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PROPOSED RULE MAKING 

CODE REVISER USE ONLY 
 

 

CR-102 (June 2024) 
(Implements RCW 34.05.320) 

Do NOT use for expedited rule making 

Agency: Washington Department of Ecology AO # 25-09 

☒ Original Notice 

☐ Supplemental Notice to WSR       

☐ Continuance of WSR       

☒ Preproposal Statement of Inquiry was filed as WSR 25-23-113 ; or 

☐ Expedited Rule Making--Proposed notice was filed as WSR      ; or 

☐ Proposal is exempt under RCW 34.05.310(4) or 34.05.330(1); or 

☐ Proposal is exempt under RCW      . 

Title of rule and other identifying information: (describe subject)  Chapter 173-423 WAC, Clean Vehicles Program rule  
 
For more information on this rulemaking visit: https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/laws-rules-
rulemaking/rulemaking/wac-173-423-clean-vehicles-program 
 

Hearing location(s):   

Date: Time: Location: (be specific) Comment: 

August 4, 2026 9:00 a.m. 
PST 

Hearing via webinar. Join online 
and see instructions. 
https://waecy-wa-
gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/ti1
TEXwbRhSW5w3xoVtKfQ  

Presentation, followed by the hearing. We are holding 
this hearing via webinar. This is an online meeting that 
you can attend from any completer using internet 
access.  
 
For audio call US Toll number 1-253-215-8782 and 
enter access code 720957. Or to receive a free call 
back, provide your phone number when you join the 
event.  

August 5, 2026 1:00 p.m. 
PST 

Hearing via webinar. Join online 
and see instructions. 
https://waecy-wa-
gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/uH
oP5FiuRIuKuR6DRElKlA 
 

Presentation, followed by the hearing. We are holding 
this hearing via webinar. This is an online meeting that 
you can attend from any computer using internet 
access.  
 
For audio call US Toll number +1-253-215-8782 and 
enter access code 413099. Or to receive a free call 
back, provide your phone number when you join the 
event. 

 

Date of intended adoption: November 3, 2026         (Note: This is NOT the effective date) 

Submit written comments to: Assistance for persons with disabilities: 

Name  Gopika Patwa Contact  Gopika Patwa 

Address  Department of Ecology 
Climate Pollution Reduction Program 
PO Box 47600, Olympia, WA 98504-7400 

Phone  (360) 338 2419 

Email  Gopika.patwa@ecy.wa.gov Fax  N/A 

Fax  N/A TTY  People with speech disability may call TTY at 877-833-
6341. People with impaired hearing may call Washington 
Relay Service at 711. 

Other  Online comments can be submitted at 
https://ecology.commentinput.com?id=7CWPchHjR 
 

Email  Gopika.patwa@ecy.wa.gov 

Beginning (date and time)   June 23, 2026, 12:00 a.m. Other  N/A 

https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/laws-rules-rulemaking/rulemaking/wac-173-423-clean-vehicles-program
https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/laws-rules-rulemaking/rulemaking/wac-173-423-clean-vehicles-program
https://waecy-wa-gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/ti1TEXwbRhSW5w3xoVtKfQ
https://waecy-wa-gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/ti1TEXwbRhSW5w3xoVtKfQ
https://waecy-wa-gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/ti1TEXwbRhSW5w3xoVtKfQ
https://waecy-wa-gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/uHoP5FiuRIuKuR6DRElKlA
https://waecy-wa-gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/uHoP5FiuRIuKuR6DRElKlA
https://waecy-wa-gov.zoom.us/meeting/register/uHoP5FiuRIuKuR6DRElKlA
https://ecology.commentinput.com/?id=7CWPchHjR
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By (date and time)   August 13, 2026, 11:59 p.m. By (date)  August 1, 2026 

Purpose of the proposal and its anticipated effects, including any changes in existing rules:  Ecology is proposing 
revisions to chapter 173-423 WAC, Washington’s Clean Vehicles Program rule. These revisions align with California’s 
changes to vehicle emissions standards that apply to new passenger and commercial vehicles sold in Washington.  
 
Vehicle emissions standards are an essential policy tool for addressing climate change and reducing harmful air pollution 
from vehicles, particularly in communities most exposed to this type of pollution. This rulemaking creates a path for 
reinstating older standards if current standards become unenforceable due to recent federal actions. Washington holds these 
recent federal actions as unlawful, and litigation is ongoing. The older standards that this rulemaking would reinstate were 
phased out in favor of the current, more protective standards. However, they are still a safer and more effective fallback than 
the federal standards Washington would default to without these rule changes.  
 
Ecology is proposing to adopt amendments to Advanced Clean Cars and Advanced Clean Cars II, both of which apply to 
light-duty passenger vehicles, pickup trucks, and medium-duty vehicles. Amendments would re-establish Advanced Clean 
Cars certification standards for combustion engine vehicles—which were replaced by Advanced Clean Cars II beginning in 
model year 2026—as a certification option for manufacturers. These certification standards ensure that new combustion 
engine vehicles sold in Washington pollute less.   
 
