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Study	questions:	

The	Citizens’	Climate	Lobby	(CCL)	Carbon	Fee	and	Dividend	proposal	would	apply	a	steadily	
increasing	fee	(or	tax)	on	carbon	and	would	return	all	resulting	revenues,	net	of	administrative	
costs,	to	U.S.	households	in	the	form	of	equal	monthly	dividends.	The	proposal	is	“revenue	
neutral”;	the	burden	of	the	higher	energy	prices	resulting	from	the	fee	will	be	largely	offset	by	
nearly	equivalent	dividend	payments.	

1. The	transfer	mechanism	of	the	dividend	approach	is	likely	to	have	somewhat	smaller
economic	growth	effects	than	would	a	corresponding	reduction	in	other	taxes	(such	as
payroll	taxes,	sales	taxes,	corporate	taxes).	However,	CCL	argues	that	the	dividend
approach	is	more	straightforward	and	is	also	more	likely	to	flow	directly	to	low-income
households	than	would	a	tax	reduction.	Does	this	tradeoff	seem	reasonable	to	you?

2. Some	argue	that	a	portion	of	the	revenues	should	be	directed	at	research	on	and
promotion	of	non-carbon	alternatives,	or	other	social	objectives	such	as	improved
education	or	health	care.	(See	the	Climate	CoLab	proposal	referenced	below,	for
example.)	CCL	argues	that	revenue	neutrality	is	important	for	achieving	political
consensus,	and	has	opted	to	focus	on	reducing	carbon	emissions,	while	ensuring	that	the
economy	remains	healthy.	Which	approach	do	you	think	is	more	likely	to	be	accepted	by
the	American	people	and	politicians?	Assuming	either	approach	could	be	implemented,
which	do	you	think	is	more	likely	to	be	successful	at	achieving	reduced	carbon	emissions?

3. Under	the	Obama	administration,	the	EPA	passed	the	Clean	Power	Plan,	which	calls	for
restrictions	on	carbon	emissions	by	the	electric	power	sector.	Implementation	of	that	rule
is	currently	stayed	by	the	Supreme	Court,	pending	a	review	of	the	authority	of	the	agency
to	regulate	carbon.	CCL	outlines	what	it	considers	to	be	several	advantages	to	its	proposal
compared	to	the	Clean	Power	Plan.	Briefly,	these	are:	(a)	it	would	be	a	law,	not	an
administrative	rule;	(b)	it	would	have	a	net	positive	effect	on	the	economy;	(c)	it	provides
protections	for	U.S.	businesses	and	by	applying	tariffs	on	imported	fuel;	(d)	it	applies	to	all
fossil	fuels	at	the	source,	rather	than	electricity	production	exclusively.	Consider	each	of
these	claims.	As	a	citizen,	not	an	energy	policy	expert,	do	the	claims	make	sense	to	you?
Can	you	envision	bipartisan	support	for	such	legislation?

4. Designing	a	carbon	fee	to	apply	to	imports	to	maintain	the	competitiveness	of	U.S.
businesses	will	be	complicated.	Do	you	think	this	problem	could	be	serious	enough	to
undermine	any	attempt	at	controlling	carbon	emissions?
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State	League	positions	on	Climate	Change	and	Energy	

Climate	Change	Climate	change	threatens	the	physical,	chemical	and	biological	integrity	of	
ecosystems	as	well	as	the	economic,	social,	public	health,	and	even	the	survival	of	the	
populations	of	the	Earth.	To	stop	climate	change	requires	stabilizing	atmospheric	CO2	before	
the	end	of	the	21st	century	at	less	than	double	the	pre-industrial	concentration.	

Support	of:	
Accepting	our	responsibilities	as	global	citizens	to	stop	climate	change.	

Urging	use	by	the	State	of	Wisconsin,	municipalities,	individuals	and	corporations/businesses	to	
use	existing	technologies	to:	

1. Make	power	plants,	buildings	and	factories	more	efficient;
2. Make	motor	vehicles	go	farther	on	each	unit	of	fuel;	and
3. Shift	to	cleaner	technologies.

Urging	Federal	leadership	to	adopt	nationwide	climate	change	pollutant	reductions	of	at	least	
20%	by	2020	and	80%	by	2050,	the	levels	of	reductions	of	CO2	from	the	1990	level	that	United	
Nations	scientists	say	are	needed.	

