
State Energy Tax Credits: A Good or Bad Thing?

 States have taken the lead in promoting renewable energies by providing tax credit 
incentives to encourage businesses and residences to increase use of  renewable energy 
technologies. These tax credits help reduce the amount of  system installation costs, and 
according to the North Carolina Solar Center, there are currently 18 states offering these tax 
credits ranging from 10-35 percent of  installation costs. The state energy tax credit program 
recently met controversy in Oregon when it was revealed that the program has and is projected 
to continue exceeding the predicted cost. This has prompted a heated debate as to whether or 
not these tax credits are really a good option for states to pursue. Indeed, renewable energy 
comes at a cost, but while the blunder in Oregon showcases how a good thing could be headed 
down a very bad road, the lack of  foresight by lawmakers cannot not negate the positive impacts 
of  state energy tax credits. These credits are indeed a good thing when they meet three main 
criteria: they increase efficiency and alternative energy capacity while decreasing energy costs, 
dependence on foreign energy imports and reduce harmful carbon emissions; they stimulate the 
economy by creating jobs, increasing economic output and expanding new industries vital to a 
state’s business plan for growth; and they are handled responsibly by legislatures without 
producing unreasonable burden for taxpayers.  
 State energy tax credits directly reduce energy costs to consumers, harmful carbon 
emissions and dependence on foreign oil through increasing alternative energy capacity and 
efficiency. The Business Energy Tax Credit in Oregon requires at least a 10 percent increase in 
efficiency on new homes or residential/business retrofits, and most state credits require similar 
efficiency increases. According to an evaluation of  the Oregon energy tax credit plan by 
ECONorthwest of  Portland, the Business Energy Tax Credit (BETC) reduced energy costs by 
$48 million in 2006. There are many examples of  businesses and residences in Oregon that have 
used these credits in a positive way. According to the Oregon Department of  Energy (ODE), the 
Freightliner Group of  Portland used the BETC to create a wind tunnel transportation research 
facility to improve aerodynamic design of  trucks, increasing fuel efficiency 10 to 12 percent or 33 
million gallons over a ten year period. With more than 12,000 vehicles built by this company on 
Oregon’s roadways, Freightliner Group will reduce its dependence on oil by 86 million gallons a 
year. Kettle Foods Inc. of  Salem is another example. Kettle Foods installed a 114 kW 
photovoltaic system on the roof  of  its processing plant, saving the company $8,400 a year in 
energy costs and reducing carbon emissions 2,500 tons over the lifetime of  the system. These 
substantial reductions in energy usage and subsequent carbon emissions as well as the pioneering 
new technology of  the Kettle Foods and Freightliner projects highlight the positive impact of  the 
state energy tax credit
 State energy tax credits also provide valuable additions to the economy, stimulating 
economic output, creating jobs and breathing life into industries necessary for state growth. 
According to ECONorthwest’s evaluation, 2006 output in Oregon’s economy because of  the 
residential and business tax credits increased by $268 million and tax revenues for state and local 
government increased by $17.6 million. Also in 2006, these tax credits produced 3,000 jobs for 
Oregonians and $100 million in wages, stimulating  jobs and output in a variety of  sectors, 
including construction/manufacturing, wholesale/retail and public administration. State energy 
tax credits are also key components of  statewide economic plans for growth. The Oregon 
Business Plan, launched in 2002, provides strategic framework to build a more competitive state 
economy through clusters, or groups of  similar firms, suppliers, workers and supporting 