Additionally, Ecology is proposing to adopt components of California’s 2010 medium- and heavy-duty vehicle in-use 
standards, which were replaced by Heavy-Duty Low NOx Omnibus. Similar to the light-duty standards above, the 2010 in-use 
regulation would act as a backstop emission standard for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles if the federal government 
succeeds in eliminating our ability to enforce Heavy-Duty Low NOx Omnibus. 
 
California Regulations Proposed for Adoption by Reference: 
 
The relevant sections that Ecology is considering adopting by reference from the California Code of Regulations are listed 
below.   
Revising Existing Sections:  

• California Code of Regulations, Title 13   
o 1900, 1956.8, 1961.2 – 1961.4, 1962.2 – 1962.4, 1965, 1968.2, 1968.5, 1969, 1971.1, 1971.5, 1976, 1978, 2035 – 2

038, 2040, 2111 – 2119, 2121, 2123, 2125 – 2131, 2137, 2139 – 2149 (including 
2139.5), 2166, 2166.1, 2167, 2168, 2169, 2169.1- 2169.8, 2170, 2423, 2485  

• California Code of Regulations, Title 17  
o 95300 – 95307, 95311, 95660 – 95663  

New Sections:  

• California Code of Regulations, Title 13   
1900.0.1, 
1956.8.1, 1956.8.2, 1961.2.1, 1962.2.1, 1962.3.1, 1965.0.1, 1968.2.1, 1968.5.1, 1969.0.1, 1971.1.1, 1971.5.1, 1976.0.1, 197
8.0.1, 2035.0.1 – 2040.0.1, 2111.0.1 – 2119.0.1, 2121.0.1, 2123.0.1, 2125.0.1 – 2131.0.1, 
2137.0.1, 2139.0.1 – 2149.0.1, 2317.0.1, 2423.0.1, 2485.0.1  
  

• California Code of Regulations, Title 17  
o 95300.0.1 – 95307.0.1, 95311.0.1, 95660.0.1 – 95663.0.1  

 
Ecology is also proposing additional fleet reporting requirements, beyond the one-time report required in 2023, to 
authorize additional data collection. This data would be used to support utility grid planning, the development of state-funded 
transportation electrification grant programs, and other efforts to reduce carbon emissions from transportation.  
 
These rule revisions are important to streamline program implementation, provide additional compliance flexibility and 
clarity, maintain consistency with other states and the federal government, and work toward meeting Washington’s limits on 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

Reasons supporting proposal:  As directed by RCW 70A.30.010, the Department of Ecology shall adopt rules to implement 
the motor vehicle emission standards of the state of California, including the zero-emission vehicle program, and shall amend 
the rules from time to time, to maintain consistency with the California motor vehicle emission standards. 

 

Statutory authority for adoption:  Chapter 70A.30 RCW, Motor Vehicle Emission Standards 

Statute being implemented:  Chapter 70A.30 RCW, Motor Vehicle Emission Standards 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=173-423
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/rulemaking/2025/orhdomnibus
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Is rule necessary because of a: 

Federal Law? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

Federal Court Decision? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

State Court Decision? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

If yes, CITATION:       

Agency comments or recommendations, if any, as to statutory language, implementation, enforcement, and fiscal 
matters: Ecology will conduct an Environmental Justice Assessment in accordance with RCW 70A.02.060 as a part of this 
rulemaking. 

Name of proponent: (person or organization)   Department of Ecology  

Type of proponent:  ☐ Private.  ☐ Public.  ☒ Governmental. 

Name of agency personnel responsible for: 

Name Office Location Phone 

Drafting    Rebecca Sears Lacey, WA 380-584-4721 

Implementation  Rebecca Sears Lacey, WA 380-584-4721 

Enforcement   Rebecca Sears  Lacey, WA 380-584-4721 

Is a school district fiscal impact statement required under RCW 28A.305.135? ☐  Yes ☒  No 

If yes, insert statement here: 
      

The public may obtain a copy of the school district fiscal impact statement by contacting: 

Name  N/A 

Address N/A 

Phone  N/A 

Fax  N/A 

TTY  N/A 

Email  N/A 

Other  N/A 

Is a cost-benefit analysis required under RCW 34.05.328? 

☒  Yes: A preliminary cost-benefit analysis may be obtained by contacting: 

Name  Gopika Patwa 

Address Department of Ecology 
Climate Pollution Reduction Program 
PO BOX 47600 Olympia, WA  98504-7600 

Phone  (360)-338-2419 

Fax  N/A 

TTY  Dial 711 to call through the Washington Telecommunications Relay for services like text telephone (TTY). Visit 
Ecology.wa.gov/ADA for more accessibility information. 
Email  Gopika.patwa@ecy.wa.gov 

Other        

☐  No:  Please explain:       

Regulatory Fairness Act and Small Business Economic Impact Statement 
Note: The Governor's Office for Regulatory Innovation and Assistance (ORIA) provides support in completing this part. 

