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1. UK Needs to try harder

The new EU energy policy calls on the UK the get 15% of its energy from renewables by 2020- near the bottom of the EU league table, but still requiring massive effort. The British Wind Energy Association said that meant ‘we need to increase renewable electricity to at least 35% in the next 12 years’. But Friends of the Earth said that current plans ‘fall well short of what is required to meet its share of the EU renewable target. Despite pledging to triple the amount of electricity generated from renewables by 2015, this is still less than half of what Britain should be aiming for from the electricity sector if it is to meet its EU target.’  Moreover, FoE say that the EU climate targets- a 20% cut in emissions by 2020 are actually weaker than the UN climate agreement reached in Bali.  

To be fair, the EU has said that it is looking to a 30% cut, if it can get commitments from other countries and regions, and the UK government has been talking about raising the UK’s national 2050 target beyond 60% to perhaps 80%. But there is no doubting that the UK needs to do much more- and not just in terms of electricity. The Renewable Energy Association commented that we ‘need a new approach. Historically the government have focussed renewable energy policies only on the electricity sector, forgetting about heat and transport energy’. 

DBERR has now launched a consultation on renewable heat. But why has it taken so long? And, as BBC radio’s ‘Costing the Earth’ programme asked  (31/1/08), why were we so far behind the rest of the EU on renewables overall? Only Luxembourg and Malta had lower percentages. OFGEM blamed the Renewables Obligation for our slowness.... 

Ducking targets, stalling for time

To be fair, the UK is being asked to boost its renewables by 13.7%- more than any other EU country: the increases range down through 10.5% for Portugal to 6.2% for Romania. See www.energy.eu/#renewable. So perhaps it’s not surprising that, as Reuters claimed, the UK was ‘seeking a relaxation of its renewable energy targets set by the EC’. It noted that Energy Minister Malcolm Wicks told a parliamentary committee that 15% was ‘an extremely demanding target. We are negotiating about that. Our share of the costs will be very high compared with other European Union states,’ and Reuters said that, though he ‘ducked a question on whether that meant Britain was trying to get a lower target’, he ‘hinted that an extension of the date could be part of the discussions with the Commission’. If the UK was in the middle of a major project, such as the Severn barrage, which would deliver the target but a few years late, then he felt the EC should take that into account.  

Do more While Wicks seemed to be stalling for time, the lobby groups want seriously expanded action e.g. FoE said that ‘The Government must revolutionise its support for renewables. We need policies that meet the scale of the challenge, including a far stronger target for large-scale renewables and generous, guaranteed payments to householders, communities and businesses that generate their own energy from solar panels and wind turbines.’  It added that the new EU targets should not be met by ‘buying in’ renewable energy credits from overseas. But in common with most other green groups, FoE wants one of the targets dumped- it says we should scrap the target for 10% of the EU's transport fuel to come from biofuels by 2020. ‘Biofuels have, at best, uncertain climate benefits and their production is threatening forests, peatlands, other wildlife habitats and undermining people’s rights’. 

Emissions down  The government did have some good news for us though: data for 2006 shows that UK greenhouse gas emissions were down slightly (0.5%) on 2005 levels- CO2 down by 0.1% - although international aviation and shipping were not included. DEFRA said UK’s greenhouse gas emissions were now 16.4% less than in 1990, and when the effect of the EU Emissions Trading Scheme was included, the overall cut was 20.7%. Environment Secretary Hilary Benn said that while the downward trend was positive, a much bigger change was needed. ‘The UK is on track to meet and go well beyond its Kyoto commitments, but as a country we must do much more across the board. We have to make a real change to every aspect of our lives and our economy.’ 

*DEFRA say Greenhouse gas emissions in 2006 fell  0.5% on 2005 levels, while CO2 emissions fell by 0.1%, despite a 2.9% rise in the GNP. The domestic sector did best- CO2 4% down. Business cut by1.6%. But transport CO2 rose by1.3% and energy supply by 1.5%. 

Geopressure

The Geopressure issue also popped up. Natural gas comes out the ground at too high a pressure to be fed into the gas main, so it has to be depressurised. That yields some energy, which can be captured by using turbines, and the power from these has been given ROC’s. But there were some objections- since it isn’t a renewable source. However it would otherwise be wasted. Lobbying by the industry, Greenpeace and MP’s produced a reprieve- BERR says it can continue to get ROCs. 

Media report say that Bath based 2oC and National Grid can now to push ahead with an initial £50m-£60m programme through their joint venture company Blue-ng. They plan to install the technology at power plants at Beckton, being built to supply the nearby site for the 2012 Olympic Games, and at Southall, Middlesex. They say the company could install 1GW of generating capacity in the UK over the next two years.  Source:           D.Telegraph 22/01/08         See:www.2oc.co.uk

Scotland goes its own way

 Meanwhile, Scotland  is running in effect, its own parallel, more ambitious programme: e.g. for marine energy- see p.3. The Executive now says it wants to cut GHG emissions by 80% by 2050- a third more than the UK target. That implies a big push. While the UK aims to get 20% of its electricity from renewables by 2020, Scotland has already got there, and its 2020 target is 50%.  See the Technology section of Renew 173.

A Greenish Budget 2008

 The Budget avoided a wind fall tax on energy companies but was still quite green: 

* HMG will ‘consult on the most appropriate support mechanism for micro- generation at individual and community level, including the option of a feed-in-tariff’.

* Non-residential buildings to be zero carbon by 2019.

* Climate Change Levy increased in line with

 inflation, Landfill tax up 

* Vehicle emission taxes raised, aviation tax too 

* A full Carbon budget will     be presented in 2009. 

But it’s still pretty timid...

2. Wave and Tidal-  ‘slow progress’

Lots of wave and tidal projects are currently under test at various scales, many of them queuing up at EMEC in Orkney. But also down south.  Trials of Essex-based Trident Energy’s wave  generator off the Suffolk coast are following tests on a small model. The company said the trial would be conducted about 5 miles off Southwold and would run for a year. It added that the eventual full-scale wave farm platform will probably be located further out to sea where their was more wave energy. The Trident system uses direct energy conversion rather than mechanical gearing, hydraulic or air compression systems to run a motor.  The wave motion captured by floats placed in the sea which directly drive a linear generator- the bobbing action moves the armature coils though a stator thus electromagnetically inducing a current.  They say this should make it cheaper and easier to maintain. 

However, a new report from the Government’s Renewables Advisory Board (RAB), looks at progress with developing and demonstrating wave and tidal stream power and says that that, whilst the long-term prospects remain promising, progress has been slower than hoped. A key concern is that the governments support scheme, the £42m Marine Renewables Deployment  Fund (MRDF), has not yet actually provided any support, because no projects have been able to meet the eligibility criteria- they must have three months  successful operation at sea before they can get funded. The RAB report makes dismal reading, in effect trying to explain this away: ‘the MRDF is fundamentally a sound scheme.  It, in itself, is not a failure, but the R&D process has failed to supply the technologies that the MRDF was established to support.’  So the scheme is fine it’s just the technology isn’t yet ready!

The reasons offered are that ‘The technical challenges, particularly of operating in a marine environment, are great and perhaps more difficult than originally expected.  Also, there has been some over-optimism in the industry, leading to raised expectations.  R&D projects are taking longer and costing more and have not yet established the current cost of energy of wave and tidal stream.’  The result is that ‘projects have not yet reached the point where they are ready for demonstration in a fully commercial environment’, although ‘some technologies are expected to achieve this within the next year’. 

RAB conclude that the MRDF was in effect started too soon, but they do not suggest it be scrapped- although it might be improved to make it more accessible when devices are ready. The governments decision to provide double Renewable Obligation Certificates for marine renewables was welcomed, as reflecting an awareness that costs will be higher and more support was needed than had earlier been expected. But the basic message is that it will all take longer than hoped. The three month eligibility rule was defended as necessary to ensure  viable projects, and the MRDF’s offer of a mix of capital grants and revenue support, rather than just capital grants, was seen as important to reward successful devices. The RAB appendix however does mention Scotlands £13m Wave and Tidal Energy Support Scheme, launched in 2006, which has simply offered capital grants- £10m so far to 9 projects.  But it notes that, like the MRDF, Scotlands independent Marine Supply Obligation has yet to get going- it’s been set at zero awaiting commercial projects. See p.4 RAB concludes that despite the slow progress, ‘the UK is still regarded as the world-leader in this field’  and it suggests some improvements to R&D support to help speed things along- it notes that the MRDF has already provided £6m for the Wave Hub off the N. Cornwall coast, and talks of better collaboration with academic research, like the Supergen Marine initiative. One of the aims of new Energy Technology Institute is to accelerate marine renewables. Let’s hope they can get things moving. 

Tidal Power review

While small projects are to get double ROC’s (see Section 3  below), large tidal barrages and lagoons in the Severn will be looked at in a new BERR feasibility study which will analyse the potential environmental, social and economic impacts of the possible projects. It will enable the Government to decide whether and on what terms it could support a tidal power project. BERR says ‘One of the possible technologies, a Severn Barrage, would harness the power of the Estuary using the proven technology of a hydro-electric dam, but filled by the incoming tide rather than by water flowing downstream. Such a project, as the recent report from the Sustainable Development Commission confirmed, has the potential to generate some 5% of UK electricity from a renewable British source.’

Secretary of State John Hutton said: ‘The potential scale of this project, and the impact it could have for both securing energy supplies and tackling climate change is breathtaking. The Severn Estuary has some of the best tidal potential in the world and could more than double the current UK supply of renewable electricity, and contribute significantly to targets for renewable energy and CO2 emissions reduction. We must understand the cost and the impact that a project of this scale could have, not least the environmental, social and economic effects. But the need to take radical steps to tackle climate change is now beyond doubt. Tough choices need to be made. We must consider all our low carbon energy options.’

