The Progressive Case for
Nuclear Energy
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Fossil fuels still provide 80% of all energy used by humans around the globe. Their

emission exceed 35 billion tons (gigatons) of CO, & methane (CH,) every year.
Estimates put accumulated CO, at well over 1,000 gigatons.




METHANE FLARES, SO PREVALENT WHERE %

THERE IS FOSSIL EXTRACTION ACTIVITY, CAN
- SEEN FROM SPACE
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Dr. James Hansen, then
NASA scientist who stud

earth's atmosphere, firs _
world to the threat of climate
change from our burning of fossil
fuels Wls testimony to Congress is
what helped he UNFCC and the
IPCC established in 1988 to study the
question of climate change.




BUT, WE HAVE YET TO REDUCE CO, EMISSIONS
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- * Due to the pandemic, many experts believe that 2020 emissions will show a decline but not because of structural or
lasting changes to our use of energy.



PUSHING CO, LEVELS TO UNNATURAL HEIGHTS
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WE NOW NEED RAPID ACTION TO AVOID DISASTER

Every year we fail to
mitigate emissions by
10%, increases the
remainingyearly rates
needed to meet goals.

Had action started in 2018,
we'd need to achieve 10%
mitigation reduction/yr.

Had action startedin
2000, we'd need to
achieve 3% mitigation

For a >66% chance : reduction/yr.

of staying below 2°C.;
Mitigation curves aftey ~Z |
Raupach et al. 2014. —
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BUT ENERGY USE IS VERY COMPLICATED
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We Americans are
dependent on our
cheap, gas-guzzling
conveniences, SO
there has been broad
reluctance to risk
taking the kinds of
tough policy actions
that could increase
prices at the pump.







THE PUBLIC IS FINALLY FAVORING ACTION &

Global Warming’s Six Americas: Five-year Trend

100%
Decades of delay in addressing emissions Dismissive v 3 pts

were the result of public skepticism about
climate change, the result of campaigns
waged by the fossil fuel industry, questioning
the science and impugning scientists. Even
after investigative journalists discovered that Cautious Y7 pts
Exxon knew about global warming in the
1970s, Exxon and others companies
continued to fund misinformation.? This has
cost us dearly in terms of time and we will Concerned Y7 pts
need to take more dramatic measures to cut
emissions more steeply in the coming years.

This adds considerably to the mounting

pressure to protect existing nuclear power 1
and expand the base of nuclear use around 2014 2019
the world.

Doubtful ¥3 pts

Disengaged _¥1 pt

50%

Alarmed A21 pts

Data from 11 national surveys (N = 13,854) from Oct. 2014 to Nov. 2019. Difference scores are calculated before
rounding (example: 12.3%% - 9.7% = 2.6% which, after rounding, would appear in the figure as 12% - 10% = 3%).

VAL.E PROCAAM DM GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY
8 Climate Change =~ CENTER for CLIMATE CHANGE
Communication € COMMUNICATION
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EVIDENCE THAT EXXON KNEW

PROPRIET ST fo SR..MHON

EXXO“ For Authorized Company Use® Qnly
Engineering

Petroleum Department _

79PE 554 October 16, 1979
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CONTROLLING THE COo CONCENTRATION IN THE ATMOSPHERE

The CO» concentration in the atmosphere has increased since the
beginning of the world industrialization. It is now 15% greater than 1t was

in 1850 and the rate of CO, release from anthropogenic sources appears to
be doubling every 15 years. The most widely held theory is that:

¢ The increase 1is due to fossil fuel combustion

e Increasing CO; concentration will cause a warming of the earth's
surface

The present trend of fossil fuel consumption will cause dramatic
environmental effects before the year 2050.

(Read the full investigative report at Inside Climate News?and about the litigation that has resulted.3)




SO, HOW CAN WE POWER OUR HIGH ENERGY
LIFESTYLES WITHOUT USING FOSSIL FUELS?
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Fossil fuels still comprise the vast majority of our energy.*
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BUT SCIENTISTS
SAY OTHERWISE . . .

“Nuclear power paves the only
viable path forward on climate
change.”

