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Name
Date
Institutional Affiliations
Course
Analysis of Energy Sources
Purpose 
This experiment's objective is to identify the period taken for the production of coal and nuclear energy power plants.
Introduction 
Energy sources such as coal are a pollutant of air and have possible radiation incidents associated with global warming and nuclear power. It is evident from studies of coal and nuclear technology that both could lead to tragic accidents (Severnini, 2017). However, in my opinion, coal could be much dangerous than nuclear energy production. Additionally, the study shows that coal can be a worse pollutant than nuclear energy. The probability of an accident affecting a nuclear plant is one of the risks of nuclear technology. Nuclear waste disposal and the shipment of nuclear fuel are other threats that raise concern. Finally, the finding of research reveals that approximately 10% and 30% of participants chose coal and nuclear power, respectively (Murakami et al., 2015).
Hypothesis/Predicted Outcome 
Nuclear energy is the right alternative and is more reliable.
Methods 
I used the muse to obtain data for this week's task. A timeline existed for coal- and nuclear power stations in the muse laboratory, which indicated a period of improvement over four quarters. It demonstrated how things changed over time in the environment.
Results/Outcome 
	Energy Source
	Fuel (Coal)/Uranium Needed (tons)
	CO2 Emissions 
(tons)
	Sulfur Dioxide and Other Emissions (tons)
	Radioactivity mSv (millisievert)
	Solid Waste (tons)
	Accidents

	Coal Q1
	625000
	1.75
	75000
	0.25
	150000
	

	Coal Q2
	1.25
	3.5
	150000
	0.5
	300000
	Health impairments

	Coal Q3
	1.875
	5.25
	225000
	0.75
	450000
	Employees fatalities

	Coal Q4
	2.5
	7
	3000000
	1
	600000
	Fire destruction

	Nuclear Q1
	18750/7.5
	52500
	0
	0.0025
	62.5
	

	Nuclear Q2
	37500/15
	105000
	0
	0.005
	125
	

	Nuclear Q3
	56250/22.5
	157500
	0
	0.0075
	187.5
	Minor emissions

	Nuclear Q4
	75000/30
	210000
	0
	0.01
	250
	Catastrophic releases leading to radiation sickness, death, and environmental contamination


Discussion/Analysis 
There is evidence that the forecast had a degree of both accuracy and inaccuracy from the lab results. The information obtained before the lab indicates that nuclear power plant is better than coal energy. Still, the results after the experiment show that nuclear power is almost as destructive as coal. The lab results reveal that it requires more CO2, fuel, radioactivity, sulfur dioxide, and solid waste compared to nuclear power. So if anything goes wrong, they both have dangerous consequences. My general view is that they are both risky, and one is not better than the other, but it's comparable. It was valid that nuclear technology gives signs that it is safer quantitatively, but it is not right; it is about just as risky as coal.
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