Finance & Environmental Assessment 

The study will include a Strategic Environmental Assessment, and will last ‘about 2 years’, concluding with a ‘full public consultation’ in early 2010. The study will be a carried out by a cross-Government team, also involving the Welsh Assembly  and the SW Regional Development Agency, with ‘expertise from a number of organisations and engaging stakeholders and the public at large’. Building on the work of the Sustainable Development Commission and earlier studies, the new study will:

* assess in broad terms the costs, benefits and impact of a project to generate power from the tidal range of the Severn Estuary, including environmental, social, regional, economic, and energy market impacts;

* identify a single preferred tidal range project (which may be a single technology/location or a combination of these) from the number of options that have been proposed;

* consider what measures the Government could put in place to bring forward a project that fulfills regulatory requirements, and the steps that are necessary to achieve this; and,

* decide, in the context of the Government’s energy and climate change goals and the alternative options for achieving these, and after public consultation, whether the Government could support a tidal power project in the Severn Estuary and on what terms.

Lagoons and Barrages 

The feasibility study will consider barrages and lagoons, but not tidal stream technologies.  BERR notes that technologies ‘must comply with a wide range of environmental legislation, including the EU Habitats and Wild Bird directives. The Severn Estuary is of National, European & International nature conservation significance- and so has been afforded the corresponding levels of legal protection. It is designated as both a Ramsar Site and Special Protection Area (SPA) under the EU Habitats Directive and is in the process of being designated as a Special Area of Conservation (SAC). The Estuary also comprises a series of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).’

London Lagoon

Metrotidal Ltd has proposed a 4.75 sq.km tidal lagoon in the Thames estuary, coupled, in a £2-4bn project, with a tunnel crossing and tidal surge barrier between Medway & Canvey Island.

www.thurrockgazette.co.uk/_images/misc/thamesgateway/finallagoon.jpg
Welsh Tidal Farm

Npower Renewables and Marine Current Turbines (MCT) have formed a new company,  SeaGen Wales, to develop a 10.5 MW tidal farm using  7 of MCT’s 1.5MW SeaGen turbines,  sited in 25 m deep open sea in the Skerries area off the coast of Anglesey, N. Wales, where there is a 5.4m tidal range and a 3.19 m/s mean spring current.  The £20-30m project could be operational in 2011, assuming consents are forthcoming.

3. RO bands- no to REFIT 

In January, the Government announced its response to the consultation on reform of the Renewables Obligation (RO)- backing the idea of a banded RO. The consultation was just of reform to the RO, but of course many people see it as hopeless and would prefer to switch over to the very successful Feed In Tariff approach used in Germany and most other EU countries. The government however is having none of it.  During the House of Commons debate on the Nuclear White Paper, Secretary of State John Hutton commented: ‘The renewables obligation is a genuine market mechanism and that is why it has been successful. It has overseen a rapid increase in renewable energy in the UK and we should stick with what works. The feed-in-tariff in Germany has undoubtedly incentivised microgeneration in particular, but a significant extra cost has been borne by consumers as a result.’

He seems to have been mislead. The German renewable feed in tariff’s main success has been in supporting large scale wind projects- 22GW so far, and at much less cost/kW and even per kWh than the UK’s paltry 2GW. Micropower projects have done well too, but only represents a tiny part- about 0.4%- of the German programme so far. Interestingly the Tories ‘Power to the People’ report (see Renew 172) made the same error.  

RO revised- with Bands

So we’re stuck with just relatively minor reforms to the Renewables Obligation (RO). The government response to the consultation on the reforms confirms that it will  go ahead with the introduction of technology banding  in order to give more support to emerging renewable technologies. Subject to parliamentary clearance, from April 2009, Renewables Obligation Certificates (ROCs) entitlements will therefore be adjusted as follows :

Established Band 1 (Landfill Gas): 0.25 ROC/MWh;

Established Band 2 (Sewage gas, co-firing of non-energy crop ‘regular’ biomass): 0.5 ROC/MWh;

Reference Band (includes onshore wind, hydro-electric, co-firing of energy crops and other  established technologies): 1 ROC/MWh;

Post-Demonstration Band (offshore wind, dedicated regular biomass): 1.5 ROCs/MWh;

Emerging Band (includes wave, tidal stream, solar pv and other emerging technologies, with tidal barrages /lagoons under 1GW now added in): 2 ROCs/MWh.

Consultation results 

DBERR says that most of the proposals set out in the RO consultation document ‘were well received by the majority of the 174 companies, organisations and individuals who responded’. They say that there are however ‘a number of changes which we will make in response to the consultation. These changes will not significantly alter the proportion of the UK’s electricity which we expect to come from renewables from the first phase of a banded RO.’ 

In particular they note that ‘we intend to go forward with plans to group technologies with similar costs’ but they have  made some changes to the initially proposed banding regime- e.g. allocating 0.5 ROCs/MWh to non-energy crop ‘regular’ biomass, and  to sewage gas, instead of 0.25 ROCs as originally proposed. 0.5 ROCs per MWh, ‘following reassessment of their costs’.  However, the cap on the proportion of a supplier’s obligation that can be fulfilled by co-fired ROCs will be retained at a level of 10% of the number of ROCs. 

The other big change is that ‘having studied the figures provided by consultation respondents’ the government has raised the guaranteed headroom from 6% to 8% above the number of expected ROCs in the market in any obligation period after 2015/16. In addition, the fossil fuel content of mixed waste will initially be deemed to be 50% and increase over time to 65%; but the overall cap on co-firing is being retained. It also changes its approach to micropower and added in small tidal barrages and lagoons- see below.   

RO- some  key  changes

Tidal Barages and Lagoons. 

Tidal lagoons and barrages of up to one gigawatt are to be included in the two ROCs per MWh band.  DBERR says that the 8GW Severn Barrage would destabilise the RO, which is why barrages over 1GW are to be excluded- but the new DBERR feasibility study (see later) will look at state funding options. Smaller barrages are deemed to ‘present less of a challenge to the RO’, but would seem to need more than one ROC.  ‘In general such support is reserved  for developing technologies where we expect costs to decrease in future. For barrages, the majority of the cost relates to civil engineering, and as there are relatively few sites in the UK for tidal barages and the technology is mature, the scope for learning effects is limited. However a limited period of support would enable barages to pay back their initial cost leaving assets able to continue providing low carbon electricity on commercial terms for succeeding decades.’  As per the Rance barrage in France, still running well 40 years on. 

So small barrages will get 2 ROCs/MWh. Similarly for lagoons- and although ‘there may be some scope for learning through development and design and construction approaches, as with tidal barrages, the main rationale would be the lifetime of the plant and its ability to keep generating for decades after any direct support ended’. 

Micropower changes 

In addition they say ‘we have decided to reduce the complexity for micro-generators that would have been implied by a banded and grandfathered system. All microgeneration stations (50kW or less) will receive two ROCs per MWh, regardless of technology. Micro-generators will be excluded from any grandfathering provisions placing all microgenerators in this band irrespective of when their plant was installed (including the circa 200 stations accredited in 2006). We also commit to retain this level of support following the first scheduled banding review, planned for 2013.’ 

Next - the EU target 

BERR noted that the EC’s draft directive for individual countries contribution to  achieving the new EU target of getting 20% of EU energy from renewables by 2020, will ‘be subject to negotiation, with a final decision expected in early 2009’ and said that ‘we will launch a consultation later this year on how to achieve our targets and we intend to publish our full renewable energy strategy in the spring of 2009 once the EU directive has been agreed. It is therefore likely that we will need to introduce further changes, in due course, to further stimulate renewable electricty generation in the UK.’ 

And, hopefully, also heat?

4. Biofuel doubts grow

The Commons Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) has warned that biofuels for vehicles may be too expensive and have too many environmental impacts while not reducing net greenhouse gas  emissions. So the EU should rethink its target of getting 10% of vehicle fuel from biofuels by 2020. 

EAC Chairman Tim Yeo said: ‘Biofuels can reduce greenhouse gas emissions from road transport- but at present most biofuels have a detrimental impact on the environment overall. The Government must ensure that its biofuels policy balances greenhouse gas emission cuts with wider environmental impacts, so that biofuels are only used where they contribute to sustainable emissions reductions. Without this reassessment biofuels could lead to a range of environmental impacts including water pollution and biodiversity loss. In addition the absence of international mechanisms to protect rainforests means that biofuels will add further to the already significant pressures to cut them down to make way for palm oil plantations.’

The Soil Association said the report ‘exposes the false green mantle masking the true costs of and vested interests behind the push for biofuels. The main crops proposed for producing biofuels, oil-seed rape and sugar-beet, are simply old commodity crops seeking to revive flagging markets. More deviously, the biotech industry is trying to use biofuels as a ‘Trojan Horse’ to by-pass public hostility to GM crops.’ 

The RSPB also attacked the EU targets as ‘farcical’ while the Royal Society produced a critical report arguing that ‘unless biofuel development is supported by appropriate policies and economic instruments then there is a risk that we may become locked into inefficient biofuel supply chains that potentially create harmful environmental and social impacts. New technologies need to be accelerated that can help address these issues, aided by policies that provide direct incentives to invest in the most efficient biofuels.’

*The European Commission also expressed doubts about whether the target could be met, and acknowledged that there were unexpected side-effects, but it recently published sustainability criteria for biofuels, stipulating that whether EU-grown or imported, biofuel crops should not be grown in forest, wetland or permanent grassland areas. But EU Energy Commissioner Andros Piebalgs reacted strongly against the EAC’s comments: biofuels were ‘the most immediately feasible way’ of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles. He added that ‘the key contribution of biofuels to the sustainability of the transport sector should not make us forget its other benefits which are as important as the environmental ones, namely: reducing our dependency on imported oil; providing a development opportunity for poor countries, and paving the way for second-generation biofuels’. See Section 9  below or more on the biofuels debate.