Providing	assistance	to	those	harshly	affected	by	climate	change,	especially	low-income	
individuals	and	families.	

Electric	Energy	[Abridged to include only applicable sections.]	The	following	electric	energy	positions	
reinforce	and	implement	the	position	on	climate	change.	They	expand	the	previous	energy	positions	and	
integrate	them	with	new	positions	on	siting	of	power	plants	and	transmission	lines,	restrictions	
on	fossil	fuels	and	natural	gas,	and	on	electric	energy	planning	and	regulation.	

Support	of:	

1. Limiting	the	demand	for	electricity.	Success	depends	on	all	entities	(governments,
corporations	and	shareholders,	individuals)	taking	responsibility	for	their	consumption
and	contributing	to	energy	self-reliance.
a. Reduce	the	use	of	electricity	through	a	wide	range	of	programs	that	promote

conservation	(behavioral	change),	energy	efficiencies	(using	energy	with	fewer
overall	resources),	co-generation	and	distributed	generation.

b. Use	voluntary	and	regulatory	energy	demand	management	strategies.
c. Include	rate	structures	and	pricing	strategies,	such	as	peak	demand,	that	incorporate

the	true	cost	of	energy,	which	is	not	reflected	in	the	current	market	system.
2. Financial	incentives	to	advance	clean	energy	technologies.	Increase	funding	and	grants

for	technology	transfer,	research	and	development	of	new	fuel	sources,	and	improved
methods	to	reduce	polluting	effects	of	energy	production.		Government,	industry	and
other	private	sources	should	invest	in	such	efforts	with	safeguards	against	conflict	of
interest.		We	support	making	tax	incentives	available	on	a	sustained	basis	until	new
technologies	are	established	and	competitive.

3. Siting	of	power	plants,	transmission	lines	and	natural	gas	pipelines.	[abridged]

http://www.lwvwi.org/IssuesAdvocacy/NaturalResourcesEnergy.aspx
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4. Restrictions	on	fossil	fuels.	Aggressively	reducing	CO2	emissions	to	stop	climate	change
requires	de-carbonizing	energy	sources	and	storing	carbon	biologically	or	geologically.
a. Coal.	The	LWVWI	supports	prohibition	on	any	new	coal-fired	plant,	or	any	existing

plant	being	rebuilt,	unless	it	is	equipped	to:
I. Co-fire	renewable	fuels

II. Capture	usable	steam	for	co-generation
III. Integrate	gasification	and	combined	cycle	technology
IV. Capture	carbon	using	the	best	available	control	technology
V. Sequester	carbon	using	the	best	available	control	technology

b. Natural	Gas.	The	LWVWI	supports:
I. Promotion	of	maximum	use	of	energy	efficiencies	and	renewables	to	conserve

use	of	natural	gas
II. Capture	of	usable	steam	for	co-generation

III. Advocating	that	imports	of	natural	gas	do	not	come	from	environmentally
sensitive	areas	or	from	countries	without	adequate	environmental	safeguards

5. Restrictions	on	nuclear	power.	[abridged]
6. Electric	energy	planning.	[abridged; parts	a-c,	e,	f	not applicable]

d. Policy	makers	taking	into	account	the	global	impacts	of	their	decisions;
7. Regulation	of	Public	Utilities.	[abridged]

LWVUS	policy	on	Energy	[Excerpted	from	Impact	on	Issues	2014–2016	Natural	Resources]:	

The	League	supports:	
• energy	goals	and	policies	that	acknowledge	the	United	States	as	a	responsible	member	of	the
world	community;

• reduction	of	energy	growth	rates;
• use	of	a	variety	of	energy	sources,	with	emphasis	on	conserving	energy	and	using	energy-
efficient	technologies;

• the	environmentally	sound	use	of	energy	resources,	with	consideration	of	the	entire	cycle	of
energy	production;

• predominant	reliance	on	renewable	resources;
• policies	that	limit	reliance	on	nuclear	fission;
• action	by	appropriate	levels	of	government	to	encourage	the	use	of	renewable	resources	and
energy	conservation	through	funding	for	research	and	development,	financial	incentives,
rate-setting	policies	and	mandatory	standards;