institutions. The Oregon Business plan calls these clusters the key sources of  Oregon’s economic 
prosperity. One important cluster is “green development,” which notes that a key industry driver 
is the BETC. Oregon Business Plan data states that cluster employment grew eight percent 
between 2003 and 2006 and that cluster wage growth grew nine percent during this time. The 
use of  state energy tax credits to help support the long range business plan to drive statewide 
economic growth and the increase in jobs and wages provided by these credits shows the 
importance of  state energy tax credits in stimulating economic growth.
 A third necessary component for the legitimacy of  state energy tax credits is the proper 
handling of  tax credit programs by state authorities; this is where Oregon’s tax credit falls short. 
In his investigative article, Harry Esteve says Oregon state officials deliberately underestimated 
the cost of  the plan, resulting in program costs of  40 times more than “unsuspecting lawmakers” 
were told. Lawmakers have the responsibility to foresee issues and do their due diligence before 
allowing plans with huge financial consequences to become realized. One way of  doing this is 
through instituting a cap on available funds. Other states have had the foresight to protect 
themselves from energy tax credits getting out of  hand. In its original form, New York’s Green 
Building Tax Credit had no cap, but a maximum dollar amount for the tax credit was added to 
the final version of  the bill passed by the legislature, due to concerns about the potential liability 
to which no cap could expose the State (Neeland). Did Oregon lawmakers do enough to block 
large corporations from taking advantage of  the credit? Esteve says that of  the $68 million cost 
between 2007-2009, $40 million can be attributed to bigger subsides. As he reported, one 
company split up its project in order to receive four separate $10 million credits. Large 
companies are designed to leverage large amounts of  money and take advantage of  these 
programs, and, often times the workforce employed for these projects comes from out of  state. 
Legislatures need to take the responsibility to create caps for programs, find a way to block large 
corporations from unfairly taking advantage and create stipulations for the creation of  jobs for in-
state residences. The entire system of  state energy tax credits should not be delegitimized by the 
failure of  one state to adequately create and regulate a program. 
 Ultimately, state energy tax credits are a good thing, showcased above by Oregon 
companies reducing energy costs, reducing emissions, increasing efficiencies, creating jobs and 
breathing life into necessary industries for state economic growth. ECONorthwest claims that 
80% of  projects which took advantage of  BETC would not have been completed had it not been 
for the tax incentive. The power to do good in these tax credits cannot be ignored. The only way, 
however, for these credit programs to stay viable, is to make sure that from start to finish they are 
being handled responsibly. When I recently asked former and potential future Governor John 
Kitzhaber his position on Oregon’s energy credits he summed it up correctly: “It is important to 
commit to assisting in the financing of  alternative energies, but we need to have a vision of  our 
energy future and put these tax credits into that vision; they are an important tool, but not the 
only tool.”



Harvesting Tidal Wave Energy in the Pacific Northwest: A New Path to 
Clean Energy Independence

	 While many areas of  the United States are beginning to invest in alternative energy 
sources such as wind and solar in order to reduce dependence on foreign fossil fuels imports, the 
Pacific Northwest has the unique opportunity to invest in a new kind of  energy resource: tidal 
waves. On the Oregon coast alone, the abundance of  this massive ocean resource has the 
potential to meet current equivalent hydropower production of  24,000 MW of  clean, reliable 
and locally-produced energy. While arguments exist against investing in this resource, primarily 
the huge upfront capital costs and lack of  model examples, investment in tidal wave power is a 
commitment the Pacific Northwest should make because of  energy independence gained from an 
abundant and reliable resource, reduced environmental impacts and long-term cost reductions.
	 Investing in tidal wave energy will reduce dependence on foreign resources, including 
natural gas and fossil fuels. Currently, Oregon has no reserves of  crude oil, dry natural gas or 
natural gas liquids, and so any of  these resources must be imported for electricity generation. 
Unlike these imported and finite resources, ocean energy in the form of  tidal waves is abundant 
and reliable. According to the Ocean Energy Council, the waters off  the Pacific Northwest are 
ideal for tapping into tidal power, as the tides along the coast fluctuate as much as 12 feet a day. 
Wave strength is between 30-50 kW/m, compared with 15 kW/m off  the coast of  Southern 
California.  According to the EPRI North American Tidal In Stream Power Feasibility 
Demonstration Project, strong currents occur four times each day, embodying 100MW of  kinetic 
energy in the Puget Sound area. Unlike wind and sun, tidal waves are continuous over a 24-hour 
period, which means there is no need for storage. Tidal energy can be predicted centuries in 
advance, and the tides are not only consistent, but are unaffected by forces such as the weather, a 
downfall with such renewables as solar and wind. The reliability of  waves are two times higher 
than wind and carry 830 times the energy density, according to the EPRI report. Because of  the 
reliability and abundance of  this resource specific to this region, the Pacific Northwest should 
further invest into making tidal wave-generated energy a part of  its energy portfolio.
 The investment in tidal wave energy will dramatically reduce the negative environmental 
impact the region’s current energy portfolio has. Tidal wave energy is emission free and provides 
clean energy by harnessing a completely natural resource. By replacing energy generation 
methods like fossil fuel and coal burning plants, the Pacific Northwest can reduce its contribution 
to climate change, including carbon dioxide emissions and acid rain. According to 
energybeta.com, current tidal electricity generation employs a barrage technique, similar to 
building a dam across a tidal estuary. This technique can have similar negative effects as 
damming a river, such as silt build up and blocked fish migration. Luckily, the current trend in 
technology is heading away from barrage techniques into more environmentally friendly tidal 
wave turbine farms. Technology of  these tidal turbines will decrease the risk of  harm to marine 
life, such as large fish and marine mammals. 
 One of  the biggest arguments that exists against investing in tidal wave energy is cost; 
however, the increased spending on volatile energy imports creates a need for a reliable long-term 
plan, which can be provided by tidal power. According to a 2009 “energy progress report”  by the 
Sightline Institute, Washington and Oregon spent a record $26 billion on fossil fuel imports in 
2008. This spending quadrupled in just a decade, and was accompanied by a 12 percent increase 
in electricity consumption between 2003 and 2008. While the initial cost of  just over $100 