5. £25m for micro power

So far grants worth £25m have been claimed under the Low Carbon Building Programme. Since it launched in April 2006, grants to install solar panels, biomass boilers and ground-source heat pumps have included £7.5 m to help 4,600 households generate their own green energy, and £18m for 739 projects on school, community, housing association and business buildings. 

 However the pace is now slowing (see p.5), due to the fall in the level of grants available for projects. But a bit apologetically, Energy Minister Malcolm Wicks said : ‘there are still grants available to householders who want to follow in the footsteps of the thousands across the UK who have been helped by the Government to fit microgeneration technology at their homes. Many schools have benefited also and the pupils there have been able to see renewable energy in action and understand more about its important benefits.’ 

In fact there is still £11m available under Phase 1 for householders who want to generate renewable energy at home. Schools, charitable bodies and other public sector organisations can apply for a share of the £44m that remains from the original £50m set aside for them under Phase 2. 

LCBP micropower slows

Take-up of domestic micro-generation under the Low Carbon Building Programme has fallen by 66%: following cuts in the level of some of the grants, the average number awarded fell from 279 a month to 95. There were 110 grants for micro-wind in 2007, compared with 380 in the 7 months from May 2006, when the programme started. The initial £5000 grant ceiling had been halved. Even where the grants remain the same, take up has still slowed. For solar heating there were only 835 grants in 2007 compared with 1,610 in the previous 7 months. For ground source heat pumps there had been 30-40 grants per month in 2006, but none in Oct-Dec last year. And for PV solar, where the grant has been cut from £15,000 to £2500, in 2007 only 270 grants were awarded- around 6MW peak, bringing the UK PV total to 16MWp. By contrast Germany has installed 130,000 last year- 1,100MWp- and has a total of 3,800MWp so far. While in Germany domestic renewables continue to expand, aided by their guaranteed price Feed-In-Tariff (FIT) system, in the UK the slow down means there may be a £10m underspend on the programme over the next year- over half the £18m allocated to it for the three years to March 2009. But (see Budget Box & Renew 172) a FIT for micropower may be considered. Guardian 15/02/ENDS

Micro wind- more doubts

Following the fairly damning BRE study (Renew 172), an interim report form the Warwick  micro- wind power study (see Renew 167) has revealed that homeowners could be being misled by the official figures for wind speeds because they are consistently overestimating how much wind there is- sometimes finding that real speeds are only one third of those forecast. There was noticeable disparity between poor results in urban and suburban areas and far better ones in high-rise and coastal locations. In the worst case scenario, the figures indicate that it would take more than 15 years to generate enough  energy to compensate for the manufacture of the turbine in the first place. 

Encraft, based in Warwickshire, launched the trial in 2006 and is now monitoring speeds and power generation at five rural, eight suburban and 11 urban sites, including six on blocks of flats.  Most trial sites only began working last year, but the results of nearly 64,000 operating hours ‘reasonably indicate’ their performance. Results from 15 sites show only three generated more than 400 watt-hours of electricity a day; two at 875wh and the single site which reached 1,790wh. Windspeed indicators confirmed that the official data used to assess how good a site is for a wind turbine are too high: wind speeds were one third to two thirds of what was forecast, 

The Guardian (10/1/08) said the study, which was supported by government and the British Wind Energy Association on behalf of the industry, ‘is a setback for hopes of a big uptake in micro-wind turbines to help slash the carbon emissions from big power generation’. Encraft, did however point out that other research had  shown that seven out of 10 people say seeing turbines reminds them to save energy, and commented ‘there is no doubt that microgeneration as a whole has a critical role to play in delivering a low carbon and secure energy future for the UK. Micro wind turbines are part of this mix, but they need to be installed in a responsible and appropriate manner. Consumers need to exercise common sense: these will be more effective where it’s most windy.’

*The project had an open day last December- the first of several planned. It reported on progress.  The  original plan was for 30 windsave plus 1 Swift in Warwickshire in 2006. But that had to change. So far they had: 1 Swift (at BRE-see pic right), only 5 Windsave, but 14 Amplair, plus 1 Eclectic and 3 Zephr Air Dolphins (1 in Nottingham, 1 in Aberdeen). First results are accessible on their web site, along with their interim report from last March, and a new one in January. More in Renew 174. 

See: www.warwickwindtrials.org.uk/
BG go for Fuel cells
 Centria subsidiary British Gas may have given up on its gas-fired Microgen Stirling engine micro-CHP unit, but Centrica is now investing £25m in another contender, the micro fuel cell CHP unit being developed by Aim-listed Ceres Power.  BG says that micro CHP could take 30% of the domestic boiler market by 2015.  It’s agreed to buy at least 37,500 units from Ceres over a 4 year period. It’s provided £5m for continuing development and the product launch- and  bought a £20m 10% share in Ceres. 

Meanwhile E.ON is linking up with Chester-based micro-CHP developer Energetix and will evaluate its product.

6. Nuclear Reactions

The Nuclear White Paper brought forth some strong reactions from those opposed to nuclear power. ‘What is disturbing is that government is failing to understand that the more urgent that dealing with climate change becomes, the less relevant that nuclear power is. Solutions have to be found on waste, cost, and decommissioning. They have not been found on any of those issues. It reveals how poor is the understanding by government of the importance of climate change.’ 

 So said Sir Jonathon Porritt, the chairman of the government’s Sustainable Development Commission (SDC). He added ‘The government response should not be in technological fixes. It should be in transforming society.... decentralising and decarbonising the economy. The Labour government has very little interest in these approaches. Pulling a technological megafix, like nuclear power, out of the hat is easier from a political point of view but it misses the essence of climate change which is transforming people’s lives.’ 

SDC’s chief economist, Prof. Tim Jackson, writing in the Guardian (17/01/08) said the decision to opt for nuclear power was “a blatant failure of moral vision. The government claims that it and the SDC see eye to eye on nuclear proliferation. This is disingenuous nonsense.” The SDC had concluded that ‘there is no justification for a new nuclear programme, at this time, and that any such proposal would be incompatible with the government’s own sustainable development strategy’.

He also noted that CoRWM, the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management, was charged with identifying a strategy for existing wastes. Its July 2006 report recommended looking at long term geological disposal, coupled with a robust programme of safe and secure interim storage- possibly for as long as 100 years.  But CoRWM made clear that its recommendations did not apply to new nuclear build. ‘The political and ethical issues raised by the creation of more wastes are quite different from those relating to committed- and therefore unavoidable- wastes.’

Friends of the Earth said that the new nuclear commitment ‘will undermine safe and sustainable solutions to Britain’s energy problems and will do little to tackle climate change’. 

Greenpeace accused the government of providing covert subsidies. ‘The white paper openly admits the government will have to provide extra money if its cost estimates are wrong. Nuclear companies will be able to cap their liabilities, leaving the taxpayer exposed if estimates for dealing with waste change. The government admits that the public will pick up the liabilities for decommissioning and waste if the money is not available.’  It said it was impossible to estimate how much it would cost to decommission the reactors.  ‘The cost of doing this, at this stage, is impossible to estimate. The length of time between starting a new nuclear plant and eventually putting the waste into a geological repository could well be over 150 years. Any discount rate or estimate on what costs might be in 2170 is pie in the sky.’

The New Economics Foundation also said that the government was trying to fix the market. ‘Nuclear power will not survive on its own in the marketplace. The government will have to use voodoo economics to underwrite new capacity. The only beneficiaries of this decision are the handful of big energy companies.’

SERA, these days styling itself as ‘Labours Environment Campaign Group’, was obviously in some difficulties, but did say that ‘while supporting the Government’s desire to tackle climate change and look at how the UK’s energy sources can address this, we remain concerned about the recent decision to expand nuclear power in the UK. The decision has not addressed the considerable risks and uncertainties on the use of nuclear power- notably the costs of nuclear power relative to other energy sources, public subsidy, risk and safety issues, accountability and the legitimacy of claims that nuclear energy is a low-carbon intensive form of energy production.’  It added ‘SERA wants to see a level playing field in relation to investment in different energy forms and is skeptical about the claim that nuclear energy represents best value either in terms of generating electricity or as a means of reducing carbon dioxide emissions- investment in insulation and renewable forms of energy would be most cost-effective. SERA is also keen that energy supplies are decentralized, in order to help ensure continuity of supply, and safety.’  See www.sera.org.uk   for the full text

In a letter to BERR’s John Hutton it says the nuclear decision ‘sends a confused signal to the energy market’, including companies who might otherwise be keen on renewables and local councils, adding that ‘The current structure and regulatory system for the energy market already favours largescale generators, including nuclear’ and concluding ‘we would urge you to continue to work to deliver a vision in the UK of a fully distributed energy system and to avoid any temptation to skew the market any further in the direction of nuclear and other centralised generation’.

The Combined Heat and Power Association said that the need to deliver security of supply and carbon savings in the use of heat remains a “glaring omission” in the UK’s energy policy.

The British Wind Energy Association said ‘Nuclear may well play a part in the UK’s long term energy supply, but it cannot address the urgent need to fill the UK’s growing energy gap over the next 10 years. The UK needs to take swift action to ensure the security of supply for our energy as our traditional supplies are retired. We cannot afford to wait until a new generation of nuclear is ready. There are already enough wind energy applications within the planning system to reduce significantly the impending energy shortfall.’ 

This might be thought of as a bit of a risky argument- it could be read as implying that renewables are a stop gap, to fill in while nuclear is got ready.  Some nuclear apologists actually put it the other way around- nuclear is the interim option while renewables are fully developed. But the BWEA did conclude ‘The only way to avoid Britain becoming massively overdependent on increasingly expensive imported gas is through the expansion of clean, affordable domestic wind, wave and tidal energy’, which seems to cover both the short and the longer term.

Flawed?

