tab.

But the question is, why should federal taxpayers be 
asked to fund any part of this bridge? Surely Redmond 
gets enough local tax revenues and Microsoft has 
enough financial self-interest to finance the bridge out 
of petty cash.
Bloomberg reports Microsoft is in the midst of a $1 
billion expansion that includes seven new buildings, 
food venues, a minispa, its own post office and one of 
the largest parking garages in North America.

“This is $11 million where we are substituting public 
money for private money, and that means there’s some 
other project that would have a greater benefit than a 
bridge to Microsoft that’s not being built,” said Steve 
Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense. 
The state of Washington will pay the remaining cost.

Michael Ennis of the Washington Policy Center, 
a Seattle-based not-for-profit group that advises 
policymakers, said, “The project would have moved 
forward regardless of having the federal money or 
not, so it doesn’t have any additional benefit to the 
economy.”

Meanwhile, in Ohio $7.5 million in stimulus dollars 
are allocated for improvements to the All-American 
Bridge in Akron.

Part of that is for fencing on what locals have dubbed 
the Suicide Bridge. One man jumped to his death this 
year and two people killed themselves that way in 
2008.

We are all for saving lives, but maybe Akron could use 
another ambulance or hire a few more paramedics — 
and pay for it with local and state funds.

Does everything these days have to come from 
Washington, D.C.?

As it turns out, former Sen. Ted Stevens of Alaska, 
who was skewered for pushing his bridge to nowhere, 
was just a few years early.

In today’s atmosphere of “stimulus” at all costs, his 
bridge would certainly find funding. Heck, he might 
even get a second bridge to keep Alaskan Indians 
employed.

As for Microsoft, someone should tell them taxpayers 
are already doing enough.

They don’t do Windows.

Bridges Too Far?
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In debates today, matters of public policy are often reduced to mere numbers 
and statistics bundled in endless reports and charts.  It is true that sound 
public policy is based first and foremost on facts, but lawmakers and pundits 
must never forget that public policy is really about people.

Whether it’s the small-business owner struggling under onerous taxes and 
regulations while trying to provide services to the community and a living to 
employees, the taxpayer who bears the brunt of unsustainable state spending, 
or the child trapped in a failing public education system, the decisions of 
lawmakers in Olympia have deep ramifications in the lives of real people 
across our state.

In 2009 we made great strides in furthering our mission of improving people’s 
lives through free-market solutions.  Our research and analysis helped educate 
the public on the perils of more government control in health care, we helped 
persuade state lawmakers to not raise taxes during the 2009 Legislative 
Session, and more. 

Our impact fueled phenomenal growth for our organization in 2009.  We 
opened a full-time Eastern Washington office and had more than 1,000 print, 
broadcast, and online media appearances.

Thank you for being an integral part of our work and making 2009 such a 
great success for our organization.
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