million for a tidal wave plant may seem high, this $100 million pales in comparison to the $26 
billion spent annually on oil. The Sightline Institute report quotes Clark Williams-Derry, 
Sightline research director and lead author of  the “scorecard” report: "Fossil fuels took an 
unprecedented bite out of  the region’s economy last year. And because we import virtually all of  
our fuels, just about every dollar spent on fossil fuels means one less dollar spent locally. It’s a lose-
lose situation.” As electricity consumption increases, so will cost. According to the Northwest Gas 
Association, energy prices have risen dramatically because of  increasing crude oil prices and 
natural gas prices, which have almost tripled since 2003. As the Pacific Northwest currently looks 
to increase dependence on natural gas, it should take into account that higher prices for natural 
gas and gas price volatility are expected to continue as demand  outgrows current production and 
import levels. 
	 Financial support and future economic opportunities can also offset the high cost of  
initial investment in tidal wave energy. Current federal funding and financial commitment to tidal 
energy is already in place. In 2008, the The Snohomish County Public Utility District received a 
$1.2 million grant from the U.S. Department of  Energy to support a Puget Sound tidal wave 
pilot project, and in March of  2009 the State of  Washington received just under half  a million 
dollars in federal funding specifically for tidal wave projects. The American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of  2009 extended the Production Tax Credit for energy produced by wave and 
tidal energy through 2013. Economic investment will not only keep development dollars in the 
region but could provide hundreds of  construction, operations and maintenance jobs for the 
Pacific Northwest. 
	 Finally, long-term reduction in energy costs creates financially feasible payback for the 
high upfront investment. In 2007 the cost for tidal energy was around 8-12 cents/kWh. Tidal 
energy is predicted to drop to 4-6 cents/kWh, making future costs very reasonable. According to 
the EPRI feasibility report, installing large number of  turbines will decrease unit costs due to 
economies of  scale.  Infrastructure cost required to interconnect the devices to the electric grid 
can also be shared, and therefore their cost per unit of  electricity produced is lower. Capital cost 
per turbine is lower because manufacturing of  multiple devices will result in reduction of  overall 
cost. And although initial construction costs are high, the maintenance of  equipment and 
electricity return will offset expenses. 
	 While much research must be completed as to the best and most cost-effective methods of  
obtaining tidal wave energy, the Pacific Northwest must continue investing in the pilot projects 
that have begun in the Puget sound area and tidal wave research that is being funded at 
universities like the University of  Washington and Oregon State University. This region of  the 
country has the unique opportunity not only to begin creating energy independence from a 
clean, reliable and abundant resource, but also to forge the way in a new technology other coastal 
areas in the nation and world could eventually replicate. The high initial investment costs must be 
seen within the context of  billions of  dollars spent annually on limited resource imports like gas 
and petroleum, as well as the long-term positive effects on the regional economy and 
environment.