The Nuclear Consultation Working Group, supported by the Rowntree Trust, produced a report backed by 17 senior academics,  claiming that the consultation was flawed, with a limited view of the possibilities  being offered to participants.See www.nuclearconsult.com

On the pro nuclear side, French utility EDF said it’s ready to invest in four new nuclear plants in the UK. ‘Contingent on a positive decision, we have been preparing the groundwork in all key areas. Now, we can get on with the job of delivering new nuclear in the UK over the next ten years.’ British Energy said ‘Government and industry must now work together to ensure that any remaining public concerns are addressed, and to define the framework for a new generation of nuclear units that will provide safe, reliable and affordable electricity. We are ready for new build and have the sites, people, skills and experience that are essential for its success.’  Westinghouse & Areva were also very positive. And Hutton, well, he evidently now sees it as the new North Sea oil!

What next?  Under the timeline set out in the Nuclear White Paper, the Generic Design Assessment should be complete by 2012 and the planning process by 2013, so that construction can start by 2014. EDF  seems to imply that at least some plants could be operating by 2017. But that depends on many factors, including the acceptance and then success of the proposed  ‘streamlined’ planning process. The Planning Bill aims to establish a new single consent regime, while the government is carrying out a Strategic Siting Assessment (SSA) to identify possible sites for new nuclear plants. That’s likely to lead to major confrontations. Also much will depend on the carbon price that emerges for the next phase of the EU Emissions Trading System.

The Nuclear Debate

There was a parliamentary debate on the Nuclear decision, following Secretary of State John Hutton’s statement in January. In his response to questions, Hutton was initially quite conciliatory. He commented that ‘our argument today is not that nuclear can fix all the problems. That would clearly be the wrong argument, but we should not rule nuclear out because on its own it cannot meet all the challenges. My argument today is that it has a role to play. I do not believe that it is unlikely that there will be new nuclear power stations operating in the UK by the middle of the 2020s. It is likely that there will be several nuclear power stations operating by that stage. We should also remember that it is not just the 2020 target towards which we must aim our sights- it is 2050. Between 2020 and 2050 the challenge of responding to the science of climate change will intensify, not become easier to deal with. That is why it would be wrong in principle to rule out now one proven form of low carbon technology.’  

He also said  ‘The simple question for all of us today is not whether we should consent to an individual nuclear power station or mandate power companies to use nuclear- that is not what I am talking about- but whether we want to rule out for all time the possible contribution that a proven, and it is proven, form of low carbon technology could make to tackling climate change and energy security problems in the UK. It would be entirely the wrong thing to do today to rule out this technology in perpetuity knowing that it could make a significant difference. That is not just my view but the view of many others in the scientific community and the Sustainable Development Commission and others.’

The Conservatives basically agreed. Alan Duncan  (Con, Rutland and Melton) commented ‘Our vision on nuclear is clear: we must refine the planning system, set a price for carbon to establish a long-term climate for investment, and ensure that there is clarity on waste and decommissioning. On no account, however, should there be any kind of subsidy for nuclear power. Judging by what the Secretary of State has just said, our position is, by and large, similar to the Government’s. If business wants to invest in new nuclear power stations on that basis, it should be free to do so, and it should know that the investment climate will remain stable under any Conservative Government. Any such investment must not be allowed to detract from unrelenting effort to improve efficiency and to encourage renewable technologies, microgeneration, decentralised energy and feed-in-tariffs.’  And there was plenty of support from other Tory- and Labour- MPs, including those with large numbers of nuclear workers in their constituencies. But there was also some strong opposition, with anti nuclear MPs firing off a series of questions. 

Michael Meacher (Labour, Oldham, West and Royton): ‘Bearing in mind, first, that taxpayers will pay more for nuclear electricity to cover decommissioning costs and will still have to pay for any shortfall, which could run into billions; secondly, that taxpayers will have to pay the massive construction costs for storing hundreds of thousands of tonnes of highly radioactive waste; thirdly, that taxpayers will also be called on, if necessary, to guarantee a minimum price of carbon; and, fourthly, that the last round of nuclear build led to the country and taxpayers having to pay £5 billion to bail the nuclear industry out of bankruptcy, as well as £70 billion to deal with the waste, is not the whole nuclear project the mother of all white elephants?’

Who will pay? 

‘It is important that the carbon price is strengthened in subsequent phases of the emissions trading scheme. That will be important for the economics of nuclear, and will be the right signal for our approach to climate change’. Hutton

So it will go on our bills.

Colin Challen (Labour, Morley & Rothwell): ‘We have to be honest and recognise that the statement is as full of holes as the Sellafield reprocessing plant. Margaret Thatcher promised 10 new nuclear power plants and delivered one. We have heard about the Finnish experience and know that Germany, which is tackling climate change with a thorough energy policy, is eradicating the possibility of new nuclear plants there. When does my right hon. Friend anticipate that the first new nuclear plants will be commissioned and how many will we get?’

Steve Webb (Lib Dem, Northavon): ‘Is there not a danger that new nuclear will lock us rigidly to a technology for the best part of a century, at a time when other technologies such as carbon capture and storage and renewables are evolving practically every day? Is not the danger that the technology will be obsolete by the time that we get the first, small amount of new nuclear power?’

Paul Flynn (Lab, Newport, West): ‘Why on earth are we repeating the nuclear folly of the last years, when one power station was 14 years late, there were vast cost overruns, and £75 billion was required to manage the waste? The new thinking on waste is to bury it in a hole in the ground, which was the answer 40 years ago. I appeal to the Government to turn away from this atrocious decision and turn to the renewables, which are practical and cheap, especially marine power, which has long been neglected, tidal powers and the other marine powers, which are clean, non-carbon, practical, British and eternal?’

‘We are making significant support available so that the renewable sources of energy that my hon. Friend mentioned can come to fruition. Through the renewables obligation, all of us are subsidising renewable power. It is the right thing to do. We are not subsidising nuclear. So I do not believe that what I said today will in any way crowd out from the energy mix of the UK in the future a proper and growing role for renewable power’. John Hutton replying to Paul Flynn MP

Huttons response to the question on ‘what has changed to require this new policy’ from Elliott Morley (Lab, Scunthorpe), who was until recently Environment secretary, was quite measured: ‘It is of course true that any company could have brought forward a proposal to open or operate a new nuclear power plant, but they would not do so unless there was a clear planning framework and a view from Government that such a plant could be an acceptable way forward. Today, that signal is being given, but it was not previously. That is why there have not been new applications for some considerable time. The other things that have changed are the science of climate change and the economics of nuclear power, to which I referred, including carbon markets. That is leading to a totally different situation.’

However he was somewhat less magnanimous in his responses to some of the other critical points.  He was quite cutting in reply to a question about the anti-nuclear position of Scotlands government ‘I think that those Ministers are making a mistake and that their stand has more to do with a political stunt than taking a responsible long-term decision in the best interests of Scottish electricity consumers and the wider UK perspective. I regret the stand that those Ministers have taken, and I believe that they will come to regret it too.’  And you might think he was down-right rude in responding to comments from Steve Web, who alluded amongst other things to what he labelled the ‘sham’ consultation and said that ‘I cannot decide whether new nuclear is a white elephant or a red herring, but it clearly is not the answer to the energy problems that we face today’.  

Hutton replied ‘It is transparent from the hon. Gentleman’s contribution that we in this House could benefit from some fresh thinking, instead of a rehash of all the old prejudices that have confused the debate for so long. We want open minds, not closed minds. I am all in favour of reducing emissions, and we can start with what comes out of the hon. Gentleman’s mouth.’

7. Wind power developments 

£40m for Offshore wind 

The Energy Technologies Institute (ETI) and the Carbon Trust have joined forces to announce plans for an ambitious £40m initiative to cut the costs of offshore wind power and accelerate its deployment around the UK.  The initiative will involve organisations from across the spectrum of offshore wind technology and project development, plus other organisations with relevant expertise, and is expected to include a range of projects involving research, development and demonstration activities.

The press release said that ‘While commercial interest is growing- particularly since the UK Government announced proposals to increase subsidies through banding the Renewables Obligation- costs are continuing to rise and this threatens to delay progress.  Cost reduction is essential to provide the necessary confidence for large-scale investments and to ensure the Government’s carbon reduction and renewables targets are met.  Consequently, our initiative will ensure a strong focus on cost reduction.’

To support increasing levels of deployment the initiative has the following goals for 2020:


•
Reduced costs: cost of energy to be reduced to the prevailing least-cost wholesale price of electricity, or lower.


•
Increased yields: annual farm availability to be increased to 97%-98% or better, equivalent to onshore wind today.


•
Reduced risks: Reduction in technical uncertainties to allow farms to be financed in a manner, and at costs, equivalent to onshore wind today. Furthermore, the initiative will focus on the technical enablement of large-scale deployment.

Programme Details

The announcement added ‘we expect the initiative will include a range of projects involving research, development and demonstration activities, generally funded at a level between £1m and £20m each, and overall, the initiative will comprise a small number of major activities’.

The exact technical scope of each project will be worked up later in a portfolio development process, however, they said they are interested in the following areas :


•
Design & demonstration of novel offshore systems, including technologies that are fundamentally different to those currently being deployed e.g. offshore-specific wind turbine designs possibly integrated within alternative overall wind farm configurations (e.g. using centralised power conversion)- and systems for deep-water installation;


•
Improvements to existing technologies, to facilitate deployment at large-scale and otherwise improve wind farm design, construction (e.g. foundation structures) and operation (e.g. access methods)- including reliability.  While perhaps less radical than the first category, such developments are vitally needed in the short-to-medium term for incorporation in wind farms to be built in the next 5 years; and


•
Supporting studies on other issues critical to deployment, for instance, mapping offshore wind resources, improved environmental impact assessment methods and construction health and safety.

33GW offshore wind? 