—The same Dr. James Hansen,

now working and teaching at Columbia's

Earth Institute, considered the world's oy
foremost climate scientist.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CZExWtXAZ7M

WHY DO EXPERTS
ALL AVAILABLE
ENERGY, INCLUDII
POWER? |




WE ONLY HAVE A FEW CLEAN
ENERGY OPTIONS o rs s e

CARBON EM'SS'ONS PER kWh generated kWh of energy. This readily shows the

comparative emissions for all types of energy. All
energy has some emissions but only a few have
low enough CO, emissions that it would not be
detrimental to our climate if we used these a lot.

g G 4
' ® o

gas solar nuclear wind hydro

coal

cha.ca Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (,) Cna :"‘.“.":':..

&

20



NUCLEAR IS THE WORKHORSE OF &
CLEAN ENERGY, GOING 24x7x365

Source: Nuclear Energy Institute. US Nuclear Power Plant Statistics. http.//www.nel.org/Knowledge-Center/Nuclear-Statistics
/US-Nuclear-Power-Plants/US-Capacity-Factors-by-Fuel-Type
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NUCLEAR USES LESS RAW MATERIALS

MATERIAL INPUTS AND LIFECYCLE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PER UNIT OF ENERGY
Sources: US DOE QTR 2015, WNA, IPCC 2014
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AND USES MUCH LESS LAND PER &
MW (WHICH IS GOOD FOR NATURE)

Capacity Factor is the term used
to explainthe percentage of a
year that the energy plant
actually produces energy. A
Megawatt (MW) is an amount of
energy. Thischart shows thatif a
wind plant operates at the high
end of the range (47% of the
time) then that plant(locatedin a
high wind area) would need 260
square miles (dark blue) in order
to generate the same power as a
1,000 MW nuclear power plant
that occupies 1 square mile,
running 90% of the time.

Capacity
Factor, %

Wind 32-47

Square Miles Needed

Technology for 1,000 MW

Solar 17-28

Nuclear 90
The table summarizes the approximaie land regquired by wind
and solar technologies to match the electricity produced
annually by a 1,000-MW nuclear power plant.
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Lifecycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions [g CO, eq / kWh]

&

Electricity Generation Technologies Powered by Renewable Resources Electricity Generation Technologies
Powered by Non-Renewable Resources H f et
- Lifecycle GHG Emissions refer
to the measurement of
1,750 . . . .
Maximum  — emissions associated with
T kil buildingthe plantand
Median — -
1250 | e — processing the fuel. Wind
Minimum  — | [ | B and sunshine may be free
1,000 Single Estimates —— ‘ | .
with €Cs — but there is energy and
750 1 1 .
CO, embedded in the
- = fabrication of these
250 ¥ i technologies, which require
o | — -— — - - # energy and raw materialsin
5 g . 5 5 B B B 3 = 3 '
| 1B : ; g ] ; § i 3 3 z o.rder to build the plant.
21" & F - g = Z < 5 Lifecycle analyses take all of
500 E 2 E = E = © = . .
s & ) £ © 3 these operationsinto
750 g @ account to compare the
o 5 emissions across differing
technologies.
=1,250
& A
1,500 Avoided Emissions, no Removal of GHGs from the Atmaosphere
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BUT POWER GENERATION IS HIGH &

A sense of scale for electrical energy production and consumption

Daily production by electricity source is shown by vertical lines (|) — the line shows the range from the smallest to the largest power plants of a

