




energy mix by meeting a larger portion
of Iowa’s power demand and reducing
the projected growth in coal and natural
gas use for electricity. Our analysis found
that under a 20 percent standard, Iowa
would increase its total homegrown
renewable power generating capacity to
2,650 megawatts (MW) by 2020. This
development would come from the

state’s wind and bioenergy resources,
producing enough electricity to serve the
needs of 1.8 million typical homes, and
supply 23 percent of state electricity
sales. It would also reduce the need to
import fossil fuels; in 2005, Iowa import-
ed all of the coal delivered to its electric
utilities, sending $364 million out of the
state, almost entirely to Wyoming.

A  S M A R T  C L I M A T E

S O L U T I O N  

If left unchecked, heat-trapping emis-
sions such as carbon dioxide (CO2)
are expected to cause dangerous glob-
al warming that threatens our health
and environment. Increased renew-
able energy use would provide an
affordable global warming solution by
reducing fossil fuel demand, thereby
reducing CO2 emissions from the
largest U.S. source: power plants. The
20 percent standard would reduce
power plant CO2 emissions nationally
by 223 million metric tons per year by
2020 (8 percent below business as
usual and a 63 percent reduction in
EIA’s projected growth of power plant
CO2 emissions from today’s levels),
equivalent to taking 36.4 million cars
off the road. 

In addition to cutting CO2 emis-
sions, lower fossil fuel demand would
reduce other harmful air pollutants
from power plants such as mercury
and sulfur dioxide, and would limit
the damage done to our water and
land by fossil fuel extraction and
transport, conserving natural
resources for future generations.

B E N E F I T S

U N D E R  T H E  

E I A  C A S E

The EIA case 20 per-
cent standard, which
has higher cost and
worse performance
assumptions for
most renewable
energy technologies,
would still provide
significant—and in
some instances,

Dollars invested in clean
energy go toward high-quality

jobs in manufacturing and
construction, as well as jobs
in operations, maintenance,
finance, sales, shipping, and

other industries.

greater—consumer and environmen-
tal benefits for Iowa (see table). For
example, the EIA’s more optimistic
cost projections for biomass technolo-
gies results in additional 
biomass development (and its associ-
ated benefits) compared with the
UCS case. In addition, because the
EIA projects more coal development
in its reference case forecast, the EIA
case 20 percent standard displaces a
larger amount of coal generation,
leading to more CO2 emission reduc-
tions compared with the UCS case.
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Wind energy creates high-quality manufacturing jobs
in Iowa for parts like blades, towers, and turbines.
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A C L E A N E R ,  S A F E R  

E N E R G Y  F U T U R E  

A national renewable electricity
standard would make Iowa’s—and
the nation’s—energy supply more
reliable and secure. It would use
local energy sources to create high-
skilled jobs in the state, improve
local economies, put energy dollars
back into the pockets of Iowa’s 
consumers, and reduce the dangers
of global warming and air pollu-
tion. Using existing technologies,
we can shift away from our depend-
ence on an unstable, dirty fossil
fuel supply, and toward a future
built on clean, renewable energy.
We have a responsibility and a com-
pelling financial interest to make
the renewable electricity standard a
cornerstone of America’s national
energy policy.

M O D E L I N G  M E T H O D S

UCS conducted its analysis using the EIA’s National Energy Modeling System.
We examined the economic and environmental benefits under a 20 percent by
2020 standard using two scenarios. The “EIA case” assumes no changes to EIA’s
model, while the “UCS case”: 

uses costs and performance assumptions for wind, coal, natural gas, and
nuclear technology developed by Black & Veatch (a global engineering, 
consulting, and construction company) as part of a broad stakeholder
process for the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) National Wind
Collaborative;

uses costs and performance assumptions for solar, geothermal, and biomass
technologies that are more in line with projections by the DOE’s Office of
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, and National Renewable Energy
Laboratory; and 

takes into account recent cost increases from actual conventional and
renewable energy projects. 

We also evaluated the contribution made by states with renewable electricity
standards that fully achieve their annual targets. (The EIA assumed that states
will only achieve a fraction of their annual targets.)

ENDNOTES

1 H.R. 969, introduced by Representatives Tom Udall (D-NM), Todd Platts (R-PA), and 13 original co-sponsors. 
2 Unless otherwise noted, results are presented in 2005 dollars using a 7 percent real discount rate.
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Comparison of Iowa Benefits, UCS and EIA Cases

20% by 2020 UCS case 20% by 2020 EIA case

New capital investment in renewable energy $769 million $857 million

Consumer energy bill savings 
(through 2030)

$180 million $160 million

Biomass energy payments $510 million $696 million

Property tax revenues $27 million $24 million

Wind power land lease payments $17 million $14 million

Annual CO2 emission savings from 223 million metric tons 310 million metric tons
U.S. power plants