DBERR’s new target of installing 33GW of offshore wind by 2020 attracted some criticism. The Royal Academy of Engineering said  ‘Laudable though the targets are, we urge Government to think about the practicalities of deploying these technologies- the engineering effort to build 7,000 large offshore turbines by 2020 would be enormous, unprecedented and  is probably underestimated’. 

Tories split? Tory Shadow energy minister Charles Hendry said the party was enthusiastic about offshore wind  but remained divided about wind farms in mainland UK.   Source: Public Servant Daily

Big Wind Direct

Planning permission has been granted by Newport City Council to construct two 2MW wind turbines at the Solutia UK chemical manufacturing site in Newport, South Wales. The turbines will provide green energy directly into the Solutia chemical plant. When built, the turbines will be the first industrial on-site generation wind turbines in Wales. It’s one of the project developed by Wind Direct  who say they now have ‘a total of 23 customer sites that are in varying stages of development, from initial contractual agreement to full operation’.  Their first was a 2 MW turbine on an industrial estate in Cambridgeshire: generation commenced in March 2005. 

* Sadly Tesco have had to abandon their proposed 35 metre wind project at their store in Greenock- it was deemed too invasive by the local Council

* The board of the innovative Irish wind company Airtricity Holdings Limited has announced that an agreement has been reached to sell Airtricity to Scottish and Southern Energy Plc, for Euro 1.8bn. 

Wind still faces MoD problems

The Ministry of Defence has been accused of trying to put a ‘blanket ban’ on onshore windfarm development in East Anglia. Following a series of high-profile MoD objections to turbines on the grounds of radar interference, leading developers Wind Power Renewables, Mellinsus Renewables, SLP Energy and Enertrag UK, warned they could be forced to scrap future windfarm plans in the region- at great cost to the local economy- unless the planning climate changes.  The issue could become serious: the Times (4/2/08) reported that NATO was also concerned about line of sight impacts on defence radar. 

An MOD spokesman said: “We fully support the government’s renewable energy policies and targets, and treat each windfarm case on its merits. Objections are only raised when absolutely necessary, and we will always engage with landowners and developers to try to find solutions to any concerns we may have. However it is vital that we protect our air defence and air traffic control radar from interference from any development which would unacceptably jeopardise national security or the safe movement of aircraft.”

 * A ‘potentially disastrous situation’ was claimed to be the reason for the planning refusal for six new 120m high wind turbines  proposed  at Swaffam- following complaints from the MoD. Defence Estates had expressed concerns over the impact of the turbines on air traffic radar and air traffic management procedures at RAF Marham. Swaffam is of course already the home of one of Ecotricity’s first large windturbines.  

Offshore Protection Zones 

Almost 4,000 square miles of wildlife-rich sea off the coast of Britain could receive protection under plans unveiled by the Government. Seven areas beyond UK territorial waters have been earmarked to become Britain’s first offshore special areas of conservation (SAC), providing conservation of sea life and habitats such as sandbanks and cold water coral reefs. The sites are intended to form part of a network of marine protected areas which the Government says it wants to see in place by 2012- and which may eventually cover up to 40% of the UK’s sea. Activities such as bottom-trawling fishing, oil and gas exploration and construction of offshore windfarms could be controlled or even prevented if it is decided they would damage or degrade the sites.  

In addition, a new task force has been set up to consider proposals for legislation to protect Scotland’s marine and coastal environment. 

8. Planning Changes

The new Planning Policy Statement on Climate change produced by the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) say that all councils will be expected to provide for on-site renewable energy and local community energy schemes to help cut carbon emissions from new developments, although no percentage targets are given. 

However, DCLG says that councils and developers should be considering ‘things like solar panels, wind turbines or heat pumps that can generate energy from on the site of new development. They should also look at the potential for connecting developments to neighbouring community heating and power schemes that can serve an entire local community’, and it’s clear that the government want acceleration and for planners to consider renewable energy access issues when looking at development plans. The DCLG said ‘councils should consider where a development is located so that it can maximise the potential for renewable energy generation. This could mean making the most of sites which are south facing so they catch the sun, sites that could use windy areas nearby, sites over aquifers for ground source heating, or those near to business and industrial development to take advantage of surplus heat created by large office and economic developments.’  

It says that these plans build on the Merton rule which requires all new non-residential developments above a certain size to generate at least 10% of their energy on-site from renewable sources and the Mayor of London’s plans to double renewable’s share of UK electricity supply from the 2010 target of 10% to 20% by 2020.  See the summary of the new rules right. 

In addition, new planning rules on economic growth (PPS4), have also been published for consultation: see right. They aim to ensure that councils ‘provide greater flexibility in their plans to allow different businesses to succeed and create jobs’. Councils will be expected to ‘give greater consideration to regeneration and economic factors including by identifying more sites which can be used flexibly if business needs change’.
The DCLG says that ‘action on climate change must run alongside economic growth and increased housing’. There would seem to be some potential conflicts there! For example, the rules make clear that as the Department put it ‘councils should be drawing up proposals to cut climate change which also support the increased housing targets as well as job and regeneration too’. The buzzwords seem to be ‘green growth’, and it’s not just limited to housing. They want to include new commercial buildings, and say a new report from the UK Green Building Council, ‘makes clear that new commercial buildings must move towards achieving zero carbon too’. DCLG say they will consult but feel that ‘industry should be set a similar long term timetable for achieving zero carbon’, noting that commercial buildings currently account for 18% of carbon emissions. But they say this must be tied in with economic development: ‘The location of a development must now promote green growth where possible. The priority for any new development continues to use Brownfield land and sites which are accessible for public transport. However the new rules will mean councils should consider where a development is located so that it can maximise the potential for renewable energy generation and provide enough flexibility to allow different businesses to succeed and create jobs.’

Planning Policy Statement on Climate Change 

Ensure local plans have strong carbon ambitions and targets


-  To fully integrate tackling climate change into all planning policy.

- To reduce emissions, stabilise climate change and reach zero-carbon                         targets and opt for designs that will cope with climate change.

- To locate new developments so they can take full advantage of local                          renewable and low-carbon energy opportunities.


- To increase the emphasis on delivery so plans don’t sit on shelves.


Help to deliver decentralised renewable and low carbon energy


- To incorporate local renewable and low carbon energy where viable.

- To apply ‘Merton plus’ rules across all councils and to go further for                           specific developments where possible.


- To encourage new developments that limit carbon dioxide emissions.


- To help existing development adopt local renewable or low carbon energy


Speed up the shift to renewable and low carbon energy


- To set targets for renewable energy in line with national targets, or 



better where possible.


- To encourage technological innovation that reduces impact on the climate.


- To develop decentralised renewable energy generation networks.


Create communities that are resilient to the effects of climate change


- To ensure communities are fit for future climates.


- To provide public and open space in new development


- To recognise benefits greenspaces provide for people, wildlife & flood storage.


Planning Policy Statement on Economic Development 


Plan positively for economic development


- To promote new business and economic growth unless there is good

         reason to believe the costs outweighs the benefit.


- To develop plans that take account of long term benefits, including for 


   the wider regional and national economy. For example job creation.


- To address disparities and promote opportunities for regenerating 


   deprived areas and to support business diversification in rural areas

- To allow new business and redevelopment without specific permission,                 where appropriate.


Recognise the needs of business and use evidence to plan


- To develop plans that can adapt to emerging sectors or changes to 


   existing businesses.


- To identify and maintain an attractive, flexible supply of land where 


  sites are multipurpose and ready for business development.


- To avoid designating single use sites and adapt existing single use sites.


- To use robust evidence and market information to underpin decisions.


- To ensure avoid locating hazardous businesses in sensitive areas.


Strike a balance between growth and the environment


- To deliver stability, jobs and growth to be sustainable too.


- To achieve a proper balance between economic growth and environmental 

  
 and social concerns.


- To encourage new uses for vacant or derelict buildings and identify

   
previously developed land for re-use where appropriate.


-To consider changing work patterns such as home working. 


- To consider criteria for permitting appropriate tall buildings.


-To develop car parking policies to encourage commuters to use public transport 

The sunny side of the eco street 

Minister Yvette Cooper said ‘It’s all about local power. If we are to reach the ambitious zero carbon standards we need a revolution in the way we heat and power our homes. We want councils to do more to back local green energy. We need the planning system to do more to back jobs, economic growth and regeneration but also to support higher environmental standards as we do so. Economic growth & environmental standards are not alternatives they need to go hand in hand. We need to be environmentally ambitious about all buildings, not just housing. We don’t just need eco homes- we need eco offices, eco shops, eco pubs and clubs. And surprisingly the technologies to do it may be considerably more familiar than many people think. For example sites on ‘the sunny side of the street’ may be better for solar panels.’  Well yes, very true, but lets not quibble, it’s good to see it’s an attempt at joined up thinking- and she has now announced the first zero-carbon eco-village project, to be built on a former hospital site near Bristol- by Barratts.  More in Renew 174 

AEP unhappy  

The Association of Electricity Producers were not very happy with the governments commitment to local/micropower ‘Are they actually suggesting that the companies that plan to spend £20bn to £30bn in the next 12 years on new power projects should stop and think again? Will new gas-fired power stations, clean coal schemes and marine renewables somehow be made redundant by community and domestic power production?’ Guardian Dec 7th 2007

72% for green homes

72% of those surveyed in a poll by Populous for the National Housing Federation (NHF) which represents England’s housing associations, want climate change legislation to be altered to include targets for the private building sector to reduce emissions at the same rate as housing associations, who have already started to meet strict targets on sustainability. The NHF says the poll proves most of the public want tough action taken on CO2, even though it will mean changes in the way homes are built, increasing costs for house-builders.