given type. Some specific power plants are shown with stars ().
Typical levels of electricity consumption are shown by horizontal lines (—).
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OurWorld
in Data
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‘{Brazil,u’Paraguay)
Y 282,000 MWh T -
- Electricity consumption
. i 1
" (China) ) in MWh day- A
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\L ~1 138,000 MWh 7 million people in UK
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Fukushima (Japan) 5 million people in France "
95,000 MWh {95,000 MWh day™) (9,640 MWh day)
Hydro T Taichun, 2 million people in Canada
y LTy - (84,700 Mwh day") 200,000 people in Canada
' (8,470 MWh day*)
2 million people in Sweden ?'SOQ Mwh Alta Energy Centre  Tengger Desert
% Mundra Thermal (73,900 MWh day ') ! USA (China)
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1
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Gibson (57,800 MWh day") / Muppandl Farm ?0 lar PV Offshore
(USA * (India 2
+ 000 Mwn ! 5,000 MWh £1300 wh arm Wind Farm
/ b Anholt Farm
4 * (Denmark)
; 116 km?)
f J /675 MWh 200,000 people in France
i Ariich 1 million people in Canada Topaz (3,800 MWh day)
Nine Mile Point 5[‘“7' h Afi (42,350 MWh day) | £5AY
(USA) & (South Africa) (24.6 km?)  DanTysk
38,000 Mwh__| 36,000 MWh ! : *3 466 MWh Fggrpa}qy}
1 million people in USA - e -
(35,600 MWh day) | / * wr'1(|lelee Farm Quaid-e-Azam 3,562 MWh (lgﬂggg?“m%l: Y|I|'I|)USA
Torness (UK) f ’ 55 km?) “ﬁgkl-i;sr'ﬁa:}n] d
- 0 MW ] ; 5
26,000 MWh 10 million people in India 3,500 MWh 2,740 MWh
(22,082 MWh day?) /2,500 MWh '
;S&Eeyse's *Gansu Wind Farm * TSE”et Farm
China) I i
3,000 MWh 35 km?
Hoowver Dam 54’000 MWh:’ 247 M{\fh 100,000 people in China
USA G h | (1,076 MWh day)
4 3 eotherma
11,000 Mwh 1,000 MWh >
Mt Stuart Farm Jargavieh Utgrunden Farm
Pico Hydro Mwh | (enone San Martino | | fNew Zealand) (Iran) Sweden)
Schemes (Senega) (ltay) Onshore. soto | oo <1 km?) {0.2 km?) <1 km?)
& <1 MWh #1,600 700 Mwh PV [ Wind & /0 MWh 48 MWh & 80 MWh

Details on sources for this infographic can be found at OurWorldinData.org/scale-for-electricity
At OurWorldinData.org you also find more research and visualizations on this topic,

Licensed under CC-BY-SA by the authors Hannah Ritchie and Max Roser.

Understanding the scale of
energy generation is not
easy for most people.

It is importantto note that
the entire right side of this
chart is a magnification of
the last three bars on the
lower right side of left half
of this chart.
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Annual zero-carbon electricity generation
(thousand megawatt-hours)

Putting Nuclear Power Plant Retirements in Perspective:
Annual Carbon-free Electricity Generation

20,000
18,543
18,000
16,383
16,000
14,110
14,000
10,000
8,000
6,000 4,993
4,018
4,000
All Wind and Annual OR Renewable Pilgrim Nuclear Indian Point Diablo Canyon
Utility-scale Electricity Energy Act Station, MA Energy Center, Power Plant, CA
Solar in NY Consumption (new renewable NY
of 1 Million  energy required
Homes by 2025)

Data sources: New York utility-scale solar and wind from EIA form 923 for Nov 2015-Oct 2016 (most recent 12 months available)

Oregon Renewable Energy Act estimated 2025 requirements from Database of State Incentives for Renewable Energy (DSIRE)

Indian Point, Diablo Canyon and Pilgrim annual generation from IAEA PRIS database for calendar year 2015 (most recent 12 months available)
Annual average U.S. household electricity consumption from EIA

\??

Ancillary Services is a way of
describing benefits that come
from havingnuclear on the
grid and covers a wide array of
characteristics that are mostly
availableto "thermal" sources
of energy (i.e. generation that
comes from creating heat).
Nuclearis the only provider of
ancillary services, other than
fossil fuels, so getting rid of
fossils and nuclear would
cause the grid a lot of
additional problems.

26



BEST OF ALL
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] Our World
Death rates from energy production per TWh

Death rates are measured based on deaths from accidents and air pollution per terawatt-hour (TWh).