• mandatory	energy-conservation	measures,	including	thermal	standards	for	building
efficiency,	new	appliance	standards	and	standards	for	new	automobiles	with	no	relaxation	of
auto-emission	control	requirements;

• policies	to	reduce	energy	demand	and	minimize	the	need	for	new	generating	capacity
through	techniques	such	as	marginal	cost	or	peak-load	pricing	or	demand	management
programs;

• maintaining	deregulation	of	oil	and	natural	gas	prices;
• assistance	for	low-income	individuals	when	energy	policies	bear	unduly	on	the	poor.

http://lwv.org/files/Impact%20on%20Issues%202014-2016%20Natural%20Resources.pdf
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Additional	references:	
The	easiest	way	to	access	these	websites	or	documents	online	is	to	visit	OUR	website	
(lwvdanecounty.org)	and	find	the	link	to	the	online	version	of	the	study	materials.	Then	you	can	
just	click	the	links	to	get	to	the	sites.		Viewing the study materials on-line will also allow you to 
view the printed charts in color, making them easier to understand.

Price	on	Carbon	is	a	website	that	LWVUS	endorses.	That	site	points	out	that	there	are	a	range	of	
policy	approaches	to	reducing	carbon	emissions,	including	cap	and	trade,	carbon	tax	and	dividend,	
and	carbon	tax	and	investment,	and	various	combinations	thereof.	

A	Climate	CoLab	contest	proposal	that	argues	for	a	carbon	tax	with	the	proceeds	providing	a	
combination	of	citizen	and	business	tax	relief,	energy	subsidies	for	the	poor,	assistance	to	town,	
cities,	and	non-profits,	research,	and	public	transportation.		

Citizen	Climate	Lobby	provides	a	basic	comparison	of	their	carbon	tax	and	dividend	proposal	with	
the	Clean	Power	Plan,	EPA’s	rule	designed	to	reduce	carbon	emissions	from	power	plants.	
Implementation	of	this	rule	has	been	stayed	by	the	Supreme	Court,	pending	judicial	review.		

Where	Carbon	Is	Taxed	has	lots	of	good	information	about	other	countries	that	have	implemented	
various	carbon	taxing	programs		

LWVUS	change.	Toolkit	for	Climate	Action	assists	leagues	that	want	to	take	up	advocacy	on	climate	

https://priceoncarbon.org/
http://climatecolab.org/plans/-/plans/contests/2015/us-carbon-price/c/proposal/1320148
http://citizensclimatelobby.org/laser-talks/cfd-vs-clean-power-plan/
http://www.carbontax.org/where-carbon-is-taxed/
https://www.epa.gov/cleanpowerplan
http://participate.lwv.org/c/9217/t/6398/p/salsa/web/common/public/content?content_item_KEY=3766


Experts agree on the basics of climate change. The Earth is warming. Humans are doing it. It’s already harming us and 
other species. And, if we continue burning fossil fuels at recent rates, it poses far more dangerous and significant risks for 
our children and grandchildren. The scientific consensus on all of this is overwhelming—across the globe.  

Climate scientists say the evidence is unequivocal. Too much CO2 from human activity stays in the atmosphere for too 
long. The climate-warming impacts from humans burning coal, oil and natural gas will outlast our nuclear waste. And, 
we’re approaching a dangerous threshold for warming—2 degrees Celsius (3.6F) above preindustrial levels. Crossing that 
threshold for any extended time could start the “game over” scenario. That’s when human action becomes irrelevant. The 
game-over scenario is almost a certainty somewhere in the 4C to 6C (7F-1lF) warming range. We’ll reach that before 
2100 if we continue “business as usual.” Game over means, even if we immediately went to zero human greenhouse-gas 
emissions, it wouldn’t matter. The planet would continue heating up to double or triple the 4-6C range. It’s happened 
before—most recently 55 million years ago—not from human activity—but from changes in the earth’s orbit and axis. It’s 
like a runaway freight train. For thousands of years, the physics and chemistry of the earth takes over the warming 
process. Tropical forests, peat bogs, permafrost and deep-ocean clathrates switch from carbon “sinks” to carbon 
“sources.” 