 Liquified Natural Gas Expansion 
	
 The United States is looking to expand reliance on Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) to help 
meet the growing energy demands of  the public. Currently, the United States is consuming about 
25% of  the world’s annual natural gas production. The Energy Information Administration’s 
(EIA) 2005 report projects LNG could account for as much as 21% of  the U.S. natural gas supply 
in 2025. There are about 40 LNG terminals that are being discussed by the LNG industry for 
North America. As of  September 2009, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
listed 11 existing LNG terminals, four approved sites under construction, fifteen approved sites 
yet to be started and nine more proposed sites.  In September 2008, FERC announced approval 
of  the first LNG import terminal and pipelines to serve the Pacific Northwest, located on the 
Columbia River in Oregon. Also in 2008, close to 4,000 miles of  natural gas line was added to 
the network and the 84 completed pipeline projects cost $11.4 billion. LNG is better to transport 
because the liquid form of  natural gas greatly reduces the amount of  storage space necessary and 
thus more can be transported in liquid form.
	 To bring LNG to consumers, ships transport LNG from export facilities to U.S. terminals. 
LNG is pumped from the ships to insulated storage tanks at the terminals, where it is converted 
back to gas. These terminals are connected to natural gas pipelines which transport the gas to 
where it is needed. Trucks may also deliver LNG to storage facilities in other locations. According 
to the EIA, the infrastructure needed for LNG is: pipeline systems to deliver the gas, compressor 
stations that maintain pressure on the network, delivery points, receipt points, interconnection 
points that provide for the transfer of  natural gas, hubs/market centers providing additional 
interconnections, underground storage facilities and import terminals where the LNG arrives via 
ship from exporters. While the infrastructure is largely in place in the midwest and southern parts  
of  the country, much of  this infrastructure will need to be developed to serve the western states.
	 While demand for LNG has been increasing in the united states, production has been 
declining and, according to the FERC, about 96% of  natural gas reserves are located outside 
North America. According to the EIA, world natural gas reserves are abundant and estimated at 
about 5500 trillion cubic feet (Tcf), 60 times the volume of  natural gas used in 2003. Leading 
exporters of  LNG are Indonesia, Algeria, Malaysia, Qatar, and Trinidad. According to the EIA, 
U.S. LNG imports are projected to increase to more than 2.2 Tcf  (46 million metric tons), 8 
percent of  U.S. natural gas consumption, in 2010.  Trinidad and Tobago are the largest suppliers 
to the U.S., providing 66% of  U.S. LNG imports. 
 Bradwood Landing is located on the Columbia River between Astoria and Clatskanie on 
the southeastern end of  the Clifton Channel, where the Clifton Channel meets the river at about 
46º12’10.08” N and 123º26’ 52.47” W. The area to the south and west is forest land. The area is 
flat along the river with other small creeks and channels but slopes upward as you move away 
from the river. At the propose site the elevation shows 0 m but reaches 100 meters to the SW in 
elevation within 3/4 of  a mile.
 Bradwood landing was the site of  the first sawmill on the Columbia river, the same site 
proposed for the Bradwood Landing LNG project, which is a LNG receiver, storage facility and 
send-out terminal to be installed on 55 acres of  a 420-acre site, zoned “marine-industrial.” The 
project would also include a 36.3-mile-long sendout pipeline. The project began in 2005 when 
NorthernStar Natural Gas filed a notice of  intent to seek the approval of  the Bradwood LNG 
project. In 2006 Bradwood Landing LLC filed its first formal application. Between 2007 and 
2008 Bradwood Landing LLC addressed local concerns with the State of  Oregon and Clatsop 



