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1. 40GW of offshore wind 
A private sector-led £75bn project to install up to 6,400 wind turbines, rated at 32.2GW in total, around the UK coast, is now on line following the announcement by the Crown Estate of the winning bidders in the Round Three offshore wind project contest, which involves nine zones for commercial development- in the Moray Firth, Firth of Forth, Dogger Bank, Bristol Channel and Irish Sea and off the coast of Hornsea, Norfolk, Hastings, and West Isle of Wight.  This is additional to the 8GW already in place/planned from previous rounds- so that’s 40GW in all. 

The nine new projects include a 7.2GW wind-farm off the coast of Norfolk, and an even larger  9GW project on the Dogger Bank.

The winning bids 

The developers who have signed exclusivity zone agreements with The Crown Estate are:

• Moray Firth Zone, Moray Offshore Renewables Ltd which is 75% owned by EDP Renovaveis (Portugal) and 25% owned by SeaEnergy Renewables- 1.3 GW

• Firth of Forth Zone, SeaGreen Wind Energy Ltd, equally owned by SSE Renewables  and Fluor- 3.5 GW

• Dogger Bank  Zone,  the  Forewind  Consortium   equally owned by each of SSE Renewables, RWE Npower Renewables, Statoil and Statkraft- 9 GW

• Hornsea Zone, Siemens Project Ventures and Mainstream Renewable Power, a consortium equally owned by Mainstream Renewable Power and Siemens Project Ventures and involving Hochtief Construction- 4 GW

• Norfolk Bank Zone, East Anglia Offshore Wind Ltd equally owned by Scottish Power Renewables & Vattenfall Vindkraft- 7.2 GW

• Hastings Zone, Eon Climate and Renewables UK- 0.6 GW

• West of Isle of Wight Zone, Eneco New Energy- 0.9 GW

• Bristol Channel  Zone, RWE Npower Renewables-1.5 GW

• Irish Sea Zone, Centrica Renewable Energy/RES Group- 4.2 GW. 

Notably absent from the Round 3 winners was leading player Dong Energy of Denmark, part of a E.ON/Fred Olsen consortium. But then, as Windpower Monthly noted, new corporate alignments may emerge.

The winners have signed exclusive agreements with the Crown Estate, which owns the UK seabed. It said it has ‘committed to invest more than £100m in the programme’. It added that industry had ‘demonstrated an appetite to deliver up to 32 GW of offshore wind farms operating by 2020, which in itself is potentially a quarter or more of the UK’s electricity needs’.  See:  www.thecrownestate.co.uk/round3

PM Gordon Brown was equally enthused: ‘This new round of licences provides a substantial new platform for investing in UK industrial capacity. The offshore wind industry is at the heart of the UK economy’s shift to low carbon and could be worth £75bn and support up to 70,000 jobs by 2020.’ 

The turbines will be erected much further out- in depths of up to 60m, compared with 25m for previous rounds, up to 200km off the coast, compared with 25km or less currently. And they will be much larger- 5MW. The proposals for the wind farms will now go through planning and consent stages- construction wouldn’t begin until 2014 at the earliest: Nick Medic, from the BWEA, said, given the long planning review, the first turbines would not be installed before 2015, but all should be completed by 2018. 

The Times (8/1/10) was less enthused: ‘the Government has failed to persuade any of the major wind turbine manufacturers to open a factory in Britain. The companies granted licences today to build the farms will not be obliged to source any parts from domestic manufacturers and most are expected to buy turbines made in Denmark or Germany.’ 

However the government also announced £3m of grants to further support the offshore wind supply chain, which may help create UK jobs: see Below. And Clipper Wind may build their 10MW Britannia in the UK- but that’s some way off.

Jobs from wind

The Dept. of Energy & Climate Change and the Dept. of Business, Innovation & Skills will provide £1.5m to both BiFab, Burntisland Fabrications Ltd. and TAG, Tees Alliance Group Ltd. Lord Drayson, Minister for Science & Innovation, said: ‘These grants are part of a package of support to ensure the UK- and UK manufacturing in particular- benefits from the innovative market we are creating. The turbines we need have not been designed yet. Our goal is to encourage their design and manufacture on our shores. Last month, we pledged £15m for the blade testing facility at the New and Renewable Energy Centre (Narec) and further grants will follow to support this promising industry. The UK is quite simply the place to be for wind energy: we've got the science, the engineering, the support and the weather!’

Narec in Blyth, Northumbria, will build a new test plant for offshore turbine blades of up to 100 meters in length. BiFab aim to set up a manufacturing facility at the Energy Park in Fife Scotland to make parts for offshore turbines, creating an additional 300 jobs in the region. TAG will develop a production facility at their Haverton Hill Facility in Teeside, creating up to 200 jobs. So some UK jobs will be created.

Vestas IoW saved? 