Yes, we still have time to act—if we start immediately. Yes, we know what do. We already have affordable technology 
solutions. And, the closer we look, the cheaper it gets. We need a balanced approach. We can cut energy demand with 
efficiency innovations and some additional conservation. And, we can scale up energy supplies with alternatives that 
don’t burn carbon like solar, wind, water, and nuclear.  

But, there’s a problem. There’s a market failure. A former World Bank economist called climate change the biggest 
market failure in history. Coal, oil and natural gas prices don’t include the full cost of the damage they do to all to us—to 
our health, our environment, and our climate. When markets fail, governments intervene. There are smart ways and dumb 
ways to do that. A “fee-and-dividend” approach is smart. Fossil-fuel producers pay a carbon-pollution fee for the damage 
each ton of their product does to us. Fees go into a trust fund. Each month, the trust fund sends all of us a dividend check. 
All checks are for the same dollar amount. It’s compensation to us for damaging our health, environment and climate.  

Yes, energy prices will increase—gradually and predictably—as the pollution fees increase. And, we’re counting on that. 
We’re betting the farm on market-price incentives to wring carbon out of our economy. But, most Americans will have no 
NET financial loss. Most will get as much (or more) in their dividend checks than they will pay in increased energy 
prices.  

Statement of Principles 

• It reduces emissions by 90% by 2050. Solutions must match the scale and timing of the climate problem.

• It’s revenue neutral. All fee revenues are returned to households. Government keeps nothing…and doesn’t grow.

• It’s progressive. For most Americans, their dividend would match or exceed their increased energy costs.

• It’s comprehensive. Markets sort the entire economy in a way that reduces carbon use…and spurs innovative.

• It protects American business from unfair international competition with border taxes and credits.

• It eliminates carbon leakage—i.e., the incentive to relocate facilities and jobs to countries with no carbon pricing.

• It’s capital neutral. There are no government subsidies—no favored technologies, sectors or companies.

• It starts small. About 10-cents-a-gallon and a penny per kilowatt hour would be enough to start.

• It increases gradually and predictably until we hit our 90% emission-reduction goal.

• It’s easy to administer at home and to copy abroad. The pollution fee is one time—at the first point of sale—the
mine head, wellhead or border crossing. Fossil-fuel producers already pay sales taxes. Trust funds like social
security are good at sending monthly checks. It doesn’t repeal, prevent or discourage any other private, state,
regional, national or international strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions with other ideas—taxes, tradable
permits, regulations or subsidies to alternative fuels.
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Burning	fossil	fuel	damages	the	air	we	breathe	and	the	climate	we	share.	Carbon	fee	and	dividend	is	a	
way	to	dramatically	cut	future	fossil-fuel	emissions--and	to	directly	compensate	every	American	for	at	
least	some	of	the	damage	that’s	already	happening	to	our	health1,	our	oceans2,	and	our	climate.	

1	Coal.		A	2010	Harvard	Medical	School	study	estimated	the	true	cost	of	using	coal	to	generate	electricity	in	
America	is	between	$330	and	$500	billion	dollars	annually,	which	the	study	said	would	have	conservatively	
doubled	(at	$330bn)	or	tripled	(at	$500bn)	the	2008	average	9-cent/kWh	cost	for	electricity.	"Mining	Coal,	
Mounting	Costs	--	The	Life	Cycle	Consequences	of	Coal,"	by	the	Harvard	Medical	School's	Center	for	Health	and	the	
Global	Environment,”	examines	the	costs	for	so-called	"cheap	coal"	that	don't	show	up	on	the	monthly	electric	bill:	
the	so-called	"externalities"	or	hidden	costs.	February	2011.	