County, as well as submitted a biological assessment to the FERC. In September 2008 the FERC 
approved Bradwood Landing, naming it the first LNG terminal in the Pacific Northwest.
	 The following  environmental impacts were identified by the FERC as a result of  the 
Bradwood Landing project. Bradwood landing is located in an area of  high seismic risk, 
vulnerable to soil liquefaction during a major earthquake. In addition, about 700,000 cubic yards  
of  sediment would be dredged from the Columbia River bottom. The terminal project will 
impact 15 acres of  wetlands, and 13 of  these acres will be permanently lost; the terminal would 
also affect 31 acres of  forest and 13 acres of  shrub vegetation. Construction of  the pipeline part 
of  the project would affect 98 acres of  wetland, and in addition, 180 acres of  forest will be 
affected by the pipeline construction. Bradwood Landing LLC claims that parts of  the project 
not permanently converted to industrial use will be restored, seeded and planted with native 
species after the project completion. As far as the fate of  animal life, 90 species of  groundfish, 5 
coastal pelagic species, 2 species of  salmon, and 13 highly migratory aquatic species were 
identified as those being affected by the project. Federally listed endangered species affected by 
the project include 14 salmon, four reptiles, nine mammals, six birds, one invertebrate and three 
plants. In addition to the environmental ground impacts, air impact will be seen. Air emissions 
will result from standard equipment.
	 Opposition to the Bradwood landing facility comes from local environmental groups, 
including the Sierra Club and the Columbia Riverkeeper, who object to the environmental 
impacts mentioned above. The Oregon Department of  Energy (ODE) has offered points of  
opposition, including support for natural gas from the Rocky Mountains. The ODE claims that 
Rocky Mountain gas will be available to meet increased demands for less money and reduced 
carbon dioxide emissions. Groups like the Northwest Property Rights Coalition oppose 
Bradwood Landing not because of  environmental impacts but because of  impacts on property 
rights, including eminent domain procedures and landowner compensation during projects. Key 
Oregon government leaders also have opposed the project, like Governor Ted Kulongoski.
 A rehearing for the project was requested by Governor Kulongoski and the State of  
Oregon, as well as several nonprofit environmental groups. The rehearing was denied in January 
2009 and the FERC upheld its decision to allow the Bradwood project to continue. While this 
was upheld, the FERC does acknowledge that construction cannot begin until  all state project 
requirements have been satisfied, including state permits for clean air, clean water and coastal 
zone management. According to the Oregonian, the project met a new roadblock in late 
September 2009 when the Oregon Department of  Environmental Quality and National Marine 
Fisheries Service sent a letter to Bradwood Landing LLC claiming the company’s analysis of  the 
dredging impacts of  the LNG terminal is flawed, and that Bradwood must conduct new data 
collection and modeling. State and federal regulators are asking for more data and analysis on 
water quality impacts before deciding whether or not it meets endangered species and clean 
water standards. It is predicted that this could delay the process and it is unlikely to meet an April 
2010 deadline to issue a decision on a clean water permit.



Columbia River Dredging
	
	 Dredging the Columbia river is a process that deepens the river to make room for bigger 
ships. According to the Columbia, dredges have been working year by year since 2005 to deepen 
the shipping channel from 40 to 43 feet between Portland and the ocean. The dredging project is 
scheduled for completion in 2009 and the federal government is in full support of  the project; 
President Barack Obama pledged $34.4 million in stimulus funds toward the project last March. 
While some dredging involves clamshell dredges or suction pipes bringing up mud or cobbles that 
form the river bottom, the most recent process requires using underwater explosive to blast 
ancient lava flows that form the river bottom.
 Supporters for this project reason that it is necessary to maintain a deep-draft shipping 
industry that supports thousands of  jobs and carries billions of  dollars worth of  imports and 
exports. A major advocate for the dredging project, the Pacific Northwest Waterways Association, 
argues that the Columbia River channel provides more than 40,000 local jobs and supports over 
40 million tons of  cargo each year; valued at $16 billion in 2004. PNWA argues that a deeper 
channel will allow an additional 6,000 tons of  wheat worth $1 million to be added in each vessel, 
and an additional 6,000 tons of  cargo. While I am in support of  stimulating the state’s economy 
through shipping cargo, I don’t believe this should take a priority over the environment. I think 
that the issue of  harming river habitats as well as ocean habitats during dumping is very 
important, and the cost to our local ecosystem outweighs the financial benefits to the economy. 
Dumping dredged sediment into the ocean is not the solution, and unless we can find a more 
ecologically friendly solution, this should not be allowed. It should certainly not be approved 
before more unbiased research and studies are completed analyzing the true environmental 
impact of  both parts of  this issue: dredging and dumping. 
	 The dredging project does not come without environmental impact. The Northwest 
Environmental Advocates (NEA) organization claims that deepening the Columbia and 
Willamette Rivers will destroy habitat, pollute water and threaten species. There are two 
environmental issues with dredging: the process itself  and the disposal of  the dredged sediments 
created during the process. NEA argues that the project will generate millions of  cubic yards of  
dredged sediments that will be dumped in a variety of  habitats, including rivers, ocean and 
wetland. NEA also claims that the dredging process itself  will harass and kill fish, as well as 
change flow patterns of  the river that may indirectly harm many species, including threatened 
and endangered salmon. Several endangered species, including the bald eagle and columbian 
white-tailed deer, reside in the areas proposed for dredging. The Army Corps of  Engineers and 
Environmental Protection Agency are designating an ocean disposal site for the sediments 
removed from the mouth of  the river. NEA argues that the biology of  the new dumping site will 
be altered when the coarse grain river sediments are dumped on top of  finer-grained ocean 
sediments. According to the NEA, one affected resource is the Dungeness crab; Disposal of  
sediments in the past have voided the site area of  crab production for years after the dumping 
event. 


