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September 23, 2014  
 

Board of Commissioners   

Clallam County PUD 

2431 E. Highway 101 

P.O. Box 1090 

Port Angeles, WA 98362 

 

Re: Clallam County PUD’s opposition to carbon tax legislation (PUD letter 

attached) 

 

Without a public consultative process or notification, the PUD  Board 

recently sent a letter to the Energy Northwest regional consortium asking it 

not to support a carbon tax.  The purpose of this letter is to request that the 

Board reconsider its opposition to a carbon tax. We are writing this on 

behalf of the local North Olympic Group of the Sierra Club and Olympic 

Climate Action, who together represent over 700 residents in Clallam 

County. Many of our members are your customers. 

 

Following is a summary of why we believe that the PUD’s position is faulty, 

and it is in the best interests of your customers to support a reform in our tax 

system similar to that being proposed in Washington State by Carbon 

Washington http://carbonwa.org/policy/. 

This proposal would reduce Washington State’s carbon pollution, improve 

our air quality, and improve our economy.  

 

PUD claim: It will raise energy costs and have a negative impact on our 

community. 

Refutation: The proposal would be revenue neutral. Gasoline prices would 

increase by approximately 25₵/gallon, but revenues would be returned to the 

economy by cutting the sales tax by 11%, eliminating the B&O tax for 

manufacturers, and providing for a Working Families Rebate for low income 

citizens.  

 

CO2 emissions from fossil fuels in our state total about 83m metric tons per 

year, so with coverage of 90% of those emissions and an expected reduction 

of 10% as a result of the carbon tax, $1.7 billion in carbon tax revenue 

http://carbonwa.org/policy/
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annually will be available for rebates as outlined above. A one-percentage-

point reduction in the state sales tax will save taxpayers about $1.3 billion 

annually; funding the Working Families rebate at a 25% level will provide 

tax rebates of about $200 million annually; and eliminating the B&O tax for 

manufacturing will save taxpayers about $200 million annually. This adds 

up to $1.7 billion in annual taxpayer benefits, thus making the fee revenue 

neutral. 

 

Seattle Business Magazine, Washington’s leading business magazine, 

recently endorsed this proposal, stating that it would create jobs and “For 

most people, the lower sales tax would make up for higher spending on gas 

and utilities.” http://seattlebusinessmag.com/article/editors-note-easy-relief 

British Columbia implemented a carbon tax in 2008 with great success. 

http://www.economist.com/blogs/americasview/2014/07/british-columbias-

carbon-tax . 

 

And Todd Myers, environmental director at the Washington Policy Center in 

Seattle and recognized by the Wall Street Journal as an energy expert, has 

written about the advantages of a carbon tax: 

http://stream.wsj.com/story/experts-energy/SS-2-135538/SS-2-

199720/?mod=wsj_streaming_experts-energy  

 

Additionally, since Clallam County PUD’s fuel mix is about 88% hydro, 9% 

nuclear, and only 2% coal, there would be negligible impact on our 

electricity rates. Because our area’s income is lower than the State’s average 

by more than 25%, we spend (recirculate) a larger percent of our income, 

which means that the reduced sales tax and family rebates would have a 

positive, not negative, impact on our local communities. 

 

PUD claim: It is a regressive tax. 

Refutation: The proposed carbon fee is not regressive, since low income 

families would get a rebate. 

 

PUD claim: There are questions as to whether a Carbon Tax will have a 

meaningful impact on the environmental issues it tries to address. 

Refutation: British Columbia implemented a carbon tax in 2008 with great 

success. (See article cited previously in the Economist: “BC’s fuel 

consumption is also down. Over the past six years, the per-person 

consumption of fuels has dropped by 16% (although declines levelled off 

after the last tax increase in 2012)). During that same period, per-person 

http://seattlebusinessmag.com/article/editors-note-easy-relief
http://www.economist.com/blogs/americasview/2014/07/british-columbias-carbon-tax
http://www.economist.com/blogs/americasview/2014/07/british-columbias-carbon-tax
http://stream.wsj.com/story/experts-energy/SS-2-135538/SS-2-199720/?mod=wsj_streaming_experts-energy
http://stream.wsj.com/story/experts-energy/SS-2-135538/SS-2-199720/?mod=wsj_streaming_experts-energy
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consumption in the rest of Canada rose by 3%. “Each year the evidence 

becomes stronger and stronger that the carbon tax is driving environmental 

gains,” says Stewart Elgie, an economics professor at University of Ottawa 

and head of Sustainable Prosperity, a pro-green think-tank. At the same 

time, BC’s economy has kept pace with the rest of the country.” 

http://www.economist.com/blogs/americasview/2014/07/british-columbias-

carbon-tax )  California and other states are implementing cap and trade, 

which the Seattle Business Magazine article describes as “just a carbon tax 

in different garb.” 

 

Finally, there are significant negative financial implications of communities 

like ours not acting to mitigate and adapt to climate change. Wildfires, 

infrastructure damage, water shortages, and ocean acidification’s adverse 

impacts on the shellfish are among these impacts. 

 

In view of these considerations, we respectfully ask you to rethink your 

position on a carbon tax and withdraw your opposition. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ed Chadd for Olympic Climate Action 

 

 

Bob Lynette for North Olympic Group of the Sierra Club  

 

 

Cc: Clallam County Commissioners, Port Angeles City Council, Sequim 

City Council, Port of Port Angeles, Energy Northwest Board, Peninsula 

Daily News, Sequim Gazette, Port O Call 

 

Attachment: PUD letter opposing carbon tax 

http://www.economist.com/blogs/americasview/2014/07/british-columbias-carbon-tax
http://www.economist.com/blogs/americasview/2014/07/british-columbias-carbon-tax
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Attachment:  
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