(1) Identification of exemptions: 
This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, may be exempt from requirements of the Regulatory Fairness Act (see 
chapter 19.85 RCW). For additional information on exemptions, consult the exemption guide published by ORIA. Please 
check the box for any applicable exemption(s): 

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW 19.85.061 because this rule making is being 

adopted solely to conform and/or comply with federal statute or regulations. Please cite the specific federal statute or 
regulation this rule is being adopted to conform or comply with, and describe the consequences to the state if the rule is not 
adopted. 
Citation and description:       

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt because the agency has completed the pilot rule process 

defined by RCW 34.05.313 before filing the notice of this proposed rule. 

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under the provisions of RCW 15.65.570(2) because it was 

adopted by a referendum. 

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=28A.305.135
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.328
https://www.oria.wa.gov/site/alias__oria/934/Regulatory-Fairness-Act-Support.aspx
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85&full=true
https://www.oria.wa.gov/Portals/_oria/VersionedDocuments/RFA/Regulatory_Fairness_Act/RFA-Exemptions.docx
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85.061
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.313
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=15.65.570
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☒  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW 19.85.025(3). Check all that apply: 

☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(b) ☒ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(e) 

 (Internal government operations)  (Dictated by statute) 

☒ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(c) ☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(f) 

 (Incorporation by reference)  (Set or adjust fees) 

☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(d) ☐ RCW 34.05.310 (4)(g) 

 (Correct or clarify language)  ((i) Relating to agency hearings; or (ii) process 

   requirements for applying to an agency for a license 
or permit) 

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW 19.85.025(4). (Does not affect small businesses). 

☐  This rule proposal, or portions of the proposal, is exempt under RCW       . 

Explanation of how the above exemption(s) applies to the proposed rule:        

(2) Scope of exemptions: Check one. 

☐  The rule proposal: Is fully exempt. (Skip section 3.) Exemptions identified above apply to all portions of the rule proposal. 

☒  The rule proposal: Is partially exempt. (Complete section 3.) The exemptions identified above apply to portions of the rule 

proposal, but less than the entire rule proposal. Provide details here (consider using this template from ORIA):    
 
Ecology baselines are typically complex, consisting of multiple requirements fully or partially specified by existing rules, 
statutes, or federal laws. Where the proposed rule differs from this baseline of existing requirements, it is typically subject to 
(i.e. not exempt from ) analysis required under the Regulatory Fairness Act (RFA; Chapter 19.85 RCW) based on meeting 
criteria referenced in RCW 19.85.025(3) as defined by the Administrative Procedure Act in RCW 34.05.310. The Small 
Business Economic Impact Statement (SBEIS) below includes a summary of the baseline for this rulemaking, and whether or 
how the proposed rule differs from the baseline. 
 

☐  The rule proposal: Is not exempt. (Complete section 3.) No exemptions were identified above. 

(3) Small business economic impact statement: Complete this section if any portion is not exempt. 

If any portion of the proposed rule is not exempt, does it impose more-than-minor costs (as defined by RCW 19.85.020(2)) 
on businesses? 

☐  No  Briefly summarize the agency’s minor cost analysis and how the agency determined the proposed rule did not 

impose more-than-minor costs.          

☒  Yes Calculations show the rule proposal likely imposes more-than-minor cost to businesses and a small business 

economic impact statement is required. Insert the required small business economic impact statement here: 
This Small Business Economic Impact Statement (SBEIS) presents the: 

• Analysis of relative compliance cost burden. 

• Consideration of lost sales or revenue. 

• Cost-mitigating elements of the rule, if required. 

• Small business and local government consultation. 

• Industries likely impacted by the proposed rule. 

• Expected impact on jobs. 
A small business is defined by the Regulatory Fairness Act (RFA) as having 50 or fewer employees, at the highest 
ownership and operator level. Estimated compliance costs are determined as compared to the baseline (the regulatory 
environment in the absence of the proposed rule amendments, limited to existing federal and state requirements). 
Analyses under the RFA only apply to costs to “businesses in an industry” in Washington State. This means the impacts, 
for this part of our analyses, are not evaluated for government agencies. 
 
This information is excerpted from Ecology’s complete set of regulatory analyses for this rulemaking. For complete 
discussion of the likely costs, benefits, minimum compliance burden, and relative burden on small businesses, 
see the associated Regulatory Analyses document (Ecology publication no. 26-14-052, June 2026). We have 
retained the section numbering, table numbers, and chapter references from the PRA for easier cross-referencing. 
 
2.2 Baseline 
The baseline for our analyses generally consists of existing rules and laws, and their requirements. This is what allows us 
to make a consistent comparison between the state of the world with and without the rule amendments. 
For this rulemaking, the baseline includes: 
Chapter 70A.30 RCW, Motor Vehicle Emissions Standards. Specifically, RCW 70A.30.010 adopts California’s vehicle 
emission standards and directs Ecology to adopt rules implementing them, and to amend the rules to maintain 
consistency with the California motor vehicle emission standards and 42 U.S.C. Section 7507. 

