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1. New year- new policies?

Gordon Browns intervention on renewables (see below), and his hint that he might consider an 80% carbon cut target for 2050, followed by the announcement that the government wanted offshore wind to expand to 33GW total by 2020, gave us some hope for the future. 

The Tories meanwhile seemed to go one further- pushing the idea of Feed-In Tariffs, but (see Section 2 below) with competitive tendering at least for mainstream supplies, so missing the whole point.  Their ‘Quality of Life’ Report says that onshore wind subsidies should be abolished, allegedly because windfarm developers were making large profits. Although this was then watered down at the Party Conference, to just ‘cutting down’ onshore wind subsidies to pay for other renewables, Dr David Toke from the University of Birmingham says that ‘in effect they want to restrict windfarms to a few windy hillsides, half of which would probably be called in and forgotten about at the planning stage by a Tory led planning regime’. 

In addition to this and its other green energy plans, including support for domestic micro-power (see  section 2 below), the Tories also want to replace the climate change levy (CCL) with a carbon levy, and to allow nuclear to get support from it (electricity from nuclear plants was not eligible for exemption from the CCL). And this despite Cameron's claim that he sees nuclear as the ‘last resort’.

This specific CCL policy is one Labour may not steal- they may open it to nuclear, but don’t want to ditch it.  Or the Renewables Obligation. That, and Labours major commitment to market competition, was clear from the speech by John Hutton, Secretary of State for Business, Enterprise & Regulatory Reform, at the Fabian Society last Sept. ‘Competitive energy markets, driving the production of low carbon technologies, will both enable us protect our environment and help our economy to grow and prosper.’ 
Lest there be any doubt, he went on ‘For those that say markets are the problem, my response is simple. Properly structured, well regulated markets will be the very foundation of our long term answer to the climate change challenge. But as in other parts of our economy, well functioning markets don’t happen by accident. They require Government and regulatory intervention to build and sustain them. And in the EU ETS Governments have led the way in constructing such a market for reducing global carbon emissions by the most cost-effective means. It has the potential to become the basis of a global carbon market.’  

Quite a stretch given the disaster it has been so far- see Groups/Features in Renew 171 for Open Europe’s views. 

Backing up his call for ‘strong financial incentives towards the production of low carbon technologies’, Hutton said ‘the Government is committed to the Renewables Obligation’ and claimed that ‘it has been a success so far, and industry confidence in the system has grown. Its effectiveness will increase further as under our White Paper proposals to reform it and as we reform the planning and grid access regimes’. 

Again quite a stretch, given the very poor performance of the RO compared with the Feed-In Tariff approach used in most of the EU. However there were some new initiatives in the pipeline ‘We shall shortly be launching the new Energy Technologies Institute, with a minimum budget of around £600m over the next decade for R&D into low carbon energy, drawing on private as well as public funding. The ETI and the Environmental Transformation Fund, to be established next year, will bring a new level of coherence to our energy innovation strategy.’  

It could certainly do with it- see Section 3 for more on the ETF.

Brown: 'More Renewables’  

‘I would like to see the development of renewable sources of energy, I would like to see the development of wind and wave power, we are supporting it financially with all the new technologies that make it possible.  Obviously we are sensitive to the local areas where people have their own issues that have to be dealt with by planning inquiries, but I think wind power is one of the sources for the future that we should be developing’ Gordon Brown: 4/9/7 

He followed this up in a major ‘green’ speech at a WWF conference in Nov., He said that the government was ‘completely committed to meeting our share’ of the EU target of getting 20% of energy from renewables by 2020 (but see Section 3 below), which meant that ‘over the next decade and beyond Britain will need to raise very significantly the proportion of our energy from renewable sources’, which he said ‘will be a huge challenge’. To meet it ‘we already plan to increase the capacity of offshore windfarms from less than half a gigawatt now to 8GW’, and the government also wanted to support ‘further significant expansion’- a  25GW expansion was announced later.  

He added ‘we will also explore the potential for major new investment in energy from wave and tidal sources.  We have already announced a study of the feasibility of generating tidal energy from the River Severn: this alone could provide 5% of Britain’s electricity needs.’ And he announced  that ‘we will be including tidal lagoons and barrages below one gigawatt capacity within the scope of the Renewables Obligation- potentially benefiting projects such as those being proposed for Rhyl and Swansea Bay’. 

Moreover ‘the first programmes of the £1bn public-private Energy Technologies Institute will be focused on R&D in offshore wind, wave and tidal stream energy. And the new £370m domestic Environmental Transformation Fund will help bring these technologies to market.’  Good news for once- although we will have to wait until ‘Spring 2009’ for a full renewables strategy...  

There was also still no word on the nuclear decision- Brown said that, with the consultation over, it would emerge ‘in the New year’. However there is still no shortage of contention- the consultation exercise was widely seen as compromised. A group of leading British academics have put their names to a report complaining the process was biased in favour of new nuclear plants with slanted information and key facts missing or deeply buried. ‘There is deep disquiet about the form and function of the consultations’, said report author Dr Paul Dorfman of Warwick University. ‘We are being asked to buy a pig in a poke- to make a decision on the validity of new nuclear build when questions on key issues of waste, siting, reactor design and safety have not been resolved.’

* Greenpeace have made a detailed formal complaint to the Market Research Standards Council about biases they alleged were introduced by the Market Research company contracted to run the consultation. e.g. Greenpeace say that, in their questions & presentations, positive messages for nuclear were made as statements of fact, while negative issues were qualified. Certainly some of the info provided on alternatives was pretty dismissive in tone. Thus on solar, participants in the consultation were told: ‘In sunny countries, solar power can be used where there is no easy way to get electricity to a remote place’, and that it was ‘handy for low-power uses such as solar powered garden lights and battery chargers’. True, but the EU now has 4GWof mostly grid PV!       http://nuclearpower2007.direct.gov.uk/docs/Events_070908_ReferenceSheets.pdf 

2. Smart Green Tory Growth 

The Conservative Party’s Quality of Life Policy Review, ‘Blueprint for a Green Economy’, overseen by Zac Goldsmith and John Gummer, takes on board much green thinking, claiming that we can have green growth and a happier society by combining smart technology with reduced demand. It calls for an 80% cut in emissions by 2050. And it supports some sensible policies- including the rapid expansion of renewables. But when it comes to the practical proposals there are some contradictions. For example it recommends a system of ‘competitive feed-in tariffs for renewables’- see below. 

Feed In Tariffs are widely seen as better than the UK Renewables Obligation, but the key feature in the success of the FIT approach is that prices are fixed- i.e. they are not set by the market. The Tories want competitive tendering- similar to the old ‘Non Fossil Fuel Obligation’. 

As the BWEA noted ‘this was scrapped in the late 1990’s because bids by generation companies were pushed so low that successful schemes were not economic to build’. The Tories report claims that support for on-land wind can now be dropped since the wind industry is currently making 25% profits on its schemes: see right. However the BWEA says that ‘in reality the level is between 10-15%. This level of profits is dependent on the Renewable Obligation which the report would scrap. Other energy investments make a similar rate of return, however they are lower risk and do not receive support.’  

It could be argued that some of the risk is due to the nature of the RO- and its variable market-shaped prices. But it’s true that, as the BWEA says, the Reviews proposals would end support for onshore wind- it ‘would make schemes uneconomic and effectively choke off investment overnight’.

The World Future Council, which has been promoting Feed In Tariffs strongly, also objected to the Tories version of the idea: ‘The Conservatives are mis-using this term to provide a cover for its proposals that will dismember the UK’s renewables programme’.  It was also worried by the Tories proposal to replace the Climate Change Levy with  Carbon Levy.  Dr. David Toke of Birmingham University, author of its report on renewable energy Feed-in Tariffs, claimed that ‘this policy represents a reduction in support for renewables and an increase in support for nuclear power’.  

At present under the Climate Change Levy, nuclear electricity is charged the full amount on a kWh basis, as is power from fossil fuels, while power from renewables (large hydro apart) is exempted. But under the Tories proposal, nuclear would also be given a ‘carbon levy’ exemption- and the levy would be charged proportionately to the carbon content of the fuel.  

Nuclear would also benefit from the EU Emission Trading System. But otherwise the private sector would have to meet all the costs, including  decommissioning costs: ‘the government would not underwrite the risk of building a new nuclear power station’.  And interestingly it adds ‘we are not persuaded of the case for any government funding for research into new generation from nuclear power- in particular, for nuclear fusion’.  

As well as calling for a ban on electric heating and electric air conditioning in new commercial buildings, the review proposes a power station waste heat levy which would also apply to nuclear plants. It argues that ‘although it might be argued that waste heat from nuclear is relatively carbon free, the purpose of this levy would not just be to reduce emissions but to prevent wastage’.  It goes on ‘The likely location of any nuclear new build means that it may well be located far from existing demand. Such a levy would serve to encourage innovation in finding uses for this waste heat. This may well lead to new partnerships with industry.’  

It also says that after 2020 no coal station should be allowed to be built without carbon capture, and all must have CCS by 2025. And it wants more gas storage. Plus support for micropower- see below- but in this case it seems, with a proper FIT for small projects.

The review notes that its supply side measures will ‘not be enough to fill the forecast generation gap without strong action on the demand side’ and it was some of those that the media picked up on- particularly the green taxes like VAT on airflights. HIPs would go, but EPC’s would stay and there would be special ‘Low Carbon Zones’ and a new fast-track planning regime. The review says ‘Some of the measures we propose may not be seen as politically palatable but now is the time to start serious consideration of their implementation’. It adds ‘Even those for whom nuclear energy poses few problems should be concerned when it is wrongly seen as a silver bullet avoiding the necessity for radical change. In that sense it is another add-on solution, at best inferior to making the fundamental changes which ought to be our first priority. Nuclear or not, those changes have to be made.’

