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4.2 percentage points of global electricity 
=

55 nuclear plants the size of 
Diablo Canyon  

or 

823 of one of largest solar 
farms (Topaz, in California)

Source: BP Statistical Review of World Energy, 2017; U.S. Energy Information Administration. Calculations 
based on 2016 generation.
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Source: BP Statistical Review of World Energy, 2017
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Nuclear is at risk.
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Over 150% more nuclear capacity cancelled or killed 
than ultimately built in U.S.



Five abandoned nuclear plants generated almost the 
exact same amount of electricity as all US solar.
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Six nuclear plants scheduled for early closure generated 
3 percent more electricity than all US solar in 2016.
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Nine nuclear plants scheduled or at severe risk for early closure 
generated 63 percent more electricity than all US solar in 2016.
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The world could lose up to 2x more  
nuclear than it gains by 2030.

Source & Methods: EP Energy Progress Tracker, 2017. Reactor-specific ratings based on economic and energy trend analysis, political and 
societal assessment, and expert elicitations. Last updated September 20, 2017. Email info@environmentalprogress.org for more 
information.
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Nuclear facing risk of closure by 2030 produced 16% 
more energy in 2016 than solar and wind combined. 
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info@environmentalprogress.org for more information.
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Premature closures would set back the EPA 
clean power plan goals by 44%.

Note: Calculation assumes replacement with natural gas
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China and India are not building enough nuclear 
to make up the difference by 2030.

Source: EP Energy Progress Tracker
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Sources: Daily German electricity production data from Fraunhofer ISE. Hourly French electricity production 
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Methods: Calculation of German Specific Carbon Intensity uses values of 1100g, 950g, 350g, and 983g of 
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Carbon Intensity calculated by RTE-France.
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The Storage Fantasy



California has 23 minutes of 
electricity storage — if you used 
every car and truck in the state 

along with existing storage.



Why is this happening?
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Nuclear support declined from 62% to 51% last five years



Gallup: 53% Oppose “increased use” nuclear power



Pew: 58% oppose expanding nuclear power 



NEI polling excludes mention of solar and wind, 
thereby showing higher support for nuclear.



State clean energy standards exclude nuclear…