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85.025
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=34.05.310
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=19.85.025
https://www.oria.wa.gov/RFA-Exemption-Table
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Section 177 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §7507): Authorizes other states to choose to adopt California’s standards 
instead of federal requirements. 
Three resolutions that were adopted by the U.S. Congress and signed into law by the President in 2025 (the heavy-duty 
vehicle waivers: H.J.Res.87 and H.J.Res.89) (ACC II waiver, H.J.Res.88). These resolutions repealed the waivers granted 
by the EPA to California for vehicle emission standards adopted by Washington in 2021 and 2022.1 
Chapter 70A.15 RCW, Washington Clean Air Act. 
Chapter 70A.45 RCW, Limiting Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The existing rule: 

o Chapter 173-423 WAC, Clean Vehicles Program.  
o Chapter 173-400 WAC, General Air Quality Regulations for Air Pollution Sources: Establishes the regulatory 

framework to ensure that healthy air quality exists in Washington, including meeting federal air quality 
standards. 

 
 
2.3 Proposed rule amendments 
The proposed rule amendments would: 

• Adopt by reference both new and updated sections of California’s Code of Regulations regarding vehicle emissions 
standards. 

• Require vehicle fleet operators to report fleet information to Ecology every other year, if requested. 
2.3.1 Adopt by reference both new and updated sections of California’s Code of Regulations regarding vehicle 
emissions standards. 
Baseline 
Ecology is required by RCW 70A.30.010 to maintain consistency with California motor vehicle emission standards. 
Washington’s currently adopted California regulations pertaining to vehicle emissions standards are known by the titles: 
Advanced Clean Cars (ACC), Advanced Clean Cars II (ACCII), Advanced Clean Trucks (ACT) and Heavy-Duty Low NOx 
Omnibus (Omnibus). These regulations were adopted in 2021 and 2022 and they cover vehicles ranging from passenger 
cars to heavy duty trucks (tractor-trailer combinations). Amendments to the ACT and Omnibus standards were adopted in 
2025.2 
WAC 173-423-030 specifies the adopted parts and reads: 
“(1) This chapter adopts by reference the California Code of Regulations in the following titles: 
(a) Title 13, sections 1900, 1956.8, 1960.1, 1961, 1961.1 to 1961.4, 1962.2 to 1962.8, 1963, 1963.1 to 1963.5, 1965, 
1968.2, 1968.5, 1969, 1971.1, 1971.5, 1976, 1978, 2035 to 2040, 2046, 2109, 2111 to 2133, 2135, 2137, 2139 to 2149, 
2166, 2166.1, 2167, 2168, 2169, 2169.1 to 2169.8, 2170, 2235, 2423, 2485 and Appendix A to Article 2.1 in section 2112; 
… 
(c) Title 17, sections 95300 to 95307, 95311, and 95660 to 95663. 
(2) Adoption or adoption by reference means the rule applies as if it was copied into this rule. California Code of 
Regulations means those provisions as adopted in final regulatory orders by the California Air Resources Board as they 
exist on May 6, 2025.” (emphasis added) 
Proposed 
We propose to update the adoption date for the above-mentioned California sections to September 26, 2026, thereby 
incorporating updates within those sections. 
In addition, we would adopt the following new sections: 

•  California Code of Regulations, Title 13 
o 1900.0.1, 1956.8.1, 1956.8.2, 1961.2.1, 1962.2.1, 1962.3.1, 1965.0.1, 1968.2.1, 1968.5.1, 1969.0.1, 

1971.1.1, 1971.5.1, 1976.0.1, 1978.0.1, 2035.0.1 to 2040.0.1, 2111.0.1 to 2119.0.1, 2121.0.1, 2123.0.1, 
2125.0.1 to 2131.0.1, 2137.0.1, 2139.0.1 to 2149.0.1, 2317.0.1, 2423.0.1, 2485.0.1. 

• California Code of Regulations, Title 17 
o  95300.0.1 to 95307.0.1, 95311.0.1 and 95660.0.1 to 95663.0.1. 

Expected impact 
Since Ecology is required by law to maintain consistency with California’s vehicle emissions standards (i.e., does not differ 
from the baseline), there would be neither costs nor benefits from agency action for this part of the proposed rule.3 
2.3.2 Require vehicle fleet operators, if requested, to report operations descriptions to Ecology. 
Baseline 
Currently, there are no ongoing vehicle fleet reporting requirements. A one-time vehicle reporting requirement was part of 
the Clean Vehicles Program and General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources rulemaking, which was adopted on 
December 19, 2022. The reporting criteria were somewhat different from those proposed here, as they omitted information 
requests for light vehicle fleets and required more detailed information from medium- and heavy-duty vehicle fleets. That 
original fleet reporting requirement was based on the large entity reporting required under Advanced Clean Trucks in 
California (13 CCR 2012, 2012.1, 2012.2).4  

 
1 US Congress votes to revoke EPA waivers, https://dieselnet.com/news/2025/05us.php 
2 Update_from_CA_rules, https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/law/wsr/2025/21/25-21-084.htm 
3 Ecology to adopt California rules., https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=70A.30.010 
4 CA Regulatory Order, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/barcu/regact/2019/act2019/fro2.pdf 

https://dieselnet.com/news/2025/05us.php
https://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/law/wsr/2025/21/25-21-084.htm
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=70A.30.010
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/barcu/regact/2019/act2019/fro2.pdf


Page 6 of 11 

Proposed 

• Beginning in 2027, allow Ecology to request vehicle fleet information every two years on an ongoing basis, giving six 
months advance notice. 