Rural Zed

One of the stars of this years Eco-Build exhibition at  Earls Court was RuralZed’s       Zero Carbon House: see  www.ruralzed.co.uk
Shadow Carbon pricing 

The government is to introduce a ‘shadow price for carbon’, representing the cost to society of the environmental damage, to aid decision making about project investment. Indicative prices have been developed by government economists- set at £25.50 a carbon tonne for 2007, rising annually to £59.60 a tonne by 2050. The idea is that every major Whitehall policy and investment decision will have to incorporate the shadow price of carbon.

Climate change minister, Phil Woolas, said: ‘This will have huge implications for government. If for instance a new power station is due to cost £1bn, but it will add £200m worth of carbon emissions, we will decide that the cost of the power station is £1.2bn, even though its cash price is £1bn. We are creating a new currency.’ 

While this will impact on public sector projects like roads and hospitals, as far as we can see, it wont directly effect private sector decisions like airports or nuclear power plants, although it may effect planning decisions about them.  However Patrick Wintour, writing in the Guardian, Dec 22, claimed that in theory ‘it will create a bias against roads and carbon-emitting coal stations and make new “zero carbon” building regulations appear more economic’. and although decisions about investments in new nuclear plants will be made exclusively by the private sector, he suggested that ‘the social carbon price is likely to affect the role of regulators and make them more willing to back nuclear as opposed to other more carbon emitting energy technologies’.

9. Global developments 

Climate Change

The summary by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change of current knowledge at the end of last year, was sobering (a 4o rise was likely with massive impacts especially on poorer countries), but didn’t stop climate deniers from arguing it was still uncertain. 

So we heard all the familiar arguments: climate change is occurring on Mars and that’s nothing do with us (true, but so what?  It’s also occurred here before, but now it’s us driving it); nature produces over 90% of all CO2- man’s contribution is under 0.5% (it’s a delicate balance, so small changes can trigger major changes); any man made changes in CO2 are overwhelmed by forest fires, volcanic eruptions (true, global dimming may disguise it’s impact temporarily). The issue will only be irrefutably resolved when and if temperatures top those that have occurred in the past four interglacials. But if we wait till then it will be too late to do anything.  And even then deniers may still say it’s due to some other effect- solar/cosmic ray variations. For a useful overview, see http://news.bbc.co.uk/ 2/hi/science/nature/7092655.stm 

Of course some people in the Peak Oil lobby say the global economy could crash long before climate change has a serious impact. OPEC says there are 100 years or more of reserves, but one gloomy scenario has western GDP falling by 50% by 2050 and developing countries suffering a 70% GNP cut.    

 Details at: http://canada.theoildrum.com/node/3230
Ship out An IPCC study says shipping adds almost 4.5% to global CO2  emissions- over twice that directly from aviation.

Rio+15 and Bali

International conferences on how to deal with climate change continue. The first major one was in Rio in 1992, and the Rio +15 gathering there last year, taking stock, was surprisingly upbeat, according to Jill Barker, from EcoSecurities, reporting in ReFocus weekly. She said several false perceptions were scotched. A key one was that there was a lack of capital, which she said ‘was categorically denied by representatives of the financial sector’ who claimed that the real problem was that ‘political uncertainty regarding the continuation of the Kyoto Protocol makes financial players hesitant to get involved’. Then in Dec. the signatories to UN Framework Convention on Climate Change met again, this time in Bali. They set an agenda for developing the post-2012 ‘Kyoto II’- which needs to be agreed by next year- but no targets.

Carbon Action Partnership  

Perhaps  more  practically,  a  coalition  of EU countries, the European Commission, US states, Canadian provinces, New Zealand and Norway have formed an International Carbon Action Partnership. 

ICAP will provide an international forum in which governments and public authorities adopting mandatory greenhouse gas emissions cap and trade systems will share experiences and best practices on the design of emissions trading schemes. The Forum will try to ensure that programmes are more compatible and are able to work together as the foundation of a global carbon market, so as to boost demand for low-carbon products and services, promote innovation, and allow cost effective emission reductions. The agreement was signed by EU members- including the UK Portugal, Germany, France, Ireland, Italy, Spain, the Netherlands, Greece, and the European Commission- U.S. & Canadian members of the Western Climate Initiative, north-eastern U.S. members of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, as well as New Zealand & Norway, who joined on behalf of their emissions trading programmes. www.icapcarbonaction.com
WEC latest

Renewables could supply 70% of world energy by 2100, says the World Energy Council in its 2007 survey, citing a recent German study.

World Future Energy 

The global energy summit in Abu Dhabi in January heard that Abu Dhabi’s Masdar initiative would get $15bn for work on renewables.  Shell and BP backed renewables as vital to meet demand for clean power

1GW MagLev US Wind tower

A US company has ideas for a giant 1GW vertical axis wind turbine with conventional bearings replaced by a magnetic levitation system- thus avoiding friction: see pic.  MagLev Wind Turbine Technologies of Arozona claims that the system could deliver clean power for less than one US cent per kilowatt hour. It would certainly have its attractions: as noted by the engaging US web site treehugger.com (www.treehugger.com/files/2007/07/colossal_magnet.php), a single huge turbine would require only a fraction of the land space of conventional turbines. But surely the blade stresses would be huge?   

More at: http://magturbine.com/

Much smaller versions of this idea already exist. The novel Mag-wind MW1100 is being marketed in N.America: see picture above right and:

www.mag-wind.com/ 

And in China, Zhongke Hengyuan Energy Technology Co. Ltd. has invested 400m yuan in production facilities for units up to 5kW. It’s claimed that generation costs could be 5 cents/kWh or less. Small units like this can use permanent magnets, whereas presumably giant systems would have to use power hungry electro-magnets: see our Technology section.   For more see: http://peswiki.com/        index.php/Directory:MagLev_Wind_Power_Generator 

Canada goes tidal  

British company Marine Current Turbines Ltd (MCT), the developer of  1.2 MW SeaGen, the world’s largest and most advanced tidal stream energy system, has signed an agreement with Canada’s Maritime Tidal Energy Corporation (MTEC) to harness the huge tidal currents of the Bay of Fundy in Nova Scotia. MTEC and MCT are submitting a joint proposal to the Nova Scotia Dept. of Energy to deploy MCT’s SeaGen technology in the Bay of Fundy, which has one of the greatest tidal resources in the world.

Martin Wright, MCT’s Managing Director said: ‘Working with MTEC in Canada, we will be using our unrivalled knowledge and experience from our 1.2MW SeaGen commercial tidal system as well as our previous work with our 300kW SeaFlow tidal project in the Bristol Channel, the world’s first offshore tidal stream device, to tap the massive potential that exists in the Bay of Fundy’. The Nova Scotia Department of Energy plans to have tidal turbines operating in the Bay of Fundy during 2009.

* Dublin-based Open Hydro are also installing one if their Open Centre Turbines in the Bay of Fundy, under the auspices of Nova Scotia Power.  

* MCT have also signed a co-operation agreement with Canada’s BC Tidal Energy Corporation to deploy at east three of its Seagen turbines in waters off Vancouver, British Columbia. They should be on installed on Vancouver Island’s Campbell River by 2009. The agreement is the first step in a plan to develop larger tidal farms off British Columbia’s coast, which the company says have a tidal potential of up to 4GW.  

Not everything goes to plan...

 Finavera’s Lost Buoy

Last September Finavera Renewables deployed a 72 foot high 40 tonne $2m AquaBuOY 2.0 wave energy converter 2.5 miles off the coast of Newport, Oregon for a series of tests. It was the first installation of a wave device of this scale off the west coast of North America and Finavera saw it as ‘moving the Company closer to achieving its goal of commercial electricity generation from ocean waves by 2010’.  Tragically however, at the end of Oct, just hours before its scheduled removal at the end of the test programme, AquaBuOY 2.0 sunk, in about 155 of water.

Finavera Renewable’s spokesman Mike Clark said, ‘It seems to have something to do with the float section of the device’. He said the buoy began taking on water and the bilge pump ‘couldn’t keep up with the amount of water it was taking on’.  The pump failed and the device went down. ‘We’re pretty sure it didn’t have anything to do with the power-generating technology,’ and foul-play was discounted. But worsening weather made retrieval hard. According to Clark, the test buoy was only engineered to withstand three months of use, but the fact that it sunk after two is obviously worrying, although Finavera did claim that “for the purpose of the project, it was highly successful”, in that they had got the test data they needed. Clark said the buoy’s sinking would not slow Finavera’s wave energy development: they were working on a third generation buoy: AquaBuOY 3.0. Its next buoy deployment will probably not take place before the end of 2008.   Source: article by Miriam Widman, Renewable Energy Weekly, RenewableEnergyAccess.com   

Algeria CSP & EU link    

Algerian company, New Energy Algeria Ltd (NEAL), is planning to install an under-sea power link to Germany to export solar generated electricity from a Concentrated Solar Power (CSP) plant in the Sahara. The 3,000 km cable would be laid from the Algerian town of Adrar via the island of Sardinia, mainland Italy, Switzerland and then to the German city of Aachen, under a project provisionally entitled ‘Clean Power From The Desert’ according to a report in El Moudhaid daily, relayed by Reuters. The project would be carried out in partnership with a consortium of investors including Algerian state energy giant Sonatrach, a shareholder in NEAL, and depends on final approval from both governments. 

Reuters added that the power for the project would initially come from hybrid solar-gas plants, but longer term would eventually come from solar-only ventures. It reported that NEAL was building the hybrid solar-gas CSP plant in partnership with Spain’s Abener Energia Spa. It would cost 250m euro and have a capacity of 150 MW, with the power for the project at least initially coming only partly from solar. It would be at Hassi R’Mel in central M’Zab province and is due to come on stream in late 2009. It will be the first of a series of combined-cycle hybrid plants that NEAL says should have capacity of 500MW, or 5% of national generating capacity, by 2010. As solar technology improves, they would expand the solar proportion and then establish pure solar generation plants without the need for gas. NEAL says Algeria’s plans to supply solar power to Europe presuppose greater flexibility in European power markets, so they can link direct to customers.