Competitive Feed-In Tariffs  

The Review says: ‘Having reviewed the alternatives, we believe that the NFFO approach which is similar to feed-in tariffs was more successful in bringing forwards a range of technologies at competitive prices. New fast-track planning procedures, already announced by the Government and likely to be strengthened by a Conservative administration, should significantly reduce project delays and thus remove a weakness of the NFFO system. We propose, therefore, a system of feed-in tariffs which would have separate bands for a range of low carbon technologies. Within bands, successful applications would be determined by competitive auctioning for allocations of fixed periods. The technology bands, amounts for each band and periods over which they operate will be decided by the new independent Climate Change Committee, already promised by the Conservatives. We would anticipate that they would allocate bands to wave and probably tidal sources. We would also expect the Committee to review the part to be played by co-firing and biofuels, ensuring that the maximum carbon savings were derived. Finally, there needs to be a mechanism by which support is withdrawn when either a particular technology reaches market competitiveness or, after a specified period, looks unlikely to reach it. The new Climate Change Committee will also need to make these decisions.’

Onshore wind

‘Onshore wind is now at market competitiveness with internal rates of return (IRR) hitting 25%, and so should receive no further support through the proposed banded competitive feed-in tariffs. The EU ETS and carbon levy will continue to ensure that it has an advantage over carbon based forms of generation. Furthermore the planning procedures it has found so onerous will be speeded up under our planning proposals. The withdrawal of support for onshore wind excludes small scale wind turbines, including building integrated wind turbines which are not yet commercially viable, and which would also be supported by feed-in tariffs.’

Micro power 

'We propose the removal of existing measures and their replacement by the introduction of feed-in tariffs for small-scale microgeneration up to 50kWp. Larger microgeneration that can support a number of properties would be supported through the competitive bidding system. Transparent feed-in tariffs would allow a generator to know in advance how much they would receive per unit of output. They would be set annually for each type of technology and once set will gradually reduce over a 15 year timetable, until termination of the scheme. This timescale would ensure that a product has sufficient time in which to become market competitive but should ensure that uncompetitive, inefficient products do not become a drain on public finance. The costs would be borne by UK electricity consumers in the form of a new ‘clean energy or renewable development premium’ to existing bills.’ It says that ‘The cost would be transparent to consumers and much simpler to understand and cheaper to administer than the complicated ROC system’. Such tariff systems provide long-term security of income to investors with guaranteed rates of return. This would in turn facilitate the development of low interest credit and loans to pay upfront capital costs from a range of third parties. It would also remove market dependency on the stop-start nature of Government grants.’

Severn Tidal Barrage 

‘We are not yet persuaded that the energy could be harnessed at an acceptable environmental cost but there is a need to monitor closely new developments here and in Morecombe Bay as advances in technology may well shift the balance of advantage. In the battle against climate change, it is not sensible to rule anything out.’

Tory green plans

At the Conservative Party Conference last Oct, Environment shadow Peter Ainsworth said ‘we will adjust distorting subsidies for on-shore wind farms and ensure proper competitive tariffs for emerging renewable technologies’. In addition he said ‘We want to reward households which switch to renewable energy by introducing a system of feed-in tariffs which will dramatically boost the market for local energy’ adding that ‘it means that individuals who go to the trouble of installing renewable energy in their homes will be rewarded with a real opportunity to sell any excess energy they generate back into the grid’. He also said they would ‘introduce a power station waste heat levy that will encourage the capture and use of heat which today is just thrown up into the sky’.

*In Dec. the Party released Power to the People, its policy on Decentral Energy: it backs REFIT for projects < 250kW.  More on that in Renew 172.

Green Lib Dems  The Liberal Democrats have also been offering green policies. They backed a plan for a Carbon-neutral non- nuclear Britain with 30% of the UK’s electricity coming from ‘clean, non-carbon emitting sources’ by 2020- rising to 100% by 2050. They also want taxes on highly polluting cars, a climate charge for domestic flights and a toll on road freight. See  the Groups section in Renew 171.

3. Carbon Politics 

Ducking the EU 20% by 2020 

renewables target

The UK has formally backed the EU plan to get 20% of the EU’s energy from renewables by 2020. However, the UK is unlikely to attain anything like that (we only get 2% at present), unless there are radical new programmes. Brown’s new proposals (see above) may help, but there have been signs that the government wants a lower UK target. Responding to the ‘ducking the 20% target’ claim 

Energy Minister Malcolm Wicks said on Newsnight that the proposed Directive did not mean that all EU members had to get to 20%, as long as it was achieved across the EU as a whole. But the UK target has ‘got to be a considerable figure. It’s got to be somewhere between 10% and 15%’.

Another approach would be to try to meet the target in other ways. The Guardian (13/10/07) said the UK, and some other EU countries, were keen on ‘a system of mandatory trading permits between countries so that member countries that did not meet the renewables target would be able to buy in permits from other countries that had surpassed it’. 

The EU Emission Trading System of course is based on this idea, and the next phase of that is now being negotiated. Not everyone may like the idea, but the UK government has already argued that it would be possible and reasonable to buy in carbon credits for up to half of what it needs to meet this, and its own longer term carbon targets, as proposed in the Climate Bill- including from countries outside the EU. But that would only provide a way to duck the EU’s parallel target of getting emissions down by 20% by 2020- it’s a carbon trading market.  But it’s not in theory a big step to setting up a tradable green certificate system for renewable energy, in parallel. 

EU energy commissioner Andris Piebalgs told the Guardian ‘he and his team were working on a scheme to trade renewable certificates’. As the Guardian says ‘this would enable Britain to get to, say, 10% of its energy from renewables by 2020 and buy in permits from countries, perhaps outside the EU, to cover the rest’. 

There is already some trading of green certificates, but it’s complex since each country has different schemes with different criteria. But the EC is keen on setting up a new ‘green certificate’ market with a standardised framework- something the EU is keen generally on as part of its push to a single harmonised EU energy market and support system. In terms of support schemes, the EU has so far focussed on the EU-ETS as the main way ahead, though it has had to accept that for the moment, the various guaranteed price Renewable Energy Feed-In Tariff (REFIT) schemes used around the EU are popular and effective. However the EU sees a new green certificate scheme as a new way forward to competitive market-orientated harmonisation.  But critics are worried that this could undermine REFIT.  

In addition, the Guardian noted, some critics fear that ‘a trading system will discourage EU member countries from developing renewable energy sources at a national level if they can buy green electricity from others. It would lead to an unbalanced concentration of renewable energy production in countries which have already managed to successfully produce renewable electricity cost-effectively. The price of renewable energy would rise, whereas it is falling in countries that have feed-in tariffs.’  While they say that ‘Mr Piebalgs and his officials insist that the two schemes are compatible... Oliver Schäfer, policy director of the European Renewable Energy Council  said they would end up destroying each other’.  

On 30/10/07, Energy Minister Malcolm Wicks indicated that ministers ‘have not yet come to a firm position on whether tradable certificates should play a part’ in enabling the renewable targets to be met, and it may be they will choose other options. One would be for the UK and other countries unhappy with the 20% renewables target, to try to change or fudge it. Another DBERR document leaked by the Guardian (23/10/07) claimed that meeting the target would not only cost the UK a lot  (£4bn p.a. just to get to 9%), but would also undermine the EU-ETS, and ‘reduces the incentives to invest in other carbon technologies like nuclear power’. That will clearly never do, so according to the leaked paper, one way out would be to try to renegotiate the target, or rules about compliance with it, though it was admitted that allowing member states to fall short of their targets will be ‘very hard to negotiate... and will be very controversial’. 

Asked on Oct 22nd in the Lords about this issue, DBERR minister Lord Jones simply noted that ‘EU Heads of Government agreed unanimously in March that differentiated national overall targets should be derived with member states’ full involvement, with due regard to a fair and adequate allocation taking account of different national starting points and potentials, including the existing levels of renewable energies and energy mix’.  Nuclear of course included.

In the  Commons on 24th Oct Gordon Brown said ‘We are committed to the targets agreed in the EU. The EU will now publish what it believes that each country is able to do, and we will engage in a consultation.’ However  the EU has delayed it’s decision on this- it was meant to have been in Dec.  

UK will miss EU targets 

The UK may not be able to meet the new 20% emissions reduction target set by the EU for 2020, according to a report by independent think-tank Cambridge Econometrics, which claims that 15% is probably the best that can be done by then. One of the problems is, it says, that projected carbon prices in the European Union’s Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS), may not be enough to provide an incentive to cut emissions by the required amount, especially in terms of road transport and also aviation- the later will only be included in the ETS from 2011. The report, ‘UK Energy and the Environment’, notes that the UK may surpass its Kyoto commitments by making a 20.5% cut on overall Greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions by 2012, based on the assumption that, ‘under the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, the CO2 allowance price will rise from Euro15.5 in 2006 to average around Euro 19 per tonne of CO2 over Phase 2 (2008-12), and because of large expected reductions in some other GHGs’. 

However, this may not be enough to ensure continued reductions after that.  It claims that the UK ‘will miss its renewables electricity target for 2010 and 2015 by wide margins’, although it is hopeful that the UK could get up to 19% of its electricity from renewables by 2020- only just short of its target. But continued energy demand increases and new gas fired plant will add more emissions.

Prof. Paul Ekins, co-editor of the report, commented, ‘These forecasts provide a reality check to the rhetoric on climate change that is now standard government fare. We consistently forecast that the government’s 20% carbon reduction goal by 2010 would be missed by a wide margin, but the necessary policy measures were not put in place and the government itself now accepts that it will miss the goal. We are now forecasting that the goals for 2020 will also not be achieved without stronger policies than have yet been put in place.Our projections have consistently identified the main barriers to a low-carbon economy to be higher emissions from the transport and household sectors, which are expected to rise to just under a half of the UK’s CO2 emissions by 2010.’   

For more see:  www.camecon.com/press_releases/uk_energy_environment.htm

Responding to the report, a Defra spokesperson said, ‘This report does not take account of a number of these measures, such as the carbon reduction commitment and the zero carbon homes initiative, which will help us meet this target. We intend to put the 2020 target into legislation through the Climate Change Bill, and the Energy White Paper provides a strong foundation for a range of policies and programmes that will help us reach it.’