• Require reporting for entities with fleets of 10 or more vehicles equal to or less than 8,500 pounds Gross Vehicle 
Weight Rating (GVWR), or with five or more exceeding 8,500 lbs. This applies to entities within Washington state, 
those that dispatch vehicles into Washington, and Federal, State, and local agencies. 

• Utility service vehicles and military vehicles are exempted from this reporting requirement. 

• Optional reporting on off-road vehicles is allowed but not required. 
The information required falls into four categories, summarized as: 

• General information, including contacts for responsible parties, scope and classification of the business and 
the number of vehicles owned, operated or sub-contracted as well as vehicles based out of state. 

• Vehicle home base, including location and type of facility. This includes those with variable home bases and 
those stationed at private homes. 

• Vehicles in each vehicle group (weight classification, etc.) along with a breakdown of usage patterns such as 
for regional or long-haul routes along with the vehicle’s typical destination and whether the typical vehicle in 
each group is owned, leased, or rented. 

• Fleet electrification planning: each entity must report general information pertaining to their existing plans to 
electrify their fleet including information on charging infrastructure at home bases and vehicle types involved. 
This includes plans for hydrogen fuel cell electric vehicles. 

Expected impact 
We expect the proposed requirements to result in reporting costs for entities that operate fleets of vehicles in Washington 
state. (These costs are estimated in Section 3.2.2 below.) 
We expect benefits for all Washingtonians from this information in the planning and building of electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure. (These benefits are considered in Section 4.2.2  in the Preliminary Regulatory Analysis.) 
 
3.1 Introduction 
We analyzed the likely costs associated with the proposed rule amendments, as compared to the baseline. The proposed 
rule amendments and the baseline are discussed in detail in Chapter 2 of this document. 
3.2 Cost analysis 
The proposed rule amendments would: 
• Adopt by reference both new and updated sections of California’s Code of Regulations regarding vehicle emissions 
standards. 
• Require vehicle fleet operators to report fleet information to Ecology every other year, if requested. 
3.2.1 Adopt by reference both new and updated sections of California’s Code of Regulations regarding vehicle emissions 
standards. 
We estimate no cost from this aspect of the proposed rule from agency action. Ecology is required by statute to adopt 
California’s vehicle emissions standards. 
3.2.2 Require vehicle fleet operators to report fleet information to Ecology every other year, if requested. 
Light-duty vehicles are those up to 8,500 Gross Vehicle Weight Rating (GVWR). Using data from the Washington state 
Department of Licensing (DOL), we estimate there are 2,565 entities with fleets of 10 or more.  Most entities have between 
10 and 30 vehicles. At the very high end, the two holding companies for Enterprise and Avis rental cars each have over 
20,000 vehicles registered in Washington.  
We expect, as noted in CARB’s analysis of one of their reporting requirements, that entities with large vehicle fleets will 
have relatively sophisticated inventory systems that likely contain most of the information that could be requested by 
Ecology under the proposed rule amendments.  For this reason our estimates of time required for reporting do not 
increase in equal proportion, i.e., linearly, with the number of vehicles in the fleet. 

 
To estimate the cost for the entities involved, we borrow the labor cost of $65 per hour from CARB’s estimate for their 
2019 rule, updated for inflation. The estimates of labor time relative to fleet size is our estimate. This was informed by our 
contact with industry consultants who have extensive experience with Washington’s prior reporting requirement as well as 
similar reporting efforts in other states.  Table 1 below contains our estimate of costs. 
 
Table 1: Cost estimate for fleets for 10 or more light-duty vehicles 

Fleet size range Number of entities Estimated hours/entity Cost/entity @ $65/hr Estimate totals 

10 to 29 1711 8 $          520 $         889,720 

30 to 59 518 10 $          650 $         336,700 

60 to 119 213 12 $          780 $         166,140 

120 to 299 94 20 $         1,300 $         122,200 

300 to 599 14 24 $         1,560 $         21,840 

600 to 1199 9 28 $         1,820 $         16,380 

1200 to 3999 3 30 $         1,950 $          5,850 

4000 to 9999 0 36 $         2,340 $                         - 

10,000 to 19,999 1 40 $         2,600 $               2,600 
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more than 20,000 2 42 $         2,730 $               5,460 

Total per reporting 
year 

2,565 24,070 NA 
$     1,566,890 

For the heavier vehicles, we estimate there are 7,576 entities with fleets of five or more vehicles over 8,500 lbs.   Some 
entities meet the proposed fleet reporting threshold for both categories. These include familiar large corporate entities 
such as Amazon Logistics, The Boeing Company and Hertz. The majority of entities with five or more vehicles over 8,500 
lbs GVWR have fewer than ten of these vehicles. 
At the high end, we estimate Amazon Logistics to have nearly 3,200 of these larger vehicles. 
 
