








Trading one dirty energy source for
another is not the only option. We don’t
have to choose between coal and nuclear.

The Answer

Trading one dirty energy source for another is not the
only option.We don’t have to choose between coal and
nuclear. Renewable energy sources such as wind, solar
and geothermal, along with increased energy efficiency,
are better alternatives to meeting our energy needs
than either coal or nuclear. It is technically and econom-
ically feasible to completely meet the energy needs of
the US over the coming decades with them.?

Researchers at Stanford University recently evaluated
the potential of wind power globally. After analyzing
wind speeds in various locations around the world, the
researchers concluded that wind could generate about
one and a half times current annual world energy use.’

Existing solar electric technology could also make a sig-
nificant contribution to energy production. According
to a recent study, the US could accommodate about |
million megawatts of photovoltaic (PV) panels by 2025,
which would generate approximately half of current US
electricity use.'® With improvements in panel efficiency,
the total long-term technical potential of solar PV in the
US could provide more than three times current world
energy use, according to a National Renewable Energy
Laboratory analysis."'

Furthermore, a recent report out of Duke University by
John Blackburn, professor emeritus, suggests that nuclear
may be overtaking solar energy in its cost per kilowatt
hour. The report, Solar and Nuclear Costs: The Historic
Crossover, examines North Carolina’s future energy costs

using solar and nuclear sources. Their
findings show that, at 16 cents per
kilowatt-hour, solar energy becomes
more affordable and a better investment.
Nuclear plants take years to build, often
with great delays. If solar energy can gain
the same financial traction currently held by the nuclear
industry, it will only become more financially accessible
as demand grows.'?

In addition to renewable technologies, using energy
more efficiently is an important part of moving to a
clean energy future. Efficiency is the cheapest and easiest
way to reduce electricity use and facilitate the transition
to renewable technologies.

Renewable energy opponents argue that renewable
energy is far too variable and inconsistent to meet our
energy needs because of weather conditions and natural
cycles of availability. But a recent analysis by the Inter-
national Energy Agency concluded that intermittency is
not a technical barrier to renewable energy. Distributed
generation, links across geographic areas, a diverse mix
of technologies harnessing different resources and the
continued development of storage technologies are
potential solutions.'> Renewable technology growth is
steadily increasing its portion of the US energy portfolio.
For instance, wind energy contributed up to 39 percent
of all new US electric generating capacity in 2009.'*

When you add up the safety and security risks, financial
implications for taxpayers and environmental and com-
munity impact potentials, it is clear that nuclear power
is not the answer to our future energy needs. It is time
for a renewable energy revolution—one that is clean,
secure, cost-effective and that will create the jobs and
stability that we need.
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tive efforts to address climate change. In addition, Slocum serves on the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission’s Energy and Environmental Markets Advisory Committee. Prior to joining Public Citizen,
Slocum was a policy analyst at the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy. He received his BA
from the University of Texas at Austin and grew up in Newport, Rhode Island.

educing oil dependence. Strengthening energy security. Creating jobs. Tackling

global warming. Addressing air pollution. Improving our health.These are just a

few of the many reasons for the United States to move to a clean-energy econ-

omy, one that does not depend on oil, does not contribute to global warming
and invests in technologies that will spur American innovation and entrepreneurship, create
jobs and keep the US globally competitive.The transition to a clean-energy economy is under
way, but the changes are still too gradual to reduce heat-trapping emissions sufficiently to
protect the well being of our citizens and the health of our environment.

Recent analyses by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) and other experts indicate that, even

with aggressive action by other nations, the US must reduce its emissions by at least 80 percent

below 2005 levels by 2050 to have a reasonable chance of avoiding some of the worst impacts

of climate change. UCS has developed a comprehensive blueprint for the way forward. It

shows that we can lower US heat-trapping emissions to meet a carbon limit set at

26 percent below 2005 levels in 2020, and 56 percent below 2005 levels in 2030.

This would put us on track to meet the 80 percent target by 2050 while saving
&, businesses and consumers money.

The UCS blueprint is made up of many different building blocks.
Some of the policies are already in place in some form,
but need to be strengthened, others are in active
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