One of the proposals is of course that the UK and other EU countries could import carbon credits from outside the EU to make up the shortfall. See the critique by Open Europe, covered in the Groups and Reviews sections of Renew 171- they suggests that the majority of UK emissions might be offset in this way. This idea has recently been presented as part of  a wider global policy. Ybo de Boer, head of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, has suggested that rich nations should be absolved from the need to cut emissions if they pay developing countries to do it on their behalf.  Robin Webster, Friends of the Earth climate campaigner, responded ‘This proposal doesn’t make environmental, economic or political sense. Emissions need to go down in industrialised countries if we are going to get to grips with climate change. We simply don’t have the option of buying our way out of trouble. Rich and poor nations need to work together- the longer we leave it to take action the more damaging it will be to our economy and the environment.’  

But the Centre for Alternative Technology seem to be happier with the idea. CAT's very ambitious Zero Carbon Britain plan (see Renew 170 and the Reviews section in Renew 171) included the import of carbon credits from overseas- rising up to the equivalent of around 1000 TWhrs worth in 2025 and then tailing off to zero by 2027.

Kyoto let out clause

The current Kyoto protocol allows richer countries to buy carbon credits, but states that most reductions must be made within the country itself.  However, interviewed on  BBC Radio’s ‘Today’ programme last August de Boer argued that: “We have been reducing emissions and making energy use more efficient in industrialised countries for a long time, since the oil crisis. So it’s quite expensive in industrialised countries to reduce emissions more. But in developing countries less has been done to reduce emissions and less has been done to address energy efficiency.” As a result, he argued: “It actually becomes economically quite attractive for a company, for example in the UK, that has got a target to achieve that target by for example reducing emissions in China. And that’s where the resource transfer happens.” 

Asked what limit he would put on such trading, he said: “I personally wouldn’t have a theoretical maximum. We are facing this huge challenge in terms of addressing climate change and the more economically viable we make it to do that the better I think it is...  I would let the market make that choice. There has been some talk in the international legal language about putting a limit on things. For example the Kyoto Protocol says that domestic action should be the main means of achieving a target, but negotiators have never managed to define more precisely what main means is. Is that 50:50 or 51% at home and the rest abroad?”

Asked finally whether his solution was ‘ethical’, de Boer responded: “It’s a very sensible part of the solution in the sense that ultimately the climate, the atmosphere, doesn’t care where the emission is reduced, as long as it is reduced.  But for economic reasons you want to find the cheapest reasons in the market.”  

Merton rules OK

The Home Builders Federation and British Property Federation have opposed the so-called ‘Merton rule’, which requires builders to obtain at least 10% of a building’s energy from sustainable sources such as solar or wind power. The Merton rule was launched by the London Borough of Merton and has since been adopted by 150 councils.  Housing minister Yvette Cooper had called for the rule to be rolled out nationwide and the Greater London Authority stipulates that 20% of energy in new buildings must come from renewables. But a draft of proposed new Planning rules leaked by the Guardian last Sept., appears, it said, ‘to make it much more difficult for councils to force the pace on renewables, with the Merton rule applying only to specific sites with use of renewables having to be notified years in advance’. 

Evidently the building and property lobby were worried that it would cost them too much to fit in-house renewables using local sources- it would be easier to buy in green power from external sources. The British Property Federation said it ‘has backed government plans to scrap the Merton rule because investing in inefficient on-site renewable energy sources is simply not the best way to reduce carbon emissions’.

However the Sustainable Energy Partnership, a coalition of renewable energy and green groups, has fought back defending the scheme. Organiser Ron Bailey said: ‘The current campaign by the British Property Federation and Home Builders Federation to overturn this modest yet proven and highly successful policy in the climate change policy planning statement is nothing short of scandalous bearing in mind the urgent need to reduce CO2 emissions.’ Andrew Warren, chair of the Sustainable Energy Partnership, said: ‘We’d expect ministers to be embracing the Merton rule... not falling for the current developer campaign of misrepresentation and skulduggery’.  

Then, in a letter to Merton Council, Yvette Cooper insisted the rule would stay, and in Dec she published new Planning Guidance basically adopting the Merton approach ...
OFGEM says no to RO 

In response to the governments consultation on the proposed changes to the Renewables Obligation (RO), OFGEM, the energy regulator, argues that the proposed RO technology banding arrangements could distort development since it will be hard to set prices for each band effectively.  Some projects may get too much, some not enough, and the net effect could be more cost to the consumer. They suggest that the government look again at other options, especially given the new EU commitment to getting 20% of energy from renewables by 2020. OFGEM recycles its earlier idea of competitive bidding for contacts- effectively the old Non Fossil Fuel Obligation (NFFO) again (see Renew 167), something the Tories have also now proposed (see later). But OFGEM also says that the government should look at guaranteed-price Renewable Energy Feed in Tariffs (REFIT), since they seem to be the most cost effective.  A third idea is to use the income from the RO buy-out fine to fund specific projects, rather than recycling it to companies who meet their RO.  

Tinkering like this is unlikely to work- the main message  surely is that market orientated mechanisms like the RO and the NFFO don’t work-  e.g.  under the RO the unpredictable  ROC price variations make it hard for companies to borrow money cheaply, so few projects emerge and for those that do  manage to go ahead, the developers have to charge more.  Under the NFFO, to get contacts, bids were submitted at price levels which were in practice unworkable, so few projects emerged.  REFIT is widely seen as the way ahead- prices fall as capacity builds.  OFGEM say that needs careful initial selection of prices. True- and using learning curve data they can be reduced (‘degressed’) in stages to avoid any over or under payments. But Germany, Spain France and many others seem to be able to do it.  The UK government however seems to want to stay with the RO, and competitive mechanisms, come what may. 

OFGEM report: www.ofgem.gov.uk/Sustainability/

Environmnt/Policy/Documents1/Ofgem%20response%20to%20Renewables%20Obligation%20consultation[1].pdf

RO changes:  The new Energy Bill will enact reforms to the Renewables Obligation e.g. technology banding.

4. Marine Energy Race 

Marine  Current  Turbines  Ltd had hoped to install its 1.2 MW  SeaGen in Strangford Narrows, Northern Ireland, last summer, but, speaking to a meeting in Guernsey in Oct 2007, MCTs’ Peter Fraenkel, reported that, ‘we had difficulty tracking down a contractor to do the work, primarily because of the installation of offshore wind turbines. We are aiming for March next year, although we don’t have a firm date for that.’ 

He went on ‘After we’ve installed it we’re taking on a project to install the first farm- 10.5MW, with seven machines- in two or three years’ time. We’re still hopeful of doing a project at some stage in the waters around Guernsey, which obviously do have potential.’  

He added that Guernsey Electricity had been extremely supportive; there was a lot of interest in the island about what MCT was doing. ‘We hope that it will lead to a real project in the long term. Other companies claim to have tidal turbines but, in reality it’s something that’s yet to appear- it’s models, artists’ impressions or very small devices.’ 

To be commercially viable, he said, a turbine needed to generate at least one megawatt because of the overheads involved when working at sea. ‘We don’t think anybody else is likely to have a machine of that size for two or three years. Although we’re delayed, we’re still well ahead.’

He cast some doubt on the technology being pursued in Alderney by competitor OpenHydro, in conjunction with Alderney Renewable Energy: the turbines needed to be at least 300sq. metres to be economically sound. Those set to be installed in Alderney are about a tenth of that, he said. It is also only a third of the size of a machine MCT installed four years ago. ‘I’d say it is not up to the stage we were at then.’  Source: Guernsey Press and Post 18/10/07

For their part, Dublin based Open Hydro report in the newsletter of EMEC, the European Marine Energy Centre, that they have redesigned their Open Centre Turbine- see left. They installed the first version  at EMEC’s tidal test site a year ago, and since then, the system has undergone a series of tests at the Fall of Warness, a fast flowing tidal channel off the island of Eday. ‘We’ve learned a huge amount as a result and the turbine has performed extremely well’, said OpenHydro chief executive James Ives. The original six-metre turbine has been removed from the test site, ready for the new machine to take its place.  ‘It’s identical in appearance, however the turbine has been enhanced in a number of important areas’, said Mr Ives. ‘Developing new technology is an evolutionary process and each time we build a new generation turbine, we’ll be testing it at EMEC.’ 

Using the experienced gained in Orkney, they are developing commercial tidal projects in Nova Scotia and the Channel Islands. 

* A ‘scoping report’ has been submitted to DBERR for the 8MW Lunar Energy tidal current farm project planned for off the coast of Pembrokeshire, and backed by E.ON. If approved they say it could be operational by 2010/11. And Wavegen have revealed more details of the Siadar wave project they are planning, in collaboration with npower renewables, for the Isle of Lewis, with an exhibition at a local school.  It would be housed within a new breakwater, with the 4MW Oscillating Water Column unit built into the structure.  As well as providing green electricity, the project could provide some shelter and act as a fair weather harbour facility for commercial and leisure craft.

Source: www.stornowaygazette.co.uk
Yes to Wave Hub 

The proposed £28m  Wave Hub 16km off Cornwalls north coast has got Govt. planning approval. 

It should come on line in 2009, with four projects initially under test- OPD’s Pelamis, OPT’s Wave Buoy, and devices from Oceanlinx and Fred Olsen. Eventually up to 30 devices could be linked in.

5. Tidal Barrage reactions
The conditional support given by the Sustainable Development Commission to the Severn Tidal Barrage (see Renew 170) led to a lot of objections. Some were on basic environmental lines, but some also pointed to what they saw as better alternatives. 

