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evaluated under three different regional scenarios with respect to water availability o . .
(Table. 2) Decisions regarding energy system choices

focused on reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) should consider the costs, benefits and
emissions, yet the choice of technologies may Table 1. Water classification system Table 2. Scenarios of various regions tradeoffs of each pathway. As shown in figure
also have a major impact on water resources. 1, regional differences in water availability or
Technologies that are able to address GHG C Description Examples IF(C) Scenario Details other environmental impacts could change the
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This work provides a method to compare the Wind (3.2) Wind Residual . Hydro they become difficult to contain.
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creating a metric that recognizes both regional

pathways for energy production and use

characteristics, but all are important and
should feed into the decision making process.
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