Egypt is already building a large £30m CSP unit, near Cairo.

Morocco too: A hybrid  470 MW CSP/fossil combined cycle plant is to be built at Aïn Béni Mathar, with 20MW from solar troughs. See Technology 

Next-China: According to DESERTEC (see Groups), the whole of China could be powered by CSP plants in the desert regions in the north of the country. Most of those regions are under 3000 km from places like Beijing and Shanghai and it is feasible and cost effective to transmit solar electricity by HVDC over those distances. There are plans by German company Solar Millennium to build a 50 MW $162m pilot CSP plant at Ordos in Mongolia to the north of China, followed by a 1GW project by 2020, costing $2.5 bn. 

US CSP The US. Dept. of Energy will invest $5.2m in 12 low-cost Concentrating Solar Power    projects. It’s aiming to get to under 10 c/kWh by 2015.

China’s Renewables 

The Worldwatch Institutes new report on renewables in China concludes that it is likely to meet, and may even exceed, its target of getting 15% of its energy from  renewables by 2020 and could get to 30% by 2050.  

China has already become a global leader in renewables  and is expected to invest more than $10 bn in them in 2007. They currently supply 8% of its energy- 17% of electricity- and projections are for that to rise to 15% and 21% by 2020- with 400 GW being installed. It now has 5.6GW of wind plant installed- with 4GW more expected in 2008.

Biofuels debate

Views on biofuels seem to be getting increasingly polarised. Writing in the Guardian last Nov., George Monbiot damned them pretty much entirely: ‘If the governments promoting biofuels do not reverse their policies, the humanitarian impact will be greater than that of the Iraq war. Millions will be displaced, hundreds of millions more could go hungry. This crime against humanity is a complex one, but that neither lessens nor excuses it. If people starve because of biofuels, Ruth Kelly and her peers will have killed them.  Like all such crimes it is perpetrated by cowards, attacking the weak to avoid confronting the strong.’ www.monbiot.com/archives/2007/11/06/an-agricultural-crime-against-humanity/ 

But Ricardo Hausmann from Harvard University insisted in the Financial Times (Nov 6)  that ‘the world is full of under-utilised land that can grow the biomass that the new technology will require.  According to the Food and Agriculture Organisation, the world has a bit less than 1.4bn hectares under cultivation. But using the Geographic Information System database, Rodrigo Wagner and I have estimated that there are some 95 countries that have more than 700m hectares of good quality land that is not being cultivated. Depending on assumptions about productivity per hectare, today’s oil production represents the equivalent of some 500m to 1bn hectares of biofuels. So the production potential of biofuels is in the same ball park as oil production today.’  He added that farmers will get more money and ‘the increase in the price of agricultural land and of food will relieve governments from the current political pressure to protect the agricultural sector’. 

www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ad770a0c-8c7d-11dc-b887-0000779fd2ac.htm

* In sharp contrast, five senior academics, including Prof. David Pimentel from Cornell University, wrote to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change pointing out what they thought were serious deficiencies in IPCC’s statement on  biofuels: 

See  www.grain.org/agrofuels/IPCC-Letter-to-DrRKPachauri.pdf

Summary with context links at  www.grain.org/m/?id=154.

But not everyone is happy with Pimentel’s analysis: e.g. see 

http://journeytoforever.org/biofuel_library/PimentelComments4_5_05.pdf 

* Given that there has been a lot of criticism of using corn for biofuels, several alternatives have been proposed.  Amongst them is the idea of using cattails for  for ethanol production, as promoted by David Blume from the International  Institute for Ecological Agriculture. See his book, ‘Alcohol Can Be A Gas’ 

www.permaculture.com/site/node/276

Very high yields are claimed and even higher yields may be possible with fertilizer. But using  fertilizers for biofuel production is a potential problem due to the N2O gas produced when they are burnt. N2O has nearly 300 times more impact on global warming than CO2. A study led by atmospheric chemist Paul Crutzen found the relative warming due to N2O emissions from corn ethanol were 0.9-1.5 times those from the fossil fuel. The range for sugar cane ethanol was 0.5-0.9. It has been calculated that, as result, if the US increased corn ethanol production by a factor of seven, as has been proposed, net greenhouse gas emissions could increase by 6%. So it’s all about oil substitution- not climate change.

INforSE block agrofuels

INforSE Europe, the International Network for Sustainable Energy, has called for an immediate moratorium on incentives for ‘agrofuels’ (liquid fuels from large-scale monoculture agriculture) in EU countries including tree plantations and a moratorium on EU imports of such agrofuels.  And also for the immediate change of all targets for biofuel use in transportation to targets for sustainable transportation, such as targets for transport energy from sustainable renewable energy, energy efficiency increases, reductions of unnecessary transport, and shifts to more environmentally benign forms of transport.  But they say ‘This call for a moratorium for agrofuels does not include the use of biofuels in truly sustainable ways, such as the replacement of imported fossil fuels by the local use of sustainably produced biofuels’.  More at: www.inforse.org/europ
10. EU News

EU energy use grows 

A study by the Institute for Environment & Sustainability, for the European Union, ‘Electricity Consumption and Efficiency Trends in the Enlarged EU: Status Report 2006’, shows that electricity use in the EU-27 Member States and Candidate Countries has continued to grow, despite numerous energy efficiency polices and programmes at EU and national level. In 1999-2004, in the EU-25, total electricity use grew10.8% in the residential sector, 15.6% in the tertiary sector, and 9.5% in industry.

Why the Increase?   The rise was seen as being a result of the spread/use of appliances- dish-washers, tumble-driers, air-conditioners, personal computers, broadband, DVD players etc., ‘which are all still far away from saturation levels’, plus more lighting, larger houses and an older population demanding higher indoor temperatures and all-day heating in winter and cooling in summer. In the tertiary sector (public sector, health, services and commerce) lighting is the main electricity used- 26% of electricity consumption, but air conditioners are estimated to consume 70-80TWh of electricity, while a German survey found ICT use in buildings to be 11% of total electricity consumption in this sector.

Energy consumption in the industrial sector has continued to grow in 1999 to 2004 in the EU-25, from 299 Mtoe to 319 Mtoe, an increase of 6.6%, while the yearly growth rate in 2003-2004 has been 1.3%. Total electricity consumption for the industrial sector on the EU-25 was 792 TWh in year 1990 and 1042 TWh in year 2000 and reached 1089 TWh in 2004. Electricity use in the industrial sectors has grown  9.5% in the period 1999-2004 and 1.7% in the period 2003-2004. 

Slamming on the caps

Given the situation of ever rising demand (see above), energy efficiency programmes are obviously vital, and the EU does have a target of a 20% reduction (on current levels) by 2020, but on their own efficiency measures don’t seem likely to stave off increased demand- so unless something else is done emissions will continue to rise. That is clearly not what the EU wants and, as noted in Renew 171, it has backed quite stringent carbon caps for the new round of the EU Emission Trading System for 2008-12. As it stands, many EU states are well behind their binding Kyoto targets to cut greenhouse gas emissions by 2012, especially Spain, Portugal and Italy. In the new round, the European Commission has accepted the proposed emission plans of Britain, France, Slovenia and Denmark, but for most the rest the proposed caps were reduced slightly e.g. Sweden got 90.5% of what they bid for,  but for most of the ex-Soviet EU countries, quite dramatic cuts were imposed. Latvia’s cap was reduced to 44.5% of that bid for, Estonia’s cap was cut to 52% of that requested, Lithuania’s to 53%. Bulgarias to 62.6%, Polands to 73%, Slovakia’s to 74.8%, Romania’s to 79.3%, the Czech Republic to 85.2% and Hungary to 87.6%. The other new EU countries also had a quite hard time: Cyprus got 77%, Malta 71%. And Luxembourg got a miserable 63%!

This brought the total annual emissions limit for EU countries for the 2008-12 trading phase to 2.08 billion tonnes, versus 2.33 billion tonnes that countries asked for in the national plans. Not much of a cut overall, but hard on some on the new EU countries.  

New EU Energy plan

How can this be achieved? Well in part by adherence to the target of getting 20% of EU energy from renewables by 2020. The EU came out with its national allocations for that target in January. The big hitters are Austria 34% (it was obtaining 23.3%% in 2005), Finland 38% (was 28.5% in 2005), Latvia 42% (~35%), and Sweden 49% (~40%). Portugal got 31%, Denmark 30%, France, 23%, Spain 20%, Germany 18%, Greece 18%, Italy 17%, Ireland 16%, the UK 15%, the Netherlands 14% and Belgium 13%. Luxembourg and Malta get the lowest- 11.1% and 10% respectively, and Cyprus 13%. In Central & Eastern Europe, Slovenia got 25%,  Estonia 25%. Lithuania 23%, Romania 24%, Bulgaria 16%, Poland 15%, Slovakia 14%, Czech Rep. 13% and Hungary 13%. They can all buy in green credits to help, from those with excess, inside or outside the EU, under a ‘Guarantee of Origin’ scheme. But that will be limited. So  REFIT schemes are safe- see Box. The EC also propose changes to the third EU-ETS round, to help countries to meet their carbon caps. Full details in Renew 174. See Groups for some reactions. 

 ‘Save REFIT’

In the run up to the EC’s new energy plan renewables lobbyists opposed the idea of a mandatory EU- wide Trade Mechanism with ‘green certificates’ for renewable electricity, since they said it could endanger national suppport mechanisms like REFIT. See Groups. They warned that objectors could take it to the Euro Court of Justice, as Germany did in 2000 to defend its Feed-In-Tariff. But in the event the EC backed a voluntary scheme just for any excess credits.