The RSPB said that its construction ‘will cause the emission of 10m tonnes of carbon. Greenhouse gas savings will be substantial in the long run, but those savings could be too late to avert the damage of climate change. It would be far better to spend the £15bn to £20bn the barrage will cost on measures that will cut emissions more quickly. The Severn estuary is an irreplaceable refuge for wildlife.’
The Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust (WWT), whose Slimbridge Wetland Centre is on the banks of the Severn, said: ‘WWT fully backs a shift toward low-carbon energy sources and recognises the potential benefits of harnessing the power of the massive movement of water in and out of the Severn Estuary each day. However the construction of a huge dam across the estuary could have a massive environmental impact on this delicate ecosystem and the wildlife that depends on it. There are alternative methods of harnessing that tidal power and WWT is calling for fair and balanced assessment of all the options and implications for the estuary’s international conservation importance so the best deal can be struck for people and wildlife.’ 

Friends of the Earth also came out noisily against (seebelow), and Plaid Cymru has also opposed it- something which caused some  confusion since it’s Labour's coalition partner in the Welsh Assembly. 

Jonathon Porritt, SDC chair, writing in the Guardian (3/10/07), was  more sanguine, although he was aware that views were fiercely polarised. On one hand there were the engineers and enthusiasts, on the other eco-NGO’s and statutory bodies such as the Environment Agency, who argued that it would breach EU directives.  Steering through these positions, he said the SDC took a ‘conditions-led’ approach and asked: ‘Is it feasible in engineering terms? We believe it is. Is it feasible in financial terms? We believe it is, though not without big strings attached. And can it be done in a way that is completely compatible with those EU directives? We believe it can, even though there will be significant environmental impacts.’   

The SDC’s final condition was that ‘the government should not proceed with a Severn barrage proposal unless it accepts upfront that this is going to be publicly led as a project, and publicly owned as an asset. Crucially, this would also enable the use of the kind of very low discount rate that Sir Nicholas Stern recommended in his climate change report earlier in the year, which would in turn deliver not only a highly-competitive cost of electricity from the barrage, but enough financial resource to fund the compensation package, which needs to be built into the capital cost right from the start.’  

But there was no hint on where the money should come from- some sort of PFI ? 

Porritt said he saw tidal current turbines as ‘very different from tidal barrages, but equally significant in scale. We reckon another 5% of the total UK electricity demand could be met by tidal stream, though getting it into the grid from off the north coast of Scotland is going to be quite a challenge.’  But, on tidal lagoons he said ‘unfortunately, there is little evidence to indicate just how big a contribution lagoons might make and we have recommended that a pilot scheme should be undertaken’. 

Emission savings? Only 0.92%

The SDC’s report says that, overall, tidal schemes might supply up to 10% of UK electricity, about 5% from barrages and 5% from tidal current turbines. That’s worth having. But, when looked at in detail, its analysis of the Severn barrage is not quite so positive at it seems at first glance. For example, it admits that, given the variable cyclic pattern of tides, its average ‘capacity value’  would  only be  ‘around 20-23%’ and it calculates that, assuming it displaces new gas fired CCGT which would otherwise produce 90tC/GWh, it would avoid the emission of 1.5 mtC p.a., which as a percentage reduction in carbon emissions is only 0.92%  compared to 1990 levels. Not a lot for £15bn.  The case for lagoons and tidal current turbines as better alternatives was made regularly during the SDC’s consultation exercises- we will review that process in Renew 172 and the full SDC report in Renew 173. 

On economics, the SDC report says that at an 8% discount rate, the barrages ‘lie at the  higher end in comparison to other low carbon technologies; at 15%, they are well above the costs of all other technologies except wave power, but using low discount rates of 2 or 3.5% a barrage becomes highly cost-competitive’. But surely the others would be even more so then? 

See:  http://baconbutty. blogspot.com/2007/10/severn-barrage-economic-failure.html

The SDC report is at www.sd-commission.org.uk/pages/tidal.html.  It

FoE challenge SDC’s Severn Barrage proposals

Friends of the Earth said it was ‘alarmed at the pro-Severn Barrage recommendations published by the Sustainable Development Commission’. FoE expressed ‘disappointment that the Commission proposes a scheme that would be publicly funded. Due to its high generating cost of 9.2p per kWh the Barrage would be nearly three times the cost of large tidal lagoons.’

Instead FoE is calling for a comprehensive study of tidal lagoons and a smaller barrage on the Severn (Shoots barrage), and rejected the SDC’s recommendation that a feasibility study should be focused on the Severn Barrage- only looking at alternatives if the barrage failed key tests. FOE has identified six main reasons why tidal lagoons would be a better option than a Severn Barrage, as set out in a comprehensive report: 

* Lagoons are far more efficient- they could produce up to 60% more energy than the Severn barrage

* Lagoons are much cheaper- they would generate electricity at about half the cost of the barrage (3 p/kWh versus 6 p/kWh)

* Lagoons would not impede navigation- unlike the Severn barrage, which could significantly reduce freight trade entering the UK via the Severn ports, Avonmouth and Portbury. This would have adverse knock-on effects on Bristol, and strain capacity and transport links at other UK ports

* Lagoons  would  not  destroy  an  internationally important habitat- unlike the Severn barrage, which would destroy the feeding grounds of tens of thousands of birds and damage the legally protected Severn Estuary

* Lagoons would integrate well with other renewable energy schemes- unlike the Severn barrage, which would need expensive stand-by capacity to cope with the huge twice daily pulses of power that would not synchronise with the daily variations in grid demand

* Lagoons would be compatible with a Shoots barrage near the Second Severn Crossing, which could provide flood defence and a strategic rail link from London to south Wales, avoiding the aging Severn tunnel

Neil Crumpton, FoE Energy Campaigner and author of the group's Severn Barrage Report, said: ‘The Sustainable Development Commission is saying that the Severn Barrage would be a flagship project- leading the UK’s investment in renewable energy. Yet to seriously damage an internationally important wildlife site in order to generate less than one percent of the UK’s energy consumption is not the way to lead the world in sustainable development. We urgently need to promote renewable energy initiatives but they need to be the right ones. A combination of large offshore tidal lagoons, possibly in combination with a Shoots barrage or barrier, could produce more energy with more flexibility at much less cost and environmental damage. That’s why we propose that such schemes are considered in any further Severn studies, as an alternative to the Severn barrage.’

For FoE’s Barrage report summary, and the full FoE report, go to:www.foe.co.uk/cymru/ english/news/severn_barrage_report.html

*We hear that a 4.6 sq mile tidal lagoon scheme is being considered in Canada in a 17 meter tidal range.

6. Britannia to rule wind

Clipper to develop 7.5MW superturbine in UK

California-based wind turbine manufacturer Clipper Windpower has announced that it will develop and test a new 7.5 MW offshore unit at a new Centre of Excellence for Offshore Wind in Blyth, in Northumberland. Clipper will use the test facilities of the Blyth New and Renewable Energy Centre (NaREC)  for the development project- known as “Britannia”. 

The 7.5 MW unit will be the largest of its kind in the world and will be based on Clipper’s proven Liberty 2.5 MW turbine. NaREC will support the project with an engineering package, which includes the use of its world-class wind turbine blade testing facilities. Engineering for the project will be shared between Clipper’s Advanced Technology Group, based in Carpinteria, California, and Clipper operations in Blyth. Funding is being provided by the UK’s One Northeast Regional Development Agency. www.clipperwind.com/pr_100807.html 

DBERR has granted consent for EDF Energy’s Teeside Offshore wind farm, with 30 turbines, to be located off the coast between the mouth of the River Tees and Redcar, and also for DONG energys 93-152 turbine array 14km from Walney Island, off the coast of Cumbria- which could be running by 2013. npower renewable’s plan for a wind farm at Bradwell-On-Sea have also been approved by the Governments Planning Inspector. 

The giant Shell/E.ON 1GW London Array with up to 341 turbines, has also got the go ahead from DBERR, though cost estimates have risen from £1.5bn to nearly £2bn. It could be working by 2010. As well as the five offshore wind farms currently in operation, another 10 have won approval and 8 are at the planning stage. Taken together that’s around 20GW total- which could supply17% of the UK’s electricity. Well on the way to the newly announced target of 33GW- roughly 25%- for 2020. More on that in Renew 172.

BT Greens itself with wind

British Telecommunications plc is to spend £250m building wind farms around the country in the UK’s biggest single renewable investment outside of the energy sector. BT, one of Britain’s largest electricity users, should be able to provide 25% of its needs from its own turbines and should be sourcing more than half its total power from non-fossil fuels by 2016. BT serves 15m UK customers, and claims to have already cut its CO2 emissions by 60% and hopes to have achieved an 80% reduction within the next nine years, despite extra power needed for broadband customers. BT gets 44% of its electricity from renewable sources via contracts with British Gas and npower and said increasing shortages meant there were advantages in doing it yourself. It’s applied for planning permission for test masts at Goonhilly satellite earth station in Cornwall, Wideford Hill radio station in Orkney and Scousburgh radio station in Shetland. Other sites are also being lined up so that BT can put up 125 turbines, each rated at 2MW.   Source: Guardian

MK OK  The 7 turbine Milton Keynes windfarm has got the go ahead from MK Council.

Devon Wind Power  has got the go-ahead for their 66MW 22 turbine Fullabrook Down wind project in north Devon, following a four-week public inquiry. It’s the first major scheme in Devon, which has so far resisted wind project

7. Carbon policy & initiatives 

Climate Change Bill changed

The draft Climate Change Bill has been revised following a three-month public consultation and pre-legislative scrutiny by three parliamentary committees. When originally published in March 2007, the draft Bill set out legally binding targets for reducing carbon dioxide emissions in the UK by at least 60% by 2050 and 26 to 32% by 2020, and  a new system of “carbon budgets” set at least fifteen years ahead, with reviews every five years.  It also proposed the creation of a new independent, expert Committee on Climate Change to advise on the best way to achieve these targets, with annual reports.  Most responses to the draft were positive, although FoE et al wanted annual targets.

The changes to the draft Bill, set out in a Command Paper entitled ‘Taking Forward the UK Climate Change Bill’ include strengthening the role and responsibilities of the Committee on Climate Change,  by requiring the Government to seek the Committee’s advice before amending the 2020 or 2050 targets in the Bill; and strengthening the Committee’s independence from Government, by confirming that it will appoint its own chief executive and staff, and increasing its analytical resources; increasing its transparency, by requiring the Committee to publish its analysis and advice to Government on setting five-yearly carbon budgets.  

