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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This tells us that, if you’re goal is mitigating climate change, the best place for a solar panel in Kansas, Nebraska, or the Dakotas, where there’s a moderate solar resources, but you’re primarily displacing carbon-intensive coal plants. In California or Arizona, gas-fired generators are predominantly on the margin and as a result, solar panels displace relatively little CO2 emissions. 

There’s a couple of surprises here. Despite the poor solar resource, a solar panel in South Carilna is expected to displace 20% more CO2 emissions than a panel in Arizona. Ohio and Pennsylvania are better than southern California, and in terms of CO2 emissions,  Florida is about the worst place for a solar panel.  
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