2	Oceans.		The	world’s	oceans	have	become	30%	more	acidic	since	the	Industrial	Revolution	by	absorbing	500	
billion	tons	of	C02.	“Washington	First	State	to	Tackle	Ocean	Acidification,”	by	Kenneth	R.	Weiss,	Los	Angeles	Times,	
November	27,	2012	“Paleo-perspectives	on	ocean	acidification”	(Pelejero	et	al	2010)	labels	ocean	acidification	the	
'evil	twin'	of	global	warming.	U.S.	Senator	Sheldon	Whitehouse	and	marine	ecologist	and	former	NOAA	
Administrator,	Jane	Lubchenco,	have	echoed	the	“evil	twin”	comment,	and	been	particularly	outspoken	on	the	
need	to	save	our	oceans	from	further	warming	and	acidification.	
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Note to League members reading printed materials in black and white: The charts and other graphics 
are much easier to understand when viewed in color. You can see them in color with live links when 
you view them through our website: http://www.lwvdanecounty.org  

http://www.chgeharvard.org/sites/default/files/resources/MiningCoalMountingCosts.pdf
http://www.chgeharvard.org/sites/default/files/resources/MiningCoalMountingCosts.pdf
http://www.chgeharvard.org/sites/default/files/resources/MiningCoalMountingCosts.pdf
http://articles.latimes.com/2012/nov/27/news/la-gs--washington-state-tackles-ocean-acidification-20121127
http://articles.latimes.com/2012/nov/27/news/la-gs--washington-state-tackles-ocean-acidification-20121127
http://www.cell.com/trends/ecology-evolution/abstract/S0169-5347%2810%2900044-3


1. Carbon	Pollution	Fees.

The	Treasury	Department	will	collect	a	carbon	pollution	fee	on	coal,	oil	and	natural	gas	at	the	point	
where	they	first	enter	the	economy—typically,	the	mine,	well,	or	border	crossing.	The	initial	fee	is	$15	
per	ton	of	CO2	equivalent	emissions.	The	fee	increases	by	$10	per	ton	each	year	until	total	U.S.	CO2	
equivalent	emissions	are	90%	below	1990	levels.	The	fees	are	held	in	a	compensation	trust	fund.	

2. Equal	Monthly	Dividend	Payments.

All	carbon	pollution	fees	will	be	used	for	just	one	thing—to	compensate	each	of	us	for	at	least	part	of	
the	damage	we	suffer	when	fossil	fuels	are	burned—especially	the	damage	to	our	health,	our	oceans,	
and	our	climate.	

Americans	share	a	common	need	for	clean	air	and	a	stable	climate.	So,	each	month,	the	compensation	
trust	fund	will	divide	the	carbon-pollution	fees	equally	and	send	every	American	adult	a	check	for	the	
same	amount.	(The	first	two	children	in	a	family	get	a	half	share.)		

Yes,	fossil-fuel	prices	will	increase.	We’re	counting	on	it.	Higher	prices	will	cut	demand	for	fossil	fuel.	
That	will	reduce	future	damage	to	our	air	and	climate,	and	it	will	increase	cleaner	and	more	efficient	
energy	use.	That’s	the	climate	dividend.	

Here’s	the	financial	dividend.	As	the	pollution	fees	increase,	so	do	our	dividend	checks.	So,	even	as	
energy	prices	rise	higher	and	higher	(as	fossil-fuel	producers	pass	on	their	rising	fees)	most	Americans	
would	have	no	net	financial	loss.	Their	monthly	compensation	dividends	would	match	or	exceed	their	
rising	direct	energy	costs	at	the	pump	and	the	electric	meter,	and	their	rising	indirect	energy	costs	
embedded	in	the	goods	and	services	they	buy.	This	includes:	

• 53%	of	individuals	and
• 58%	of	households
• 55%	of	the	middle-income	households	(middle	40-60%	by	quintiles)
• 86%	of	the	lowest-income	households	(bottom	20%	by	quintiles)

3. Border	Adjustments:

In	order	to	ensure	there	is	no	domestic	or	international	incentive	to	relocate	production	of	goods	or	
services	to	regimes	more	permissive	of	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	and	thus	encourage	lower	global	
emissions,	Carbon-Fee-Equivalent	Tariffs	shall	be	charged	for	goods	entering	the	U.S.	from	countries	
without	comparable	Carbon	Fees/Carbon	Pricing.	Carbon-Fee-Equivalent	Rebates	shall	be	used	to	
reduce	the	price	of	exports	to	such	countries.	The	State	Department	will	determine	rebate	amounts	and	
exemptions	if	any.	
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Summary of “The Economic, Climate, Fiscal, Power, 
and Demographic Impact of a National 

Fee-and-Dividend Carbon Tax” By REMI and Synapse

Summary by Danny Richter, Ph.D.