In addition, as announced by the Prime Minister in Sept and again in Nov.,  the Committee will be asked to report on whether the Government’s target to reduce CO2 emissions by at least 60% by 2050 should be strengthened further (to 80%?); and to look at the implications of including other greenhouse gases and emissions from international aviation and shipping in the UK’s targets as part of this review. That’s what FoE etc. want- and an 80% target.  But not waiting two years for this review... 

Launching the new version last Oct., Environment Secretary Hilary Benn was upbeat: it will set up the Carbon Reduction Commitment- a new cap and trade scheme for large organisations not already covered by other schemes; and it will ensure that the Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation, delivers environmental benefits; and also help local authorities who want to pilot incentives for household waste recycling and minimisation. All together it’s estimated that these three policies could save the equivalent of up 9.4-13.9m tonnes of CO2 p.a. by 2020. The Government plans to introduce a revised Bill to Parliament ‘at the earliest possible legislative opportunity’.

ETF: £170m boost for low-C energy 

Government investment in commercialising UK low carbon technologies will top £370m over the next three years, thanks to an extra £170m being provided to the  Environmental Transformation Fund (ETF) for UK based projects. The new domestic element of the fund will invest in the demonstration/deployment of low carbon energy and energy efficiency technologies within the UK, to help reduce emissions and improve the security of energy supply. When added to the £800m already announced for the fund’s international element- to focus on protecting the environment and reducing poverty in developing countries- the funding will bring total investment through the cross-departmental ETF to £1.2bn for 2008 -2011.

Environment Secretary Hilary Benn said ‘the policies and programmes we have in place to fight climate change will help drive investment in clean, renewable technologies, with benefits for jobs and Britain’s economy. Britain must be at the forefront of developing and deploying this technology- whether it be LED lighting for people’s homes, biomass boilers for small businesses, or major sources of renewable electricity from wind and the sea to reduce our dependence on fossil fuels.’
The domestic element of the ETF, led by Defra & BERR, will build on existing programmes. It will work closely with the Technology Strategy Board (TSB) and the new Energy Technologies Institute (ETI), which itself will have up to £1.1bn to spend over the next ten years- half from the private sector. The ETF’s specific role is to support commercialisation of technologies which the ETI, TSB and others have helped to develop.  It will support continued investment by the Carbon Trust in technology programmes such as their work to accelerate cost-effective organic solar photovoltaic cells.  It will also look to increase the amount invested through the Trust in interest-free energy efficiency loans for small and medium-sized businesses, and through Salix Finance, in public sector revolving loan schemes.

The international element of the ETF, announced in the 2007 Budget and allocated to Defra and DfID equally, will fund overseas development activities that deliver both poverty reduction & environmental benefits in developing countries. £50m has been earmarked for tackling deforestation in the Congo Basin. The domestic funding will be divided between BERR & Defra. BERR’s share is £200m to be invested across the UK, including £41m new money over and above expected spend over the period on previously announced departmental programmes. Defra’s share will be £170m, to be invested within England, including an increase of £129m on expected spend over the period. The devolved regions get allocations via Defra.

* The King report for the Treasury on low carbon cars, noted that ‘in the long term, carbon-free road transport fuel is the only way to achieve an 80-90% reduction in emissions, essentially ‘decarbonisation’. Given biofuels supply constraints, this will require a form of electric vehicle, with novel batteries, charged by “zero-carbon” electricity (or, possibly, hydrogen produced from zero-carbon sources).’  But there’s no mention of peak oil...

£1m Carbon Trust grants

The Carbon Trust has awarded over £1m to seven pioneering low carbon technologies. The funding aims to speed the technologies’ development through to commercial reality and accelerate the UK’s move to a low carbon economy. Projects including a new generation of LEDs, energy efficient kilns and steam trap performance sensors have all received financial backing from the Carbon Trust’s Applied Research scheme. Over the past 4 years the Carbon Trust has invested more than £17m in projects that have demonstrated their potential to develop into viable commercial technologies.  

The 7 new projects funded by the Carbon Trust are:

* Aluminium smelting technology with the potential to cut energy consumption by up to 20%- Coventry University

* Technology to explode paint into moulds, avoiding the need for paint shops in the manufacture of plastic components- Warwick Manufacturing Group

* Energy efficient kilns, which could reduce the energy used in the manufacture of ceramics- Horizon Ceramics

* Natural ventilation systems for large buildings which could halve energy used by conventional mechanical ventilation- e-stack Ltd.

* Testing of new fully automated biomass CHP unit- Biomass CHP Ltd.

* Steam trap performance sensors which could reduce carbon emissions by more than 750,000 tonnes over ten years- Spirax Sarco Ltd.

* New generation of ultra bright LEDs with improved life expectancy and carbon savings over traditional lighting- GlowLed Ltd.

Garry Staunton, Head of Low Carbon Research at the Carbon Trust, said: ‘The diverse nature of these technologies clearly demonstrates the exciting low carbon innovation work taking place in the UK today’.

The Applied Research scheme requires that each project must secure additional funding from alternative sources.  www.carbontrust.co.uk.

HIPs & EPCs arrive

The Governments delayed Home Information Packs (HIPs) and Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs) programme is beginning to get underway and is being linked to a new system to help homebuyers get grants to lower their fuel bills and make their homes greener- making them aware that for example there are grants of £100-300 for loft and cavity wall insulation. 

EPCs give home-buyers a home energy rating, and a new portal on the Energy Saving Trust’s website enables consumers simply to tap in their postcode to find details of grants and other offers available: six major energy companies have agreed that when buyers move into their home and sign up to an energy contract they will get immediate access and information about ‘green’ grants or offers to consumers. Consumers who choose to give details from their EPC to suppliers will also receive targeted offers for recommendations in their certificate. The system should make it easier for consumers to get grants to make the improvements recommended in the certificates. The offers are funded by energy suppliers and other partners, with their investment in ‘green grants’ increasing to £2.5bn over the next three years from April 2008, compared to £1bn over the last three years. 

Housing Minister Yvette Cooper said: ‘Energy certificates have the potential to cut family fuel bills by hundreds of pounds. But it can still be a real hassle getting the work done. Most people don’t know these grants are available or don’t know how to apply for them. This means it should be much easier for homebuyers to get help to cut their fuel bills and carbon emissions too. It could save hundreds of pounds on insulation and hundreds off pounds on their fuel bills too.’

Philip Sellwood, Chief Executive of the Energy Saving Trust, said: ‘Our Green Barometer shows that more than half of people want tailored advice on energy saving. Energy Performance Certificates will make it easier for people to identify the simple things they can do in their home to reduce their energy consumption. More people will be reached now that energy companies are being proactive in providing information to householders on grants available to them.’

Green Retail  

Tesco hopes to erect a ten-metre high wind turbine at its biggest Edinburgh store in Corstorphine. It follows a similar scheme in Wick, Caithness, where solar panels and five wind turbines were built on the roof of a new store to provide a tenth of its electricity needs. Meanwhile, McCain Foods is investing £10m to build three 8o metre tall wind turbines at the UK’s largest chip factory. The Sainsbury outlet in Greenwich was one the earliest with a PV array on the roof. Planning changes 

Many other shops, as well as offices, pubs and clubs could also soon be powered by renewables, under changes to planning rules aiming to make it easier to install ‘green’ technologies like solar panels and wind turbines.

Communities Secretary, Hazel Blears, has asked planning and environmental consultancy Entec to draw up new planning rules to ensure the system is doing more to encourage the use of renewables. She wants Entec to investigate how renewable energy systems can be included as ‘permitted developments’, which means the changes can be made without the need for specific planning permission as long as there is clearly no impact on others or the local environment. The research will also consider what safeguards will be needed when the benefit of the technology is clearly questionable and outweighed by its impact on the local environment.

The Government has also announced that the UK Green Building Council has been asked to set out a route map for improving the overall energy efficiency of non-domestic buildings with the aim of delivering substantial reductions in carbon emissions from new buildings over the next decade. And the Government has also commissioned White Young Green Planning (WYGP) to carry out a wider investigation into what planning reforms are needed to make it easier for businesses to build extensions or make improvements to their premises. It will consider whether the need for planning permission can be removed for minor developments- such as small scale extensions and changes to shop fronts- where it is clear they have little or no impact on neighbouring properties or the local environment. WYGP will also look at how local authorities can retain the right to restrict planning permission with strengthened safeguards to deal with eyesore developments.

The new research projects follow on from the Government’s commitment to overhaul the planning system and to better equip councils to tackle climate changes. This included:

* A commitment to drive up the energy efficiency of all homes and for all new houses to be zerocarbon by 2016.

* Proposals to overhaul planning rules to make it easier for home owners to make minor household extensions and install Microgeneration equipment.

* New planning rules that will require councils to consider tackling climate change as a core factor when considering every new planning application and setting out a new role for them in promoting energy efficiency.

But there’s strong opposition to proposals for streamlining and centralising planning- see Groups in Renew 171

Look Smart 

Energywatch, the Energy Retail Association and Utility Week have joined forces to call on the Government to push ahead with smart meters in all UK homes within 10 years and scrap its proposal to install interim devices- like simple displays.

* By the end of 2010, 10% of the UK’s electricity will come from CHP, and the potential exists to provide 17%: See  http://defraweb/environment/climatechange/uk/energy/chp/index.htm

* British Gas has launched Green Streets, a competition where streets across the UK will compete to reduce their CO2 emissions. www.britishgas.co.uk/greenstreets

Lights Out

The voluntary scheme agreed with manufacturers means that incandescent 150W light bulbs have been phased out, so you won’t find many in the shops.  100W bulbs go next year, 40W bulbs the year after and all traditional bulbs by 2011. But not halogen lights...

 DEFRA says it will save 5 million  tonnes of CO2 p.a.

Rebound Effect

When you save energy by investing in energy efficiency you may reinvest the money saved in more energy intensive products and services, thus undermining the initial carbon savings. That’s one example of the so-called ‘rebound effect’. 