Vestas will receive £1.75m from DECC and a further £1.75m from the South East England Development Agency, in addition to £6m already awarded, and is going ahead with their R & D facility on the Isle of Wight, focussing on offshore wind. Vestas currently employ 160 there- after notoriously having shed 425 workers from their on-land wind blade manufacturing plant last year. By the time they open the technology centre in 2011 they expect the total to grow to over 200 and then to nearly 400 over the following years. Back to where they were, eventually?

Next Work on the first 630MW phase of the 1GW Thames Array is scheduled to start in early 2011, and be finished by the end of 2012. So far £1.8bn worth of engineering contracts have been agreed, but over 90% of them have gone to companies based outside the UK.

Can it be done? 

Initially a Round Three target of 25GW was talked of.  Certainly that’s what the BWEA says in its Round Three briefing document. And it was optimistic: ‘Round 3 alone will represent an increase in global installed  offshore capacity of at least 16 times. Increased competition in the turbine supply chain will reduce  costs as new turbine manufacturers  enter the offshore specific market which is currently dominated  by two manufacturers. Industry projections are that there will be around half a dozen major manufacturers in the market by 2015.’ 

But  the winning bids total over 32GW, and DECC seems to think that’s possible. It will clearly be very challenging. Writing for Renewable Energy World, Dr David Toke noted that the proposed windfarms north of the Dogger Bank are over 100 km off the east coast, where the water depth is mostly 40-60 meters, ‘much deeper than any of the offshore windfarms that have been, or soon will be, installed’.  See below for some of the newly-emerging deep sea ideas. Toke says ‘this increased depth is likely, according to a report from the Carbon Trust, to increase offshore windfarm costs by 40%. British offshore windfarm developers are already reeling from the combined effects of a depreciating pound (the turbines are all imported) and a shortage of machines suitable for the offshore market.’  Although he thought these problems may well dissipate in the medium term, ‘it will take a longer time before technical solutions can be implemented that can deliver economically viable offshore windfarms in waters more than 40 meters deep’.  He added ‘Of course, many deepwater windfarms might be established if money is not an issue. Yet there is little effective pressure on the government to produce the considerable increase in incentives for offshore wind that would be needed to make deepwater windfarms a commercial reality before 2020. The Carbon Trust has suggested that the government cut the costs of the offshore wind program through a number of different ways. The biggest suggested strategy, is, in effect, that the government should stop giving way to all of the demands posed by the various lobbies with interests in the sea’- including the Ministry of Defense, shipping interests, fisheries interests and various environmental interests.  He concluded ‘The best apparent hope seems to be a compromise that opens the way for some more offshore windfarms’, but it could result in ‘a lot less’ than the government wants. 

Far out wind 

Looking to the major expansion now planned , seven radical new designs for offshore wind turbine foundations have been identified by the Carbon Trust. They were shortlisted in a global competition aimed at accelerating the construction of offshore wind farms by reducing construction costs and overcoming the key engineering challenges of going further out to sea, in deep water- up to 100 miles out in depth of up to 60 metres. 

The designs, selected from over 100 candidates from engineering companies around the world, include floating turbines anchored to the seabed and spider-like tripod structures, along with more conventional monopiles drilled into the sea bed.The entries were selected on the basis of manufacturing costs, transport and installation costs, potential for volume cost savings, structural design and durability, maintainability and turbine accessibility, and decommissioning and removal costs.

The selected designs will receive up to £100,000 to support further development, commercial feasibility and technical assistance. 

Up to three final winners will have their designs built and installed in large scale demonstration projects in 2010-2012 with funding from a consortium led by the Carbon Trust. Each design was assessed by a panel of expert judges including Carbon Trust partners Airtricity, DONG Energy, RWE Innogy, Scottish Power Renewables and Statoil.   Sources: Modern Power Systems, Renewable Energy Focus 

*Several large (10MW) offshore turbine designs are currently under development, including Clipper wind’s Britannia and the novel vertical-axis V-shaped ‘Nova’: see the Technology section in Renew 184.

Offshore wind costs 

Offshore wind is forecast to play a major role in contributing to this target- according to a study by the Carbon Trust, the UK will need to build at least 29GW of offshore wind by 2020. Whilst this represents a challenge similar in scale to developing North Sea oil and gas, it is seen as technically feasible. However, the UKERC notes that ‘increase in the cost of building and operating offshore wind projects in recent years has made the economic case for developers seeking to construct and own offshore wind farms increasingly difficult to justify, both by themselves and when compared to other economic investment choices’.

From 2000 to 2004, it says, offshore wind power costs were relatively stable with typical CapEx of  £1m to £1.5m/MW. But, in the last 5 years costs have risen dramatically, doubling from approx. £1.6m to £3.2m/MW. The main drivers for this are supply chain constraints for components (e.g. wind turbine generators) and services (e.g. installation), and to a lesser extent, fluctuations in the Euro/Sterling exchange rates and commodity prices.

