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Renewable Energy I s a contentious I-ssue | |l y price
competitive with fossil fuels, and I nflexib guire policies to
encourage their deployment. Given the | ack I pol i cy on
renewables, their promotion Is I n the hands gni fi cant
variation in the success of states I n promo round
renewabl e abounds, as membdnnrdyBafc klYac al ( N i
approach to the development of renewabl e en it t he
unfortunately partisan 1 ssue of <c¢climate cha | oyment of
technol ogies for harvesting renewabl e energ
Several states have adopted a policy know RPS) ,
whi ch mandates that wutilities purchase a ce wer from
renewabl e sources. These maps examine the w d the
popul ationbés proximity to wind turbines to te that adopts an
RPS.
Thus, the questions asked iInclude: ] Percentage required from
ResouRaxleidawe plentiful wind energy resourc g;rzso':g'“d'“g"‘"“d
promotion strategies [(Re8epWable Portfolio ’ .
Pol rHPtoilciscoyw. does the dominance of one pol it 15.01%- 10%
RPS? Are political or regional difference - 110.01% - 15%
. . . . A : : T 15.01% - 30%
Proxi-HoltiycHow does the popul ationdos proxi mi N % _ 409
. . 0 125 250 500 750 1,000 ©130.01% - 40% .
turbines affect the adoption of an RPS? S| s mlies }\ B 4001%-65.11% D €1 n g
close to a turbine changes their opinion Uil Tenewauvre eneiryy, ©OUl ©0Wut ©Tow thnat tr-~=2~t_~*~-~ .
i nto policy. [ 2y Ot dzaA 2y a
aSUK2R2t 23e St ates that adopt an R sar il
Data on state RPS I s available from the Depart menthave significant wind re d fh eS't
Renewabl e Energy). The data is divided into fAtiersomMjdwest is home to some | Hi f i &
technol ogi es. | ag.gregated by state all of the tierwingdg available wind resh
_To compare the wind energy resources, | used a_IO\feW of the states in the. ""‘“ﬁ"edpoaprtte
wind energy at 80 meters. The DOE divides these |nt_|_hiS does not mean howe sgtg{
generally considered suitable for the devel opment o _ ’ - .
. : not promoting the use of | capn
Since the | evel of opportunity for renewabl e ener _ e e v d " St
actions in terms of RPS with respect to their availseen from the location | pnefFee
avail able for wind energy devel opment from the Natilack of RPS has not necessarily preventedhnt B
RPS by the avail able |Iand. The resulting score provof wind energy. Texas, which has no RPSari sas
RPS targets ar e. United States.
To_ determine the percentage of _the popu_latlon t_hai A strong Democratic presence appears taoff)é)
Nati onal Laboratory on the | ocation of wind turbine f n H N oha _ _ _ t ed t
United States Census within five miles of one of thQOf the states whic Rel aoan&PSWyomi wg ndgMi g9
respective U.S. states. | then summarized the inforKandasted for John McCain in 2008. On thee@t
by the popul ation, generating a map of the percentavoted for Obama i n 2&0I008wah,av\e rnmoo nRP, S afnodr |Fd/isonrdi
Finally, to analyze political affiliation in conjwoluntary recommendation in place of 20f% éd
Republican (2008 Presidenti al el ecdibomrvotice o58%Y) , R®Ff ynction of the gener al |l ack of wind energy
Democr at ) . | then reclassified the wind capacid#Hygabf Taki 0t g - (h t ef cat
wind, -LSwW M§ nd, etc.) a |n_g l nto consideration e amoun .o re
found I n the West and the Northeast, with a
a state with a significant RPS I n spite of a
|l n some of the states with signif.i
Popular vote for President 2008 Aggressiveness of RPS close to wind turbines, whereas I n o
compl ete picture of the effect of pr
B \ CartogPaphy: Cozzi
Projected Coor dAlnbaetres SEygsutael m A
Sourbepartment of Energy (20!
Oak Ri dge National Laborator)
US Census (2000)
ZO:tztz;esidential election S
Percen t_dem { % land available for wind
I 60.01%+ Republican e
B o Cssn
I 6001 - 70% Democrat [ 21-40
N I 70.01 - 80% Democrat N i
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