In general, if something becomes cheaper you are likely to use more of it. The importance of Rebound Effects is hotly disputed: some believe that they are insignificant and can be ignored, while others believe they are large enough to make improved energy efficiency ineffective in reducing carbon emissions. A new UK Energy Research Centre report, ‘The Rebound Effect: Uncovering the Truth Behind Energy Efficiency and Carbon Reduction’, looks at the evidence and finds that: 

•  Rebound effects can result in energy savings falling short of expectations- imagine you buy a fuel efficient car and end up driving further because it’s cheaper to run. Rebound effects vary in size, and in some cases may be sufficiently large to increase overall energy use.

•  Rebound effects are often overlooked by experts (e.g. the recent Stern and IPCC reports) and Governments, (e.g. the recent Energy White Paper) thereby threatening the success of energy and climate change policies

•   Rebound effects should be taken more seriously by policy-makers, but they do not undermine the case for energy efficiency policy     

See: www.ukerc.ac.uk   More in Renew173.

8. Worlwide developments

Climate Change 

Though the US is not a party to the Kyoto protocol, last May President Bush pledged to ‘convene a series of meetings of nations that produce most greenhouse gas emissions’ and by the end of 2008 to ‘set a long-term global goal for reducing greenhouse gases’. 

The first meeting was in Washington last Sept., with 15 countries, including Russia, China, India, Mexico, Indonesia, Brazil, along with the EU. The aim is now to reach agreement on voluntary approaches by the summer. With the US view being that ‘while all countries must do their part to reduce emissions, we should not seek to impose on any countries measures or frameworks that thwart their efforts to meet the legitimate aspirations of their people for better and more prosperous lives’, the outcome is likely to be limited. Meanwhile the US has lost an ally, with a Labor government now in Australia- who say they will now ratify Kyoto. 

Fuel scarcity may avoid climate change

While horror stories continue to emerge about the likely scale and impacts of climate change (e.g. see the Big Melt www.carbonequity.info/PDFs/Arctic.pdf), some say that fossil fuel reserves are not as large as thought, so, although that will lead to a major energy crisis, at least the climate/emission problems may be lessened. 

In a presentation on ‘Hubbert’s Peak, The Question of Coal, and Climate Change’, Dave Rutledge, from California Institute of Technology, argues that ‘currently there is a vigorous debate about fossil-fuel production, and whether it will be sufficient in the future.  At the same time, there is an intense effort to predict the contribution to future climate change that will result from consuming this fuel.  There has been surprisingly little effort to connect these two.  Do we have a fossil-fuel supply problem?  Do we have a climate-change problem?  Do we have both?  Which comes first?’ 

In his presentation he suggests that ‘trends for future fossil-fuel production are less than any of the 40 UN scenarios considered in climate-change assessments. The implication is that producer limitations could provide useful constraints in climate modelling.’  

He also shows that ‘the time constants for fossil-fuel exhaustion are about an order of magnitude smaller than the time constant for temperature change.  This means that to lessen the effects of climate change associated with future fossil-fuel use, reducing ultimate production is more important than slowing it down.’

Well yes, in the end its the total amount of emissions that matter, although the rate is also important. See http://rutledge.caltech.edu/ for the full presentation 

A blast from the past  The University of Alberta website reports that a recent DNA study of ancient materials in ice samples from Greenland by amongst others geologist Dr Martin Sharp ‘suggests temperatures in the southern Greenland boreal forests 450,000 to 900,000 years ago ranged between 10 C in summer and -17 C in winter, much warmer than current temperatures. Also, the reduced glacier cover in that region means the global ocean was probably between one and two metres higher during that time than it is today.’   It adds ‘Sharp, who has supported the idea that current global warming is the result of human activity, believes the new research offers evidence that climate warming on the current scale is possible through natural conditions.   However, he cautions that this research does not prove that ongoing global warming is not human induced.’  It quotes Sharp as saying ‘It could mean that our current warming is the result of both natural processes and human influences, and we may be heading for even bigger temperature increases than we previously thought’.  

 www.expressnews.ualberta.ca/article.cfm?id=8577 

Renewables ‘cheaper’ 

A renewable electricity future will be less expensive than a fossil-fuelled one, concludes a joint report from EREC, the European Renewable Energy Council and Greenpeace. 

The investments will be earned back ten times by fuel cost savings. Renewables could save US$180 bn a year by 2030 and reduce CO2 emissions by half, according to ‘Future Investment? A sustainable investment plan for the power sector to save the climate.’   The alternative programme would require an annual investment of $22 bn in green power plants above the current global expenditure, but the savings in fuel costs would be $202 bn per year. Converting the annual subsidies of $250 bn from fossil fuels to renewables would cover all costs. 

The report argues that some of the technologies are already competitive and ‘their economics will further improve as they develop technically, as the price of fossil fuels continues to rise and as their saving of carbon dioxide emissions is given a monetary value globally’. In parallel ‘Exploitation of the large energy efficiency potential will slow down the rapidly growing electricity demand from the current 13,675 TWh/a to 26,000 TWh/a by 2050’.  It adds ‘the reserves of renewable energy that are technically accessible globally are large enough to provide about six times more energy than the world currently consumes forever’

Wave & Tidal round the World

Korean ‘Seaturtle’ tidal project   Voith Siemens Hydro and Renetec, a Korean renewables development company, have agreed a joint venture for tidal current technology located in the South Korean province of Wando where they are to build a 600 MW tidal current power plant. It will be set up with turbines mounted on a bridge-like construction. According the Modern Power Systems (23/7/07) ‘each bridge can support up to three turbines with a rated capacity of 1 MW each and the crossbeam can be rotated to allow the turbines to follow the flow direction of high and low tides. The crossbeam can also be lifted from the water for maintenance purposes.’ It added that ‘the so-called ‘Seaturtle’ project envisages a park of tidal current power plants consisting of a series of these bridges that are due to be commissioned from 2010-2015’.

Spanish Wavegen project  WaveGen’s Oscillating Water Column (OWC) technology is to form the basis of the world’s first commercial breakwater wave energy plant, to be built on the Spanish Atlantic coast. The Basque Energy Board, Ente Vasco de Energia, is behind the 300kW development which will see 16 Wells turbines integrated into a new breakwater being constructed by the local government in Mutriku, in Northern Spain. It should be commissioned in the winter of 2008/2009. Wavegen, based in Scotland, is a subsidary of Voith Siemens Hydro Power Generation. Last year, it announced a deal with RWE’s UK arm npower renewables that was expected to lead to the development of a 3 MW wave energy plant on the Hebridean island of Lewis. Wavegens ‘Limpet’ OWC technology has been operating commercially on the Isle of Islay since 2000. 

More US Tidal projects While the proposed Nantucket Sound offshore wind farm continues to be contested, two tidal current turbine projects that flank either side of Martha’s Vineyard are quietly progressing, though they are at early development stages. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has granted a preliminary permit for one off the north shore of the Island in Vineyard Sound, and has also formally accepted a new application from Natural Currents Energy Services, which is based in New York, for a tidal energy project in Muskeget Channel between Chappaquiddick and Nantucket.  Source: The Vineyard Gazette.  Meanwhile, Pacific Gas & Electric Company has signed an agreement with the City and the County of San Francisco, as well as Golden Gate Energy Company, to assess possibilities for harnessing the tides in San Francisco Bay. 

For more marine projects see the Technology section in Renew 171 and NATTA's new compilation of reports  on marine energy from back issues of Renew.

74GW of wind

Global wind power capacity rose almost 26% in 2006, to over 74,200 megawatts, according to Worldwatch. 15,200 MW of new turbine capacity was installed globally in 2006, which Worldwatch caim will generate enough electricity annually to offset the CO2 emissions of 23 average-sized U.S. coal plants. Worldwatch’s Vital Signs Update claims the 43 million tons of CO2 displaced in 2006 is equivalent to the emissions of 7,200 MW of coal-fired power plants.

For another view on the causes of climate change, see Julian Floods web blog at  www.floodsclimbers.co.uk.  For a spirited critique of last years Channel 4 ‘Global Warming Swindle’ see http://zcarb.net/?p=379
3GW US wind 

Shell WindEnergy Inc. and Luminant, a subsidiary of TXU Corp.,  have announced a joint development agreement for a 3 gigawatt wind project in the Texas Panhandle and to work together on other renewable energy developments in Texas. They’ll also explore the use of compressed air storage, in which excess power could be used to pump air underground for later use in generating electricity. 

Saudis go green 
A research centre for renewable energy has been set up in Saudi Arabia, based at King Fahd University of Petroleum & Minerals. The centre has set up divisions for research on hydrogen, methanol and fuel cells, solar and wind energy, advanced energy storage systems, electrical infrastructure and control systems, and the economics of renewables.

Dutch go to earth The Hague will use geothermal to heat 4,000 homes & several industrial buildings, in the largest use of earth energy in the Netherlands. It will rely on 75°C water from a depth of 2,200m southwest of the city, and will be transported to a district heating network through heat exchangers. Cost of the project is Euro 46m, and three housing corporations, 2 energy companies and the city would split the costs and risks equally. The project will reduce carbon emissions by 4,000 tonnes a year. The Hague wants to be carbon-neutral by 2050. The first houses will be connected by the winter of 2008.

REEP- 35 projects

The Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership (REEEP) is to fund thirty-five new projects, in its sixth funding round- the largest in its four year history. ‘The REEEP portfolio is moving beyond a collection of good projects to being more strategic. We have started the replication and scale-up of successful projects in the past and have also started commissioning specific projects,’ said Morgan Bazilian, REEEP Programme Board Chair. ‘We are also pleased to be working closely with the governments of Argentina, Ecuador and Uganda as they formulate national renewable energy policy and legislation.’