Looking forward, it says recent estimates of the short to medium term cost outlook are that in the absence of extreme movements in macro economic conditions and/or the onshore wind power market, offshore wind CapEx is not expected to alter dramatically over the next five years. In fact, it says, the industry consensus  is for a slight rise in the next two years followed by a slight fall out to 2014/2015.

UK Energy Research Centre’s Technology and Policy Assessment group is looking at this issue, at economic and policy support patterns so far, and possible future trends and options up to 2015




www.ukerc.ac.uk/support/tiki-index.php?page= Offshore+Wind+Costs

2.2TWh of wind offshore 

Pushing things to the max, Andrew Smith, a member of the Claverton Energy Group, has calculated the wind resource off the UK coast, and concluded that it is approx. 2,2000 GW. This is on an average continuous output basis, assuming load factors of around 30%, array spacing of 7 blade diameters. The figures are calculated across four ranges of sea depth: waters to 25 metres; 25-50 m, 50-100 m and deep waters to 700 m. See chart left. It’s a first cut rough estimate ignoring maritime/environmental constraints. But since it converts to a massive 19 000 TWh per year- about 5 times UK electricity consumption- there would be plenty available if it could be economically exploited. It would require long undersea cables, 100km or more- as part of a North Sea supergrid, as above. That in turn would link up to the continent, and to the large resouce off the coast of France, Belgium Denmark etc.     

www.claverton-energy.com/two-terawatts-average-power-output-the-uk-offshore-wind-resource.html
£1.4bn for wind  

Three UK-based banks are offering new loans of between £20m and £100m per project to eligible onshore wind farms in a new DECC/Treasury backed £1.4bn programme, part of the wider £4bn investment programme announced in the Budget last April. EIB, the European Investment Bank will provide up to £700m with the remainder matched by RBS Lloyds Banking Group and BNP Paribas Fortis. 

Energy & Climate Change Secretary Ed Miliband said: ‘The UK now has 4GW of wind capacity. And the pace of installation is picking up. It took us 14 years to build the first gigawatt, and just one year to build the last. But we still need a 6-fold increase in renewables by 2020 to hit our renewables target. That target is vital if we are to be on course to cutting emissions by 80% by 2050. So we need to pull out the stops including making sure the capital is there to build the wind farms in the first place.’

Chancellor Alistair Darling said ‘This Government is determined to provide all the support that is needed to secure a greener future’.  Later on, in the pre -Budget report in Dec., he extended the 2 ROC/MWh support for offshore wind introduced in the April Budget, to run to 2014.

2. The new UK Feed In Tariff

The new ‘Clean Energy Cashback’ Feed-InTariff (FiT) for renewable electricity projects under 5MW is due to start in April. In Feb. the government published details of the proposed tariff levels- as  below.. The Department of Energy and Climate Change says that, as result,  power from  a solar panel could earn householders £900, on top of £140 reduction on household energy bill.  Energy and Climate Change Secretary Ed Miliband said: “The guarantee of getting an income on top of saving on energy bills will be an incentive to householders and communities wanting to make the move to low carbon living. The feed-in tariff will change the way householders and communities think about their future energy needs, making the payback for investment far shorter than in the past. It will also change the outlook for a range of industries, in particular those in the business of producing and installing small scale low carbon technology.”

DECC explained that ‘From 1 April householders and communities who install low carbon electricity technology such as solar photovoltaic (pv) panels and wind turbines up to 5 megawatts will be paid for the electricity they generate, even if they use it themselves. The level of payment depends on the technology and is linked to inflation. They will get a further payment for any electricity they feed into the grid.  These payments will be in addition to benefiting from reduced bills as they reduce the need to buy electricity.  The scheme will also apply to installations commissioned since July 2008 when the policy was announced.  A typical 2.5kW well sited solar pv installation could offer a homeowner a reward of up to £900 and save them £140 a year on their electricity bill,’ It added ‘modelling shows that small scale renewable installations could meet 2% of electricity demand in 2020’.

Micro combined heat and power projects are to be piloted in the scheme to kickstart the industry in the UK. DECC says the tariff levels for the electricity the FiT, should  offer ‘between 5-8% return on initial investment’, and will be index linked to inflation and the income from FiTs won’t be taxed. But consumer bills may rise by  £11 pa by 2020
The small FIT print... 

700,000 solar roofs by 2020?

PVsolar DECC says that ‘in order to encourage further cost efficiencies from the solar photovoltaic industry, whose products will make up the majority of installations supported under FITs and whose costs per kilowatt hour of electricity produced are the amongst the highest under the scheme, we propose at this stage to increase the degression rate by a further 0.5% from 2015. This gives a clear indication to the industry of Government intent, although the first review period will be an opportunity to consider whether this increase should be maintained, or indeed increased as may be required should the cost reductions that the industry have delivered historically be continued or improved.’  That may avoid loading up consumers with high costs, as (allegedly) in Spain and Germany.  