About the study:
Citizens' Climate Education Corporation (CCEC) and Citizens' Climate Lobby (CCL)

 contracted a third party, Regional Economic Modeling, Inc. (REMI) to do a nation-wide 
macroeconomic study on the impact of its Fee and Dividend (F&D) policy. The policy modeled
 is not a perfect representation of F&D (most obviously, F&D begins at $15 per ton whereas the
 study began at $10 per ton), but it is quite close, and accounts for the impact F&D's border tariff
 adjustment would have on the US economy. REMI used three models to do the study: (1) The
 Regional Energy Deployment System (ReEDS) built by the National Renewable Energy
 Laboratory and run by Synapse Energy Economics; (2) the Carbon Analysis Tool (CAT); an
 enhancement of the open-source CTAM model and populated by data from the US Energy
 Information Administration (EIA); and (3) REMI PI+, a proprietary dynamic model of
 subnational units of the United States’ economy whose methodology and equations are
 peer-reviewed and available to the public. Output included impacts on 160 industries, nationally
 and regionally for the 9 “U.S. Census” regions commonly grouped together in a number of
 federal data sources and in the energy market forecasts from the EIA.

Model results were able to estimate the effects of the policy on GDP, personal income, 
employment, prices, carbon dioxide emissions, mortality due to NOx and SOx emissions,
 revenues, monthly dividend amount, energy generation capacity by technology, energygeneration by 
type, investment in power, population, and economic migration on both a regional
 and national level. Income and employment figures for each of 160 industry categories
 considered are included. These 160 industries encompass the entire economy.

Figure 1: U.S. CO2 emissions under F&D (yellow) and 
without a carbon tax (blue). F&D reduces US emissions to
69% of 1990 levels by 2025, and to 50% by 2035. 

Figure 2: Thousands of jobs created by F&D relative to 
the case without a carbon tax. Over a million jobs created 
within 4 years, over 2 million within 9 years.  
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The results are all relative to a baseline case where there is no carbon tax (modeled by
 using the exact same set-up, with a $0/ton value for the carbon tax). In other words, all three
 models were run two times. Both times, the set-up was identical except for one thing: the price
 of carbon was either $0 from 2016-2035 (the baseline), or was $10 per ton in 2016 and
 increased by $10 every year after that (F&D).

Why should we trust REMI?
CCL hired REMI because we are committed to quality data free of ideological taint that

 you might get from some think tanks. As its name suggests, REMI models regional economics.
 It does this well. Dr. George Treyz founded REMI in 1980, after working as an academic with
 Nobel Prize-winner Lawrence Klein and other pioneers in the field of econometric modeling.
 REMI's modeling products grew from Dr. Treyz's work on one of the first regional
 macroeconomic models ever created: the Massachusetts Economic Policy Analysis (MEPA)
 model. Close links to the upper echelons of academia have persisted throughout REMI's 3+
 decades of experience, resulting in several academic publications in journals such as the
 American Economic Review, the Review of Economics and Statistics, and the Journal of
 Regional Science.

This experience and expertise is why private and public entities from all across the
 political spectrum have entrusted REMI to do their analyses, and paid them well for that
 expertise. These former clients include, but are not limited to: the American Gas Association
 (AGA), the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), the National Federation of Independent Business
 (NFIB), the National Education Association (NEA), the International Brotherhood of Teamsters,
 Booz Allen Hamilton, EY (formerly Ernst and Young), PWC (formerly Price Waterhouse
 Coopers), and ICF International. Like CCL and CCEC, REMI is truly nonpartisan.

In that same spirit, CCL and CCEC did not attempt to influence the outcome of the
 report in any way. In fact, we were excited when we saw that not all the results were positive for
 every region, because that speaks to the integrity of the analysis. Our first priority is a livable
 world, and we can't get there without an honest and clear-eyed view of the facts.

Figure 4: Annual additional GDP due to Fee and 
Dividend relative to no carbon tax. The numbers are positive
due to more jobs and more consumer spending with F&D. 
Over the 20 years considered, GDP is $1.375 trillion higher 
than without F&D. 