The increased funding was driven by new REEEP donor contributions in March last year when the Norwegian government announced a three-year pledge of EUR 3.7m. Norway joined the UK, Ireland, Italy and New Zealand as a project donor government. Norwegian funding is focused on supporting several projects in Brazil, China and India. One is developing a financial mechanism to stimulate energy efficiency in buildings, and another will develop a national action plan for rural biomass. Norwegian funding will also establish a renewable energy fund in West Africa and promote biomass gasifiers in India. ‘We need to do what we can to ensure that developing countries make a technological leap forward, bypassing polluting technologies and increasing the share of renewable and clean energy sources’, said Norwegian Minister of International Development Eric Solheim.

In Africa, solar water heating is rising up the agenda as a demand side management strategy. Three projects are supporting the development of solar water heating markets- in Morocco, S. Africa, Tunisia and Uganda. In Uganda one study has shown that 41MW could be saved by installing 65,000 solar water heaters in urban areas.  REEEP & the World Bank will also hold a Development Marketplace competition for LED lighting across Sub-Saharan Africa to replace fossil-fuel lighting.

Energy efficiency remains a REEEP priority with 44% of the total projects funded covering energy efficiency. A successful street lighting ESCO project financed previously will be replicated in other Indian states. Credit risk guarantees will be developed for the Mexican ESCO market and a feasibility study will look at the role of ESCO’s in financing biogas plants at livestock farms in China.

REEP backs the Kyoto mechanisms and the Clean Development Mechanism. The ‘Gold Standard’ will receive funding to train CDM experts in Brazil, India, China and South Africa. And the London Olympic Committee will work with REEEP on a CDM project to source emission reductions from renewable energy projects in China to green the 2012 London Olympics.

For the first time REEEP is directly commissioning projects in addition to selecting projects via public tender. Two projects include plans to develop a global status report on energy efficiency and development and establishment of a risk mitigation mechanism for renewables energy efficiency investments in India.

* REEEP is a global public-private partnership that structures policy, regulatory initiatives and facilitates financing for clean energy projects, backed by national governments, businesses, banks and NGO’s.

9. EU Developments 
EU energy use still rising 

An EU action plan last year set a target of 20% less energy consumption by 2020. However, electricity consumption in the EU is growing, despite the extensive efficiency drive being promoted by member states. A report from the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC) shows increases across all sectors- residential, service and industry. As a result of new measures being imposed there have been some improvements, particularly in the case of “white goods”, such as refrigerators, washing machines and dishwashers.  But the report also points to widespread use of dishwashers, tumble driers, air conditioners and personal computers. In addition, satellite TV boxes, DVD players, broadband equipment and cordless telephones have had a big impact on consumption. 

 Other important factors include households with several of the same sort of appliance, mainly TVs, fridges and freezers.  Household electronics left on stand-by have a significant effect on consumption.  The JRC researchers noted that, as older equipment is updated in a household, it is often transferred to other parts of the home instead of being replaced, meaning  greater electricity consumption. 

*The UK and France are campaigning to persuade the EU to cut VAT rates on less environmental damaging products, such as insulation materials and greener models of cars and refrigerators, as part of the fight against climate change.

EU-ETS CO2 cap allocations

For the new round of the EU Emission Trading System  2008-12, the European Commission has accepted the proposed  national emission cap plans of the UK, France, Slovenia and Denmark, but for all the rest the proposed caps were reduced- some quite dramatically. Latvia’s cap was cut to 44.5% of that bid, Estonia’s to 52%, Lithuania’s to 53%, Bulgaria’s to 62.6%, Poland’s to 73% and Romania’s to 79.3%. 

EU Biofuels debate
 In March last year, the European Union  agreed to set a binding target for biofuels to make up at least 10% of petrol & diesel used by vehicles by 2020. A European Commission report says that to meet targets for feedstock, the EU should divert around 18% of its cereals harvests into making biofuel: ‘Under a 10% minimum obligation, about 59 million tonnes of cereals, or about 18% of domestic use, would be used as first- and including straw, also as second-generation feed stock. Most of the cereals used would be soft wheat and maize, the rest would fall mainly on barley.’  

Biofuels from food crops like wheat, maize, sugar or vegetable oils, labelled ‘first generation’, are relatively low yield and need energy intensive inputs like fertiliser, so that net carbon emission reduction may be low. There have been warnings that it was not going to reduce emissions much, if at all. And  talking about the US corn plans, the Economist, Sept 27th commented ‘Everyone seems to think that ethanol is a good way to make cars greener. Everyone is wrong.’ But the US nevertheless seems hell bent on expanding corn to ethanol production- it’s basically about replacing some oil and appeasing farmers, not dealing with climate change. 

Longer term things may improve, at least in the EU. ‘Second generation’ biofuels use non-food products, such as straw and waste lumber, and they can be more energy efficient, require less land, and reduce net emissions more. The EC report says that by 2020 they could help meet around a third of the EU’s domestic biofuel production. The rest would presumably come from first generation fuels and from imports.  

However there are problems ahead. Firstly Europe is lagging behind its biofuel targets. In order to achieve its interim target of 5.75% biofuel by 2010, the Euro Commission is now considering making the target binding.  Secondly, last year saw the biofuels debate take on an international perspective- not least in terms of the likely level of EU imports from key suppliers like Brazil, Indonesia and Malaysia, and the eco-impacts of plantations and potential impacts on food prices. The EC report said ‘Imports would serve around 20% of the biofuel production. About half of them would be first generation feedstock and mainly oilseeds and vegetable oils’. The EC say it will develop strict sustainability criteria, while WWF has published proposals for a harmonised European scheme for biomass certification, designed by consultancy firm Ecofys. But global market pressures for ‘green’ fuel will take some resisting.   

Sources: Greenprices Weekly/Reuters

Germany upgrades REFIT 

Germany’s Ministry for the Environment has issued revised rules for the its ground-breaking Renewable Energy Sources Act. Although support for PV has been levelled off, the renewable energy feed in tariffs for offshore wind, hydro and geothermal are to rise, beginning in 2009. It’s also increased its already ambitious target for renewables- from 20% to 27% by 2020. And a new target of 45% by 2030 has been added. The existing 2050 target is to get 50% of total energy from renewables. 

The New Tariffs 

The Ministry’s report announced that tariffs for hydroelectricity will be raised to € 0.1267/kWh for <500 kW, to  Euro  0.0865/kWh  for >500 kW<2,000 kW, to  Euro 0.0765/kWh  for >2,000 kW<5,000 kW.

For geothermal, the new rules reduce the number of size classes from 4 to 2 and increases the tariff from Euro 0.15/kWh  to   0.17/kWh. The new rules also add a bonus of € 0.03/kWh  for geothermal used in heating.

For wind on land, hard hit by rising turbine prices, the annual tariff degression is cut from 2% to 1% per year.  A bonus of Euro  0.007/kWh will also be paid for turbines that are more compatible with the needs of the grid. For wind off shore, the tariff rises from Euro 0.0874/kWh  in 2009 to  0.11-0.14/kWh. 

For rooftop solar PV, the annual tariff degression will rise from the current 5% to 7% per year beginning in 2009 and to 8% beginning in 2011. 

The revised programme will add a new tariff class for systems >1,000 kW of Euro 0.3548/kWh. The current tariff is Euro  0.463 for  >100 kW. 

For solar PV systems <30 kW the current tariff is  Euro 0.49/kWh.  For solar PV cladding <30 kW the current tariff is Euro 0.54/kWh For ground-mounted solar PV, the annual degression will be raised from 6.5% to 8.5% beginning in 2009 and to 9.5% beginning in 2011.         Data Source:  Paul Gipe

* € 1.5bn more German Technology minister, Annette Schavan, said the state would provide at least  €1.5 bn for R&D  projects to expand renewable energy.

German PV booms 

Although Feed-In Tariff support for  PV is being throttled back a bit (see above)- which has led to some complaints- the new higher degression rates could, more positively, be seen as reflecting the conviction that PV will continue to move down its learning curve to lower costs. Certainly the market is booming. In 2004 Germany became the single biggest PV market in the world, with the installation of over 360 megawatt peak capacity, ahead of Japan (280 MW) and the USA (90 MW). Since then expansion has continued- Germany now has over 3 GW of PV installed.  In a recent study, the Deutsche Bank research department calls the solar industry a ‘booming business’. It foresees a continuing growth of PV at 30% a year. It also says the solar thermal market will grow at 10-20% a year, and predicts that power from large solar thermal plants in sunny regions will fall to 5-7 eurocent/kWh within 15 to 20 years.

* The increased support for geothermal indicates the belief that this option can and should expand.  Geothermal hot water is used in southern regions for district heating systems and thermal baths, and there are 100,000 heat pumps (not strictly geothermal) installed in private homes, with another 24,000 added every year aided by support from the government. Geothermal electricity generation is however still in its infancy, although there are 150 projects in the planning stage in Germany, with an investment volume estimated at € 4 bn.    Source: ReFocus Weekly 

* Nuclear still out  Last year, trying to win over the government and public opinion, RWE, one of Germany’s largest energy groups, published a 4-page paid supplement in several newspapers in which its CEO, Harry Roels, appealed to the government to reconsider its nuclear policies. He said the decision to phase out nuclear was made ‘when climate protection was not as high in the public imagination as it is today’. But German President, Angela Merkel, has ruled out any change to the policy before the next election, scheduled for 2009. A fire at Kruemmel nuclear plant and a failure at the Brunsbuettel plant last year certainly undermined the anti-phase out campaign. Social Democrat Environment Minister Sigmar Gabriel, commented wryly ‘German nuclear power plants are the safest worldwide, aside from the occasional explosion or fire’. He called for the phase out of old plants to be speeded up. 

Ireland up
8.5% of Irelands electricity was from renewables in 2006  up from 6.8% in 2005. Wind’s share was 5.6% of the total, hydro’s 2.5%. It wants to get 15% from renewables by 2010, 33% by 2020. As well as wind, its also looking at marine options: Ireland has a Euro 141m ‘Sea Change’ marine research & innovation  project which  includes ocean  energyMore: www.sei.ie
Scottish-Norwegian undersea grid link? 