German Coal Crisis

The German newspaper Der Spiegel has noted that  ‘German energy policy is caught on the horns of a dilemma. Chancellor Merkel does not want to scuttle the negotiated elimination of nuclear energy. But at the same time, she insisted during an energy summit in early July that Germany must reduce its CO2 output by 40% by 2020.’  

It reports industry views that phasing out nuclear will require the substitution of 20GW of electricity production, and that an additional 20GW will be needed as obsolete coal, gas or oil-burning power plants go offline. And it adds ‘Unable to rely on nuclear energy and skeptical of the potential capacity of alternative energy sources, they have chosen instead to go retro. From cities like Stade in northern Germany to Karlsruhe in the south, power companies want to both build 30 new coal-burning power plants and modernize several older plants, even though brown and black coal are the worst energy sources in terms of pollutants, accounting for about 40% of CO2.’

It notes that ‘communities throughout Germany are already demonstrating how resistance to coal-burning power plants could form a new social movement akin to that against nuclear power’ and also that  the great hope of the coal lobby, Carbon Capture & Storage, ‘is not just expensive- it won’t be ready for mass-production until 2020 at the  earliest’.  

More on the problems of CCS in the Features in Renew 173.     

 For the full articlesee:www.spiegel.de/

international/germany/0,1518,496691,00. htm

German Green Heat law 

There has been talk of a nation wide renewable heat  Feed-in-Tariff in Germany. And the first regional heating law for renewable energy has actually now emerged in Baden-Württemberg.  From 1st April 2008, new buildings in Baden-Württemberg must obtain 20% of their heating requirements from renewable sources. In its draft of an appropriate law, the government of Baden-Württemberg is the first federal state to call for the use of solar, bio or environmental heating systems for use in water heating and space heating. 

France goes Greener
 French President Nicholas Sarkozy has promised a range of new green policies including new high speed train lines, more rail freight, a lorry tax and a programme of home insulation to help cut domestic energy use by 40% by 2020.  He also pledged €1bn over four years for research into clean engine and fuel technology and also to increase the share of electricity from renewable and clean sources to more than 20% by 2020 and to match spending on renewables with that on nuclear technology. The Financial Times commented: ‘With 77% of its electricity generated by nuclear plants, France is on course to beat its Kyoto target of cutting greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2012. But emissions from road transport are rising fast and the government said earlier this year that it would struggle to meet its longer-term target of cutting carbon dioxide emissions by 30% by 2030.’   Source: FT

EU rethink 

The EC seems to have backed off the ‘10% by 2020’ EU biofuel target - it says sustainability is more important. 

11. Nuclear News

Euro Parliament ‘backs Nuclear’ 

According to the Nuclear Industries Association,  Members of the European Parliament have ‘overwhelmingly voted in favour of a report that states that nuclear energy will be indispensable if the EU is to meet its basic energy needs in the medium term’. The report, ‘Conventional Energy Sources and Energy Technology’ was adopted with 509 votes in favour, 153 against and 30 abstentions. It was drafted by Herbert Reul from the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats in the European Parliament. It says that nuclear energy is a key component of power supply in most EU member states, providing one third of the EU’s electricity, so that nuclear was ‘indispensable if basic energy needs are to be met in Europe in the medium term’. Given that ‘nuclear energy is currently the largest low-carbon dioxide energy source in Europe’, the pro-nuclear MEP’s, added ‘the renunciation of nuclear power will make it impossible to achieve the objectives set regarding reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and the combating of climate change’. European energy commissioner Andris Piebalgs said that ‘It will be difficult... to achieve our climate change goals without the use of nuclear energy’. 

Foratom, the trade body for the European nuclear power industry, said in a release that the acceptance of the report was ‘highly significant’ as it was the first explicit endorsement of nuclear power as ‘the largest low-carbon energy source in Europe’.  A triumph then for the pro-nuclear lobbyists.. 

The MEPs stressed that conventional sources would remain highly important in ensuring the EU’s security of supply, but the EU should redouble R&D efforts towards ‘enhancing the efficiency of energy production and supply, reducing environmental consequences, improving the safety of existing technologies, developing storage techniques for renewables and developing new generations of nuclear reactors’. So it’s not just nuclear.  The MEP’s also stressed the significant potential of energy generation from biomass, the need for the EU to support synthetic fuels technology and, with a view to the diversification of gas imports, the importance of liquefied natural gas.

Source: Nuclear Industries Association, Oct

* Time was when the Euro-parliament was fairly anti-nuclear, with Germany, Spain, Denmark, Austria, Ireland etc. banning it or promoting phase outs. They still are, but now that many ex-Soviet countries, with their left-over nuclear programmes, are also on board, the balance seems to have tilted towards nuclear- many are desperate to avoid importing Russian gas and see nuclear as the way out. You might also say the same of the UK, with John Hutton seeming to ditch the more nuanced and concillatory approach adopted earlier (see p. 7), and now saying his ambition was to make the UK ‘the number one place in the world for companies to do business in new nuclear’ with talk of nuclear supplying 30-40% of UK electricty.

Egypt’s nuclear plans

Egypt’s President Hosni Mubarak has said that the country is to build several nuclear power plants and will seek to co-operate with the International Atomic Energy Agency and the USA in developing the plants- which will help Egypt meet the twin goals of rising energy demand and improved energy security. ‘We believe that energy security is a major part of building the future for this country and an integral part of Egypt’s national security system’, said Mubarak. He added that the civil programme would work ‘within a framework of transparency and respect of commitments to the nuclear non-proliferation system’.

Modern Power Systems commented ‘Egypt froze its nuclear programme 20 years ago after the Chernobyl accident. However, demand for electricity is rising at seven per cent per year and has forced Mubarak to revisit the issue. The prospect of new nuclear build in the country will open investment opportunities for equipment makers. France’s Areva is thought likely to gain contracts due to its close historical ties with Egypt. Other countries in the region that have announced peaceful nuclear ambitions include Jordan, Libya, Saudi Arabia and the UAE.’

Seems the nuclear Genie is very much out of the bottle..

Security of supply?

‘Uranium supply is unlikely to limit nuclear power for at least the lifetime of a new generation of nuclear reactors, were there to be one’. DBERR UK ‘Energy Markets Outlook’ 2007. 

Is it really expanding? 

There’s an almost surreal gap opening up between the nuclear enthusiasts, who look to expansion, and their opponents. Thus the anti-nuclear World Nuclear Industry Status Report 2007 claims that plans for UK expansion were likely to be jepordised by an accute shortage of skilled engineers and manufacturing bottle-knecks. Moreover, even the ones we had weren’t operating well- with nearly half out of operation for some of last winter.  Overall, even when fully working, the UK’s plants now only supply 18.3% of UK electricity, compared to 22% 4 years ago.   Meanwhile, the report noted, globally, there were now 439 reactors operating, 5 fewer than 5 years ago and 32 units said to be under construction- 20 fewer than 5 years ago.  In the EU 27, the number of operating plants had fallen from 177 in 1989 to 146 now- and progress on building Finlands Olkiluoto plant, the first in Europe for many years, is now evidently two years behind schedule with the expected cost overrun put at over $1bn. German Green MEP Rebecca Harms commented ‘it seems clear that the grandoise ambitions of the nuclear industry will remain in the realm of fantasy’.

Last gasp? At the Annual EU Energy Policy Conference last year, Deutsche Bank AG said that since existing nuclear plants are profitable, why not extend their lifetime and tax the profits to pay for renewables...

Can it actually expand?  

“The world’s nuclear energy industry will be unable to generate the energy needed to manage its own waste.” The world’s supply of uranium ore is now so depleted that the nuclear industry may already have passed the point at which it is able to supply the energy needed even to dispose of its own wastes. In his latest report, ‘The Lean Guide to Nuclear Energy, A Life-Cycle in Trouble’, UK energy economist David Fleming details how the nuclear industry will be forced to become a major net user of energy, almost all of it from fossil fuels. ‘The evidence is clear: even under the most optimistic scenarios for uranium supplies, the industry will face ‘energy bankruptcy’ in a matter of decades’, says Fleming.   info@theleaneconomyconnection.net
NDA troubles 

The UK’s Nuclear Decommissioning Agency seems to be facing problems- evidently it hasn’t got enough resources to clean up everything that needs it, at least not straight away, so it’s focussing initially on the worst sites- Sellafield and Dounreay.   Sounds like even the projected £70 bn that is said to be needed for the UK clean up may not be enough..

12. In the rest of Renew 173 

Our Feature looks at Coal- can we rely on Carbon Capture and Storage to make it clean?   Or is that yet another diversion from getting on with renewables- like wave and tidal current power, which as our other Feature suggests are moving ahead well?  

Our Reviews include coverage of the   Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform’s ‘Energy markets outlook’  which is very positive on renewables longer term, and of the Sustainable Development Commission’s report on tidal power. 

Another big chunk in this issue is on Scotland- which is moving ahead rapidly in the renewable league: see our Technology section for an overview of the options, and Groups, with this years key WREC conference in Glasgow  in mind.

13. Renew and NATTA Subscription details
Renew is the bi-monthly 34 page newsletter of NATTA, the Network for Alternative Technology and Technology Assessment, currently based at the OU Energy and Environment Research Unit . NATTA members gets Renew free. NATTA membership cost £18 p.a. (waged) £12 p.a. (unwaged), £6 pa airmail supplement. Corporate/Institutional sub £50 p.a. Make Cheques payable to The Open University  please (not  to 'NATTA') and send to NATTA , c/o EERU, The Open University, Milton Keynes, MK7 6AA  

Renew can be supplied in PDF format (and in colour) by email rather than in print by post, if you like.  Tell us which version you want. 

From Sept 2009, when the editor, Prof David Elliott retires, he will be running Renew and NATTA independently of the OU, and there will be some changes in the subscription levels. Details from S.J.Dougan@open.ac.uk