Brown coal 32.72

Coal 24.62

Qil 18.43

Biomass

Gas 2.82

Nuclear | 0.07

Wind | 0.04

Hydropower | 0.02

Solar | 0.02

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Source: Markandya & Wilkinson (2007); Sovacool et al. (2016) CcCBY

Nuclear has over 60 years of operating history, disproving the claim that it is dangerous. Hannah Ritchie and Max Roser, statisticians at
Our World in Data, are some of the most highly respected number crunchers. Even the very worst nuclear accident, at Chernobyl, as scary
as that accident was, killed only 31 people directly. Epidemiologic assumptions about thousands of other deaths have not been realized. 27



AS WELL AS ONE OF THE CLEANEST

M \What are the safest and cleanest sources of energy?

s N

Death rate from accidents and air pollution Greenhouse gas emissions
Measured as deaths per terawatt-hour of energy production. Measured in emissions of CO,-equivalents per gigawatt-hour of electricity over the lifecycle of the power plant.
1 terawatt-hour is the annual energy consumption of 27,000 people in the EU, 1 gigawatt-hour is the annual electricity consumption of 160 people in the EU
2asces: [ G| I -
A 25% of global ener 4
~~1230-times higher than solar g &y 273-times higher than nuclear energy —

31% of global energy

- 263-times higher than nuclear energy 180-times higher than wind S

28 deaths [ Natural Gas

23% of global energy

490 tonnes

a.6 deaths [ Biomass . 78-230

7% of global energy "tonnes”

0.02 deaths HYd I’Opower . Gl bispis
6% of global energy

0.07deaths’| NUClear energy |atonnes
4% of global energy

0.04 deathsj Wind 4 tonnes
2% of global energy

0.02 deaths SOIar 5 tonnes

1% o0



NUCLEAR IS
CREDITED
WITH SAVING
LIVES, SINCE
T DISPLACES
-OSSIL FUELS
AND EMITS NO
TOXIC AIR”

nature

Explore Content v Journal Infformation v  Publish With Us v

nature > research highlights > article

Published: 29 May 2013

Environment

Nuclear power saves lives

Nature 497, 539(2013) | Cite this article
5459 Accesses | 231 Altmetric | Metrics

Highly read on pubs.acs.org 20 April-20 May

Nuclear power might have prevented almost two million air-pollution-related deaths

around the world, an analysis of historical data suggests.

Former NASA scientist James Hansen, who left the agency in early April to devote his time to
climate activism, and Pushker Kharecha at the NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies in
New York estimate that nuclear power has prevented some 1.84 million deaths that would
have occurred had that power been generated by burning fossil fuels. This equates to 370
times more lives saved than have been lost to radiation poisoning or occupational accidents
innuclear power plants over the past 40 years or so. In addition, the power generated by the
technology has prevented 64 gigatonnes of carbon-dioxide-equivalent greenhouse-gas
emissions, which would have accompanied the burning of fossil fuels, from entering the

atmosphere.

29



IN FACT, NUCLEAR GENERATES MORE
CARBON-FREE oo e cuceay s
ny tiny  EmmmmmemE.
ALL RENEWABLE
TECHNOLOGIES
COMBINED, BUT
MOST PEOPLE
DON'T REALIZE IT
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PLUS, NUCLEAR IS BETTER ABLE TO
WITHSTAND EXTREME WEATHER

Weather Extremes and
unpredictable weather shifts,
as a function of our changed
climate, create additional and
sometimes catastrophic risks
for wind and solar, which must
operate out in the open air.

Nuclear does not have this
degree of vulnerability to
weather shifts. Additionally,
having a more diverse set of
energy options decreases the
overall risk profile of the grid,
much like portfolio
diversification.

31



NUCLEAR FUEL IS EXCEPTIONALLY

ENERGY DENSE SO VERY LITTLE IS
N EEDED Volume containing t er gasoline ( logarit m\)

AND |7 ee— N
CAN BE
STORED

ON SITE
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One uranium fuel
pellet contains as

much energy as. i

1 ton of
coal

2.9 tons
of CO,

149 gallons
of oil

1:6 tons
of CO,

17,000 ft3
of natural
gas

1'ton
of CO;
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NUCLEAR USES THE
"UNIVERSE'S MOST POWERFU

SOURCE O

One atom of Uranium?3° releases 200, OOO OOCJ eI/ tron volts (EVs) of energy versus 2 EVs for coal. Itiis almost
* impossible to compare these two quantities wnthout using Iogarlthms One way to conceptually compare
200,000,000 to-2 is to compare a roundtrip-to ‘the sun a back (93 million mi. x 2= 186M), plus 30 roundtrips
to the moon (240,000 miles x 60 = 14.4M), ta 2 miles, which distance can be easily walked in an hour. -~
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e BUT WHAT ABOQUEFHE WASTES

(This is what anti-nuclear activists want people to think happens with the waste.)