 
As for the light-duty vehicles above, we use CARB’s estimate of labor cost for heavy-duty fleet reporting and adjust for 
inflation. CARB notes, “most large companies that own trucks or buses will have fleet software or other data management 
systems to pull information about their fleet and company quickly.”  Labor time estimates were informed by contact with 
industry consultants.  
Table 2 presents our cost estimates for fleet reporting for the heavier vehicles. 
Table 2: Estimate of fleet reporting costs from vehicles over 8,500 GVWR 

Number of Vehicles in 
fleet 

Number of entities Estimated reporting 
hours 

Estimated cost at 
$65/hr per entity 

Estimated total cost 

5 to 9 4530 4 $              260 $          1,177,796 

10 to 24 2065 8 $              520 $          1,073,800 

25 to 49 606 16 $         1,040 $              630,240 

50 to 99 234 20 $         1,300 $              304,200 

100 to 249 103 24 $         1,560 $              160,680 

250 to 499 25 32 $         2,080 $                 52,000 

500 to 999 7 40 $         2,600 $                 18,200 

1000 or more 6 48 $         3,120 $                 18,720 

Totals per reporting 
year 

7,576 
52,856 NA 

$          3,435,636 

Combined, the estimated cost of these two reporting categories amounts to $5.0 million in reporting costs for each year 
they apply. In recognition that an estimated 62 utility service vehicle fleets are exempt from the reporting requirement, we 
round this down to $4.9 million per reporting period. This assumes the average utility fleet is around 100 vehicles and 
would spend 24 hours assembling and submitting the requested information. Puget Sound Energy appears to possess the 
largest exempt fleet, with 609 vehicles in this category. 
The proposed reporting requirements ask for less information than Ecology’s 2022 requirements. We allow for a lower end 
cost estimate using a 25 percent reduction in the costs estimated above, based on the reduced requirements.  
The first year these costs might occur is 2027. We project them to continue biannually until 2047, per our typical 20-year 
time horizon. 
Estimate range of total reporting costs: $3.7 - $4.9 million per reporting year. 
Estimated Present Value range, through 2047, using a 2% real discount rate: $32.8 - $43.7 million. 
These estimates have some uncertainty associated with them. The labor time required is informed by communication with 
industry contacts regarding effort involved in meeting the one-time reporting requirement from the 2022 rulemaking (see 
the Background section).  The labor time estimate is roughly six-fold that of CARB’s estimate for meeting their similar 
reporting requirements in 2019.  
Some entities deploy vehicles within Washington that are registered outside of the state. An analysis from the Rocky 
Mountain Institute indicates roughly 30 percent of medium and heavy-duty vehicles’ miles are driven outside of their home 
state.  Accordingly, some facilities may have fleets larger than our data from the Washington State Department of 
Licensing indicates.  
Additionally, data received from the Department of Licensing contained what appeared to be duplicate entries, with slight 
spelling variations, for the same entity. We adjusted for this by random sampling of the data to estimate the number of 
duplicate entities. Sampling five different sets of records at random locations in the data set, we estimate that just over 25 
percent of the entries are duplicates for the same entity. The data entries “Uhaul” and “U-haul” would be an example of 
this. The standard error of the estimate of the mean value of unique entries is 5.9 percent. This implies a 95 percent 
confidence interval of 11.6 percent.  
The two percent discount rate used above was chosen since it is a relatively conservative rate for costs incurred by 
entities. Social discount rates, for costs or benefits incurred by society at large, would typically have a lower real discount 
rate than the rate for specific economic actors. 
3.2.3. Environmental justice costs  
While the adoption of California’s regulations are required by Washington law, the reporting requirement in the proposed 
rule is intended to facilitate the transition to widespread adoption of electric vehicles.  
We haven’t identified any disproportionate negative impacts of the proposed reporting requirements on the environmental 
health of overburdened communities. These requirements would apply statewide and consist of a relatively small cost as a 
fraction of business operations. For a firm with the minimum of five vehicles, for example, we estimate a biannual reporting 
cost of $460. At an estimated cost of a 2026 vehicle of this weight rating of around $70,000, the annual estimated expense 
would be less than 0.1 percent of the vehicles’ value.  
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Regarding electric vehicle adoption, Ecology is developing an Environmental Justice Assessment of the proposed rule. 
This ongoing work notes that zero-emission vehicles tend to be heavier than similar internal combustion engine vehicles. 
The proposed rule may lead to an increase in stormwater runoff directly related to the impact of brake and tire wear 
particles from heavier vehicles. One chemical of concern is 6PPD-quinone (6PPD-q). This is formed when 6PPD, a 
chemical used in tires to reduce rubber degradation over time, reacts with ozone in the air. Tire wear particles then wash 
into stormwater and negatively impact aquatic life caught and consumed by nearby communities. This can 
disproportionately impact Tribes and Indigenous communities because salmon are central to their culture, health, and way 
of life. Ecology is actively undertaking efforts to mitigate this issue, possibly by reducing or eliminating the use of 6PPD in 
tires. 
 