Scotlands First Minister, SNP leader Alex Salmond, has been in discussion with the Norwegian prime minister over plans to create a subsea ‘supergrid’ to take green energy from Scotland to 

Europe. In Oct., Salmond told the  Highlands & Islands Convention ‘We have 6 to 7 times the power Scotland needs, but we have to figure out how we take that power to market’.

 10. Nuclear Developments

Rapid growth needed for 

Nuclear to curb Climate Change

For Nuclear power to help curb climate change, at 1G tonne C/yr, it would have to expand worldwide to 1000GW, at the rate it grew from 1981 to 1990, its busiest decade, and keep up that rate for half a century, says a report by US environmentalists, academics and nuclear industry proponents. It would require adding on average 14 plants each year for the next 50 years, while also building an average of 7.4 plants per year to replace those that will be retired. The needed rate of expansion would be faster than during the industry’s first 40 years, and faster than the Energy Information Administration’s forecast for the next 30 years in the USA. 

While the report supported storing U.S. nuclear waste at power plants until the long-stalled Yucca Mountain repository opens, it noted that 10 such sites would be needed for the extra waste generated if expansion went ahead. And a global boom would create more proliferation/security risks. The US-led Global Nuclear Energy Partnership plan (for fuel leasing & controlled reprocessing) might resolve that, but it would need a lot of Fast breeder plants- and more waste stores. See the Reviews section in Renew 171.    

* 27 people from organizations covering a wide ideological range, including the Natural Resources Defence Council and the Nuclear Energy Institute, brought together by the non-profit Keystone Center for Science & Public Policy, spent 9 months on this ‘The Nuclear Power Joint Fact-Finding’ study.  See: www.keystone.org/spp/energy07_nuclear.html 

Sources:  Keystone CSPP report / Climate Change News, Environmental and Energy Study Institute, Washington DC.

* The UK based Oxford Research Group came to more radical conclusions in its study of whether nuclear could help respond to climate change: ‘Too Hot to Handle: The Future of Nuclear Power’. It concluded that, globally, the industry would have to construct nearly 3,000 new reactors to make a significant climate saving contribution- about one per week- over the next 60 years. It noted that 'The highest historic rate is 3.4 new reactors a year’. It added that even a small expansion ‘would have serious consequences for the spread of nuclear weapons to countries that do not now have them and for nuclear terrorism’. And a larger programme would mean that plutonium breeder reactors had to be used, as reserves of high grade uranium diminished, which make the security problem even worse.  The authors, Frank Barnaby and James Kemp argue that a worldwide nuclear renaissance would stretch to breaking point the capacity of the IAEA to be able to monitor and safeguard civil nuclear power. See www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk

EdF plans 4 UK n-plants 
Vincent de Rivaz, chief executive of  EdF Energy has said that the UK could have new nuclear capacity in operation by the end of 2017.

Speaking at the Adam Smith Institutes Nuclear Energy Forum, de Rivaz said that EdF was considering the possibility of taking part, most likely with partners, in building four new nuclear units in the UK in the years up to 2025. “I see no reason to believe that with focus and resolve we cannot achieve our goal by 2017”, he added. He said he believed 

that the political and commercial arguments in favour of new nuclear generation had been won for three reasons: Carbon reduction, security of energy supply, and ‘a kind of tipping point’ that the private sector has indicated it is ready to go without need for subsidies provided that there is an agreement on the funding of decommissioning and waste disposal, clear licensing and consent road map, and a credible carbon price. 

However, although a major national opinion poll commissioned by EdF Energy showed that 63% of respondents supported new nuclear power stations as part of a wider strategy including renewables, de Rivaz warned that ‘there are still a large number of people who do not agree or are sceptical’. Source:  Modern Power Systems

 UK chooses four reactor vendors 

The governments nuclear consultation document, ‘The Future of Nuclear Power: The Role of Nuclear Power in a Low Carbon UK Economy’, published alongside the Energy White Paper last May, invited applications from vendors of reactor designs for generic design assessment, or pre-licensing, and set out criteria for designs to be eligible for the pre-licensing process. All four applicants have met the eligibility criteria. DBERR, the new Dept of Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, reported that designs from AECL, Areva, GE-Hitachi & Toshiba-Westinghouse are eligible for the first stage of the pre-licensing process which will be taken forward by the Joint Programme Office comprising of the Office for Civil Nuclear Security, the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate & the Environment Agency. DBERR says that ‘the initial stages of pre-licensing are being carried out on a contingent basis alongside, and subject to, the outcome of the nuclear consultation’.

This arguably somewhat pre-emptive move was seen as necessary because ‘starting the first steps in the detailed and lengthy generic design assessment process is a prudent step, alongside the nuclear consultation, to keeping open the option of new nuclear power stations’.  DBERR added ‘Pre-licensing was identified by industry as an issue which needed to be addressed to enable nuclear new   build to be an option for new low carbon electricity generation’, but insisted that ‘these actions will not be irrevocable and could be stopped following the outcome of the nuclear consultation’.  It went on  ‘If successful in phase one, which includes an assessment of the safety case for each reactor design, a design may be able to progress to phase two of the generic design assessment, where the designs will be assessed in more detail. Phase two is subject to the outcome of the nuclear consultation.’  It concluded ‘It is likely that the number of designs to be considered during phase two will be reduced from four to three due to resource constraints of the regulators.  Entry into the first phase does not necessarily guarantee that a design will complete the full generic design assessment process.’

Nuclear can’t fill gap
 A report by Poyry Energy Consulting for ILEX says the commercial case for building new nuclear plants is weak  and that none will be built without a higher long-term carbon price than that set by the current European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS).

‘Despite the rhetoric, it is difficult to see much new nuclear capacity coming into the market before 2020,’ Poyry director Andrew Nind told Reuters ‘Beyond then prospects look better, but the future of nuclear probably depends on the creation of a long-term carbon price guarantee. In its current form, the ETS will not suffice.’ 

The current ETS runs only until 2012 and investors still have no idea what the EU plans beyond then. The EU Large Combustion Plant Directive could force many of Britain’s coal fired power plants to close over the next decade, while all but one of its nuclear plants will shut by 2020, leaving a gap that new nuclear cannot fill in time. If we want to avoid importing even more gas,  or carbon credits (see left) it sounds like a job for renewables 

See: www.ilexenergy.com/pages/Flyer_NuclearReport_v1_0.pdf
* The elderly Magnox plant at Oldbury closed for an undisclosed reason three days after reopening at the end of June last year. It was also closed at the end of May after a fire. It’s to close permanently by 2008. British Energy also reported that they may have problems getting their Hunterston and Hinkley Point plants back to full power after shutting them down last autumn to repair boiler cracks. 

BNFL in the black  But it's not all bad news for the nuclear industry. Despite its problems at Sellafield, BNFL made a  pre-tax profit of  £2,304m last year, nearly 10 times that the previous year, but this was mainy due to the  Westinghouse sell off- at  £2,132m.  £1.6m is to be spent changing their name- to Sellafield Ltd!

Japan’s nuclear shake up 

Following the damage caused to the world’s largest nuclear plant, the 7 reactor  8.2GW Kashiwazaki-Kariwa complex in central Japan, by last years earthquake, there was concern about quake-safety standards. Evidently it’s on a fault line.  The complex was 5.6 miles from the epicentre of the Richter scale 6.8 earthquake, which caused a fortunately relatively small (1,200 litre, 90k becquerel) radioactive leak into the sea.  400 drums of low-level waste were also dislodged in a store, with the lids of around 40 becoming open to the air, with it seems some radioactive gases being ventilated. A transformer unit also caught fire, and there were reports of  50 other problems, including broken pipes and radioactive water leaks. But all were said to be well below safety thresholds. 

However, all 7 reactors were closed and it seems will stay off-line for at least a year, and  a review of others around the country initiated- most of Japans 55 reactors are only designed to withstand quakes of 6.5 on the Richter scale, which remember is a log scale, so 6.8 is much larger - every unit increase in the Richter scale is ten times more.  An earlier proposal to raise the standard above magnitude 7.1 was shelved because of the high costs. Japans Citizen’s Nuclear Information Center commented. ‘Japan is simply too quake bound to operate nuclear plants.’ There have been calls for the closure of the 5 reactors at Hamaoka- an old plant directly above a geologically active fault 60 miles West of Tokyo.

US ‘can phase out Fossil and Nuclear by 2050'

A new study concludes that the United States could eliminate almost all of its carbon dioxide emissions by the year 2050. It also concludes that it is possible to do so without the use of nuclear power. The landmark study, Carbon-Free and Nuclear-Free: A Roadmap for U.S. Energy Policy, was produced as a joint project of the Nuclear Policy Research Institute and the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research. 

 Dr. Arjun Makhijani, author of the study and president of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research. “We can solve the problems of oil imports, nuclear proliferation as it is linked to nuclear power, and carbon dioxide emissions simultaneously if we are bold enough.” The “Roadmap” concludes that the USA can achieve a zero-CO2 economy without increasing the fraction of Gross Domestic Product devoted to energy, which was about 8% in 2005. Net U.S. oil imports can be eliminated in about twenty-five years or less, the study estimated, with wind and solar power playing major roles. 

See our Reviews section. Copies of the report are available at www.ieer.org/carbonfree/index.html

11. In the rest of Renew 171 

This issue takes a look at some of the wider political issues which shape how renewable energy is developed- our Feature explores the role of market mechanism and  in the Features and elsewhere we  look at how the EU-ETS and RO reflect the belief in the importance of market competition .  By contrast we look at REFIT , the guaranteed price Feed-In Tariffs that have been so successful on the mainland EU  - and whether they might be adopted in the USA.  Our Technology section continues our survey of wave and tidal current  turbine projects around the world,  and also looks at gasification and bioenergy.   Our Reviews include an assessment of CAT;s  Zero Carbon Britain scenario and the MARKAL scenarios developed  by the UK Energy Research centre. There is also a review of the new wind power book in the Palgrave series. The groups section looks at what the Claverton Energy Group has come up with so far , while our Forum debates  the pros and cons of personal carbon rationing. 
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