35



NUCLEAR WASTE [S SAFELY STOR
NEXT-GEN REACTOR DESIGNS W IL

REU';_ WASTE AS VALUABLE EUE

(Despite the popular obsession about waste, no one has ever been hurt or kille nuclear ener aste.




grlst CLIMATE JUSTICE POLITICS ADVICE SCIENCE FOOD VIDEO FIX PODCAST
6

A.\‘:‘:h

Rendering of Oklo’s proposed “Aurora” power plant.

WASTE NOT WATT NOT

The power plant of the future
could run on nuclear waste

By Nathanael Johnson on Feb 20, 2020

000

L 3

—
é. ,i :
L

WASTE NOT WATT NOT

Oklo, one of the first of the next-gen
designs to re-imagine nuclear power, has
already received approval to run their test
design using nuclear waste as fuel.

It turns out that nuclear waste is not really
"waste," it is largely unused fuel plus a very
small fraction of miscellaneous fission
products, many of which have commercial
value. Rather than paying good money to
store this for centuries, there are groups
looking to recycle this waste, use the
unfissioned uranium for fuel and use the
fissioned materials for a range of other
industrial purposes. A much smaller fraction
of what is currently stored really has no
current commercial value, the rest does.
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RADIATION IS ALL AROUND US &
AND, AT NORMAL LOW LEVELS, IS
NATURAL AND HEALTHY

Typical Dose to US Residents

B Radon

Neither nuclear energy nor nuclear
Il Cosmic Rays
B Terrestrial

waste even make it onto the chart of
sources of most of our exposure to
radiation over our lifetimes. M Internal
B Medical (Xrays)
The initial scientific assumption, B Medicine (Nuclear)

B Consumer Products

deemed the "Linear Non-Threshold
Theory" that there is no safe dose of
radiation has been found to be
incorrect. Radiation operatesmore
like temperature: there is range in
which life thrives, above that or
below that, can be dangerous.

39



RADIATION FEARMONGERING IS
PERVASIVE

"t

HGly Fukushima - Radiation
From japan Is Already Killing
North Americans

40



[T IS EASY TO SCARE PEOPLE WITH

WIT

1 FAKE IMAGES: HARDER TO GET
EM LOSE THEIR FEAR

Original image: from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, which issued this image
as an alert to coastal communities to indicate wave
height of the tsunami that resulted from the
earthquake that struck right near Japan. The tsunami
swept some 15,000 people into the sea at Fukushima.
The nuclear power plant had its meltdown three days
later but that accident killed O people. Nevertheless,
this graphic map was deliberately altered by numerous
groups, which removed the NOAA logo and added
alarming text or symbols that made it appear to be
showing radiation.
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mnrcan Pedr
1 NW
Washington, DC 20005-4070

Say No to Nuclear Bailouts

Bailing out the nuclear industry means higher energy
rates for consumers like you. These billion dollar
companies don't need bailouts, they need to compete
with other energy companies on a level playing field.

= GET INVOLVED! <
NONUKE rrcesoox

@NoNukeBailout faceb'gok.com/
nonukebailout

ANTI-NUGLEAR MOVEMENT

SINGE THE DAWN OF NUCLEAR POWER

FOSSIL FUELS have been found
to have funded and supported
many of the campaigns and
much of the fake news about
nuclear energy, nuclear waste
and radiation that keeps people
being afraid and opposed. They
have used the same playbook
as they ran with climate
change, to "protect” their

franchise.