 
7.1 Introduction 
The Regulatory Fairness Act (RFA; RCW 19.85.070) requires Ecology to perform a set of analyses and make certain 
determinations regarding the proposed rule amendments. This chapter presents the: 

• Analysis of relative compliance cost burden. 

• Consideration of lost sales or revenue. 

• Cost-mitigating elements of the rule, if required. 

• Small business and local government consultation. 

• Industries likely impacted by the proposed rule. 

• Expected impact on jobs. 
A small business is defined by the RFA as having 50 or fewer employees, at the highest ownership and operator level. 
Estimated compliance costs are determined as compared to the baseline (the regulatory environment in the absence of 
the proposed rule amendments, limited to existing federal and state requirements). Analyses under the RFA only apply to 
costs to “businesses in an industry” in Washington State. This means the impacts, for this part of our analyses, are not 
evaluated for government agencies. 
7.2 Analysis of relative compliance cost burden 
We calculated the estimated per-business costs to comply with the proposed rule amendments, based on the costs 
estimated in Chapter 3 of this document. In this section, we estimate compliance costs per employee. 
The average affected small business likely to be covered by the proposed rule amendments employs about 21 people. 
The largest ten percent of affected businesses employ an average of 34,000 people. Based on cost estimates in Chapter 
3, we estimated the following compliance costs per employee. 
Table 3: Compliance costs per employee 

 Estimated 
average 
employment 

Estimated cost 
per business 

Estimated cost 
per employee 

Impacted small 
businesses 
(<50 
employees)  

21 $400 $26.35 

Largest 10 
percent of 
businesses 

34,000 $1,372 $0.04 

We conclude that the proposed rule amendments are likely to have disproportionate impacts on small businesses, and 
therefore Ecology must include elements in the proposed rule amendments to mitigate this disproportion, as far as is legal 
and feasible. 
7.3 Action taken to reduce small business impacts 
The RFA (19.85.030(2) RCW) states that: 
“Based upon the extent of disproportionate impact on small business identified in the statement prepared under RCW 
19.85.040, the agency shall, where legal and feasible in meeting the stated objectives of the statutes upon which the rule 
is based, reduce the costs imposed by the rule on small businesses. The agency must consider, without limitation, each of 
the following methods of reducing the impact of the proposed rule on small businesses: 
a) Reducing, modifying, or eliminating substantive regulatory requirements; 
b) Simplifying, reducing, or eliminating recordkeeping and reporting requirements; 
c) Reducing the frequency of inspections; 
d) Delaying compliance timetables; 
e) Reducing or modifying fine schedules for noncompliance; or 
f) Any other mitigation techniques including those suggested by small businesses or small business advocates.” 
We considered all of the above options, and the goals and objectives of the authorizing statutes (see Chapter 6). We 
limited compliance cost-reduction methods to those that: 

• Are legal and feasible. 

• Meet the goals and objectives of the authorizing statute. 
The scope of this rulemaking was limited to adopting California’s recent regulatory updates and establishing fleet reporting 
requirements, so we could not legally include options (a) and (c – f). 
Finally, we included the following elements in the rule amendments to reduce costs to small businesses. 
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We simplified, reduced, and eliminated reporting requirements, including rejection of alternatives that would have been 
more burdensome. This entailed eliminating some previous reporting requirements including (but not limited to) daily and 
annual mileage, engine and chassis model year.    
See Chapter 6 for more details. 
 

7.4  Small business and government involvement 
We invited small businesses, local governments, and the general public to participate in the development of the proposed 
rule amendments through broad public notice. Opportunities for learning and sharing input included: 

• An Informational Meeting, Monday, Dec. 15, 2025, to provide an overview of the rulemaking and an opportunity to 
share general input. 

• An industry-focused meeting, Monday, Jan. 12, 2026, to provide an opportunity for members of the regulated industry 
to learn about the rule language revisions and share input on the rule language drafts. 

• Environmental justice-focused Community Forum, Thursday, Jan. 15, 2026, to gather feedback from potential 
overburdened and vulnerable communities, environmental justice organizations, and other members of the public on 
environmental justice issues related to these rulemakings. 