Figure 3: Cumulative lives saved from avoided emissions 
by region under F&D. Region ENC, including Ohio, 
Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, and Wisconsin, has the most 
lives saved. 227,000 American lives would be saved in 20 
years under F&D.   
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Study Highlights:
 CO2 emissions decline 33% after 10 years, and 52% after 20 relative to baseline (Figure 1).
 National employment increases by 2.1 million jobs after 10 years, and 2.8 million after 20

years. This is more than a 1% increase in total US employment we don't get without a carbon
tax (Figure 2)!

 13,000 lives are saved annually after 10 years, with a cumulative 227,000 American lives
saved over 20 years (Figure 3).

 $70-$85 billion increase in GDP from 2020 on, with a cumulative increase in national GDP
due to F&D of $1.375 trillion (Figure 4).

 Size of monthly dividend for a family of 4 with two adults in 2025 = $288, and in 2035 =
$396. Annually, this is $3,456 per family of 4 in 2025 ($1152 per capita--children get ½
dividend) (Figure 5).

 Electricity prices peak in 2026, then start to decrease.
 Real incomes increase by more than $500 per person in 2025. This increase accounts for cost

of living increases (Figure 6).
 Maximum cost-of-living increase by 2035 is 1.7-2.5%, depending on region (Figure 7).
 Electricity generation from coal is phased-out by 2025.
 Biggest employment gains in healthcare, retail, and other services (excluding public

administration). This is because people have more money in their pockets to spend, and these
industries are most boosted by consumer spending.

 Regional Gross Product is steady or rising in 8 of 9 regions.

Why Haven't Previous Studies Found Such Positive Impacts?
The majority of previous reports considering a carbon tax have not modeled a completely 

revenue-neutral carbon tax, do not envision a policy with such an aggressive rate of increase, do not 
have the same detail as REMI can provide, do not consider a 100% dividend, and do not report health 
benefits. Where revenue-neutrality was modeled, a “double-dividend” was often discovered in which 
carbon emissions were reduced and economic output grew. As these previous studies have highlighted,
including a May 2013 study by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), a carbon tax without revenue-

Figure 5: Average monthly dividend for a family of four. 
Each adult gets one full share, and each child one half-share 
up to two children.  

Figure 6: US Income per capita, after accounting for cost-
of-living increases. This means that even accounting for the 
increased cost of living, the average American is wealthier 
every single year of the policy. 
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recycling is a completely different policy from a carbon tax that does recycle revenue. The two 
policies, revenue-neutral carbon tax and a carbon tax without revenue returned, should not be confused
in terms of their effect on the economy. 

Failing to consider such a rapid rate of increase in the carbon tax has prevented previous 
studies from realizing the magnitude of emissions reductions and scale of economic benefit reported in
this study. Often, this was because rates of increase were not considered politically feasible. Most 
other models, run by academics or think tanks, do not have the detail provided by REMI. Over the past
3 decades, REMI's regional modeling techniques have been refined, detail has been added, and 
functionality improved. Three decades of such work and refinement in the private sector are what have
given it an unmatched level of detail and reliability difficult to replicate. 

Despite these differences in conception, the results of REMI's work are largely consistent with 
previous studies in terms a benefit to the economy, industry effects, and emissions reductions. For 
example, the May 2013 CBO study also stated that a well-designed carbon tax could increase 
economic output and found a hypothetical $20 per ton carbon tax scenario would result in an 8% 
reduction in emissions at the national level. If held at that level, REMI's model setup would have 
found comparable results. 

Interpreting the Results: Take-home points
The biggest take-home from this study is that there is no economic argument against Fee

 and Dividend. It creates jobs, grows the economy, saves lives, and makes Americans richer. It
 does this while also reducing CO2 emissions to 31% below 1990 levels by 2025, and to 50%
 below 1990 levels by 2035.

F&D therefore sets the new standard for climate and economic policy. Other policies
 must now compare their climate and economic impact against F&D. To be against doing
 anything is to be against jobs, against a larger economy, and against saving American lives. We
 know of no politician who wants to be against these things, and so we hope that this study will
 clear the way to rapid passage of F&D.

Revision 8: March 24, 2015

Figure 7: Cost of living increases by region. The lowest cost of living increase is approx. 1.7%, and the highest 
2.5% in 2035. The total increase over 20 years is thus about equal to 1 year of average inflation. 
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