Only nuclear can compete as
firm, baseload energy with
fossil fuels and they know it.
API routinely throws millions of
dollars into campaigns that
appear to reflect public
sentiments opposing nuclear
power. This image came from
a presentation by API boasting
about how well it was able to
influence lawmakers to believe
that the public didn't want to
protect their nuclear power. It
spent S16 million opposing two
state initiatives.

Energy Citizens/Energy Nation

MOBILIZED API ASSETS

To show state legislators and public service commissioners that voters did not support nuclear
subsidies, API relied on its robust mobilization infrastructure and relationships in each state to quickly
deploy an aggressive education and activation campaign that included:

Microtargets

High volume letters to legislators * Intensive education and activation mail and
Legislator intercepts phone campaign

Door to door canvassing * Educational robo-calls

Digital and on the ground influencer network « Patch through calls to legislators

Personal letters to legislators

Employee toolkits for coalition members and APl member companies Energy Forums

» Third party group education and engagement
Key influencer engagement to make an impact
on target legislators
Legislator intercepts
Non-traditional audiences to act as community
spokespeople

SAY NO TO NUCLEAR

PROTECT OHIQ

JOBS AND FAM
STOP THENUCLEAR sfﬂfﬁ

&
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MORE YOU KNOW, HOWEV
MORE YOU FAVOR NUCLEA

Percentages

W Strongly favor © Somewhat favor " Somewhat oppose M Strongly oppose ® Don't know

Jery well-informed (16%)

somewhat well-informed
(46%)

Mot too well-informed
(23%)

Not well-informed at all
(149%)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

[T
A

%

Total
Favor

71

53
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“To solve the climate
problem, policy must be
based on facts and not
prejudice. Alongside
renewables, Nuclear will
make the difference
between the world missing

Dr. James Hansen crucial climate targets or

Former Director, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies : : ”
Director, Climate Science Awareness & Solutions Program aChleV|ng them

Columbia University Earth Institute

From “Nuclear power paves the only viable path forward on climate change, an open letter by James
Hansen, Kerry Emanuel, Ken Caldeira and Tom Wigley, printed in The Guardian, December 3, 2015. (See
Appendix for References.)
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YOUNG PEOPLE ARE AHEAD OF US

Nuclear Engineering Programs Have Rebounded Since 2001

Degrees conferred in programs that offer majors in nuclear engineering or eguivalent coursework (1966-2016)

1,600
1,400
DEGREES
CONFERRED
1,200 IN 2018
Doctorate: 161
1,000
Master's: 355
BOO
600 Bachelor's: 621
400
Developing leaders to energize the future
- of nuclear.
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NAYCN) provides opportunities for a young
generation of nuclear enthusiasts to develop leadership and professional skills, create life-long
0

connections, engage and inform the public, and inspire today’s nuclear technolo
1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 9998 P P Y &
professionals to meet the challenges of the 21st century.

Notes: Dates shown reflect the end of the academic year

Source: Osk Ridge Institute for Science and Education: Nuclear Engineering Enroliments and Degrees Survay
Credit: Alyson HurtNPR . . :
Nuclear Engineering and related fields attracts some of the smartest students and offer some of the

best paying jobs, while directly addressing climate change. The photo is a gathering of NAYGN.
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Environmental demonstratorsin support of nuclear and againstthe closure of nuclear power plants.
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CONSERVATIONISTS RECOGNIZE &
THAT NUCLEAR CONSERVES LAND

A Changing Energy Portfolio

In order to both meet increased energy demand and keep the climate in safe boundaries, we'll need

. . to alter our energy makeup to curtail emissions of carbon and other harmful chemicals.
The Nature Conservancy issued this

graphicin their Sustainability BUSINESS AS USUAL SUSTAINABLE PATH
Report. In it they call for the use of L o o ]
nuclear power to grow from 7.8%
of total energy to 33% of total
energy (greater than 300% growth).
By doing so, they show that they ptipdll
care a lot about the severe impacts Lot
to nature of buildingwind and solar
everywhere, which requires cutting Hiem
down forests and developing many o N J o

of our remaining natural areas.® Fuels Energy Fuels

Muclear

Energy
7.8%

33%
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Union of . .
Concerned Scientists