Recordings of these presentations are available on the rulemaking webpage for public viewing. Additionally, drafts of 
proposed rule language were published in January and March of 2026. Public comment periods were also held to provide 
opportunities to submit written comments online about the draft rule language. 
7.5 North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes of impacted industries 
The proposed rule amendments likely impact the following industries, with associated NAICS codes. NAICS definitions 
and industry hierarchies are discussed at https://www.census.gov/naics/. 
Table 4: Table of impacted industries and their NAICS codes 

Long-haul freight transport companies 484121 

Local freight transport companies 484110 

Shipping & delivery companies (e.g. FedEx, UPS) 492110 

Drayage truck dispatchers 488510 

Logging companies 113000 

Hazardous materials transport companies 562112 

Fuel distributors 424720 

Specialized freight haulers (e.g. gravel, grain, seafood) 484220 

Construction & mining companies with HD fleets 53241 

Transport logistics operators 488510 

HVAC & plumbing contractors 238220 

Distribution fleets for retail companies (e.g. Walmart, Amazon, Safeway) 425120 

Distribution fleets for retail products (e.g. Coca-Cola, Frito-Lay) 424490 

Restaurant food distribution fleets (e.g. Sysco) 423850 

Motor vehicle transport companies 
488490 & 
423110 

Truck rental companies (e.g. Enterprise, Ryder, U-Haul) 532120 

Motor coach operators 485113 

Federal agencies with HD fleets in WA 999000 

US Postal Service 491 

State agencies with HD fleets 999200 

School districts & pupil transporters 485410 

Local agencies with HD fleets 999300 

Waste Collection with HD fleets 5621 

Waste Treatment and disposal with HD fleets 5622 

Remediation and Other Waste Management Services 5629 

Services to buildings and dwellings (landscaping, janitorial services, etc.) with LD, 
MD, or HD fleets 5617 

Crop Production with LD, MD, or HD vehicles 111 

Support activities for agriculture and forestry with LD, MD, or HD vehicles 115 

Corporate offices with light-duty fleets   

Other fleets with LD vehicles   

Other fleets with HD trucks   

7.6 Loss of sales or revenue and impacts on jobs 

https://ecology.wa.gov/regulations-permits/laws-rules-rulemaking/rulemaking/wac-173-423-clean-vehicles-program
https://www.census.gov/naics/
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Businesses that would incur costs could experience reduced sales or revenues if the proposed rule amendments 
significantly affect the prices of the goods they sell. The degree to which this could happen is strongly related to each 
business’s production and pricing model (whether additional lump-sum costs would significantly affect marginal costs), as 
well as the specific attributes of the markets in which they sell goods, including the degree of influence each firm has on 
market prices, as well as the relative responsiveness of market demand to price changes. Finally, overall shifts in 
economic activity in the state, including competition within markets and attributes of the labor market simultaneously adjust 
in response to changes in compliance costs. 
Similarly, employment within directly impacted industries, other industries in Washington, the labor market within and 
outside of the state, and in the state as a whole will also adjust in response to a change in costs. 
We used the Regional Economics Model, Inc.’s (REMI) E3+ model for Washington State to estimate the impact of the 
proposed rule amendments on directly affected markets, accounting for dynamic adjustments throughout the economy. 
The model accounts for variables including but not limited to: inter-industry impacts; price, wage, interstate and 
international trade, and population or labor market changes; and dynamic adjustment of all economic variables over time. 
We apportioned, based on the number of entities in each category, the estimated costs from Chapter 3 among the 
following sectors and NAICS groupings for REMI inputs. 

• Wholesale trade - 42 

• Truck transportation - 484 

• Scenic and sightseeing transportation and support activities for transportation - 487, 488 

• Forestry and Logging - 113 

• Construction - 23 

• Couriers and messengers - 492 

• Automotive equipment rental and leasing - 5321 

• Waste management and remediation services – 562 
The REMI+3 model returned the following estimates for economy wide and sector impacts for output and employment. 
Table 5: Impacts on jobs and output 

Industry Estimated Initial 
Jobs Impact, 
2027 

Peak Jobs 
Impact, 
20XX  

Initial output 
impact ($2017, 
millions) 

Output 
impact in 
20 years 

Whole state -41 -47 (2029) -8 -11 

IMPACTED 
INDUSTRIES 

    

Construction -1 -8 (2033) -1 -1 

Real Estate -3 -3 (2035) -1 -1 

Truck 
Transportation 

-1 
-1 (2027-
2047) 

0 0 

Couriers and 
Messengers  

-1 -2 (2043) 0 0 

Washington state’s GDP in 2017 dollars was estimated at $722 billion in the fourth quarter of 2025. REMI’s modeled 
annual impact of around -$8 million amounts to 0.001 percent of the overall economy. 
REMI’s model job loss, given Washington’s estimated overall employment, 3.9 million, also amounts to around 0.001 
percent. 
 
 
 

 

The public may obtain a copy of the small business economic impact statement or the detailed cost calculations by 
contacting: 

Name  Gopika Patwa 

Address  Department of Ecology 
Climate Pollution Reduction Program 
PO BOX 47600, Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Phone  (360) 338-2419 

Fax  N/A 

TTY  Dial 711 to call through the Washington Telecommunications Relay for services like text telephone (TTY) Visit 
Ecology.wa.gov/ADA for more accessibility information. 
Email  Gopika.patwa@ecy.wa.gov 

Other        
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Date: June 23, 2026 

 

Name: Heather Bartlett 
 

Title: Deputy Director 

Signature: 

 
 