Science for a healthy planet and safer world

[ BLOG ] UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

The Union of Concerned
Scientists, which has long taken a
harsh stance on nuclear power,
has reversed their opposition to
nuclear because to fail to do so
would be denying the science.®
This group has a lot of internal
controversy but they had the g = N 5 T

courage to finally reverse their Why We’re Taking a Hard Look at Nucl

Support Our Work

DONATE

Stay Informed via email
from UCS

1+1 1 KEN KIMMELL ident of

position, which many of the Power Plant Closures vl e
ma | N St reame nVl ronmen ta I KEN KIMMELL, FORMER PRESIDENT | NOVEMBER 8, 2018, 12:01 AM EST R

[ e Like 25K I W Tweet [IENTT MEET OUR OTHER BLOGGERS >
g rou p S h aven Ot d on e/ even Last month the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)

issued a sobering report. Based on the most up-to-date scientific [ TOPICS ]
t h ou g h t h ey k now t h ey S h ou I d : evidence, the report warns that we are rapidly losing any appreciable Biofuel

chance of meeting the Paris climate agreement goal of keeping Energy

temperature increases to “well below” 2 degrees Celsius above pre-

- . . This post is a part of a series on Food and Agriculture
industrial levels. The Nuclear Power Dilemma Global Warming
> e



Inside Philanthropy ol s ks o s

Philanthropy's Critical Nuclear Moment

Follow the

Money!

Want to get inside funders'
heads? Sign up for our
email updates.

Featured Jobs

For the majority of environmental funders and others actively involved in fighting climate change, CNN’s

recent “Climate Crisis Town Hall” must have seemed like a windfall, as 10 leading Democratic candidates
waged what one analyst for the network called “a bidding war to show liberal activists their plan was the

most audacious—and even expensive.” But for a small but dedicated corner of climate philanthropy, it was

The issue of nuclear power has not been one which
philanthropic groups ever felt comfortable
supporting, for fear of backlash. This article makes
it clear that, if they really want to address climate
change and see solutions emerge within the time
we have to address the problem, they may need to
be willing to take a stand and accept some flak.!!

Unfortunately, progressives can be very dogmatic
and write off anyone or any group that does not
toe the party line, and the history of the party has
been written in the blood of anti-warand anti-nuke
protests, so bucking this taboo can be difficult.

s
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Many Republicans have had been
unwilling to acknowledge climate
change as a result of fears about
government taxation, regulation
and big government. But all too
similarly, progressives have been
unwilling to acknowledge
nuclear's past excellent
performance and the critical role
nuclear power needs to play in
solving climate, because of their
fears of big industry, deep science
and nuclear's associations with
military efforts and bombs.

Both these attitudes have slowed
and hurt our ability to address
climate change effectively.
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“Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as

Trend 1983-2016: Annual Averages Until 2016
Percent Who Favor and Oppose Nuclear Energy

one of the ways to provide electricity in the United States?”

Favor Oppose
74
70
68 68 67 . b8 67
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61 62 63 62 64 64
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Climate change is all about
emissions. To solve it, we need to
get our energy from low-carbon sources.

Nuclear is the second largest source of
low-carbon energy in the world.

- G :
NENUCLEAR e
i ENERGY

19 CLEAN

This is Isabella Boemeke, a Brazilian model who uses TikTok to bring pronuclearissues to the masses.
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WE FACE A HERCULEAN CHALLENGE,
WHICH NUCLEAR MAKES EASIER

The Race to Commercialize Advanced
Nuclear designs is on.

The need for nuclear energy globally is
enormous. Russia, China, India, S.Korea,
Canada and the US are all competing to
commercialize the right designs in order
to set the proper standards and control
the international market. If the U.S. fails
to win this development race, nuclear
energy won't go away, it just means that
Russia or China will be the ones to supply
this technology to the rest of the world.
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ROGRESSIVES WHO _CARE ABOUT THE

LANET, SHOULD Gk _ CLEAR BE
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NUCL=ATION

CAPITAL LP

Nucleation Capital is a venture capital fund focused
on investingin the technologies that will enable us to
dramatically reduce and manage our emissions.
Learn more at nucleationcapital.com
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