Biomass DECC says that ‘within the time available for the development of the scheme it was not viable to include non-anaerobic digestion biomass because of complex issues with accreditation and the ongoing management and monitoring of compliance for solid and liquid biomass plants. There are no clear existing definitions or standards that could be used, the issues are too complex to be resolved within the FIT scheme and current time constraints, and any procedures that were developed would be at least as complex or onerous for small generators as those that exist under the RO.  There is also a range of wider issues (including fuel sustainability, diversion from more efficient end-point uses and air quality concerns) that cannot be effectively addressed under the FIT scheme at this time. Biomass will continue to be eligible to receive support through the Renewables Obligation at all scales. Our analysis suggests that the main driver for the installation of biomass generation is the expected reward for the heat output from biomass CHP plants through the RHI, so would still expect significant deployment of biomass CHP.’

Renewable Heat Incentive 

DECC also published plans for a scheme to incentivise renewable heat generation at all scales. The RHI will come into effect in April 2011 and guarantee payments for those who install technologies such as ground source heat pumps, biomass boilers and air source heat pumps. Details of funding for the scheme will be published in the Budget 2010. DECC said ‘under the proposed tariffs the installation of a ground source heat pump in an average semi-detached house with adequate insulation levels could be rewarded with £1,000 a year and lead to savings of £200 per year if used instead of heating oil. The heat incentive could help thousands of consumers who are off the gas network lower their fuel bills and gain a cash reward for greening their heating supply.’

*Ofgem will administer the Clean Energy Cash Back feed-in tariff scheme and suppliers will be responsible to paying the reward to their customers. For the RHI Ofgem will be responsible for making payments direct to large heat generators. 

Some tariffs (for PV and wind) are ‘degressed’ after first 2 years, but price degression will continue annually after that, ‘to reflect predicted technology cost reductions to ensure that new installations receive the same approximate rates of return as installations already supported through FITs’. 

Comment: A small FIT coming

So at long last the UK will have a Feed-In Tariff, system even though it’s only for small projects, at least for electricity. Its quite generous, with the tariffs on offer nearly all increased from those proposed in the original plan- see Renew 181.  The electricity tariffs outlined on the previous page are only part of it.  As  DECC points out, actually the FIT will consist of two elements of payment, made to generators, and paid for, by licensed electricity suppliers. The first element is the generation tariff (as in the top Table), which differs by technology type and scale, and will be paid for every kilowatt hour (kWh) of electricity generated and metered by a generator. This generation tariff will be paid regardless of whether the electricity is used onsite or exported to the local electricity network.

The second element is an export tariff which will either be metered and paid as a guaranteed amount that generators are eligible for, or will, in the case of very small generation, be assumed to be a proportion of the generation in any period without the requirement of additional metering.

Therefore a FITs generator may use electricity generated onsite, thus avoiding having to purchase that electricity from their supplier, or may export their generation directly to the grid, or (in many cases) some combination of the two. For exported electricity, they can either opt to receive a guaranteed payment of 3p/kWh exported, or may opt out of the export tariff and sell their electricity on the open market.

DECC say that this should allow ‘FiTs generators who are able to follow market peaks’ to be able to be rewarded for doing so; and adds that ‘as the market develops for small scale low carbon electricity, competition in the market may be able to provide a better position for generators’. So it hopes that the guaranteed export tariff will not distort the competitive market for electricity unduly. But to avoid uncertainty around the value of returns, guaranteed prices will be on offer within the scheme ‘to provide long-term certainty for export payments... which will enable investors to forecast with increased certainty the revenue they will achieve from their installation’. 

DECC says that ‘at scheme reviews we will reassess the costs of technologies, electricity price forecasts and whether the target rate of return is still appropriate and consider revision of tariff levels accordingly. Scheme reviews will also consider technologies not currently supported through FITs and whether or not it is appropriate to allow those technologies to access the scheme and set appropriate generation tariffs.’ 

The FiT design was subject to a consultation exercise which generated a lot of comments- see right for the most recent. In response DECC say that they decided to make some changes and additions. For example, changes were made to the banding of the anaerobic digestion (AD), hydro and wind tariffs ‘to provide more effective support to these technologies’. A band to provide extra support to farm scale (<500kW) AD projects has also been added, and they have improved the wind and hydro banding structure by introducing a new ‘community scale’ band providing extra support between 100kW and 2MW for hydro projects, and 500kW and 1.5MW for wind projects. However, dramatically, it was decided  that support for electricity generation from biomass (other than anaerobic digestion) will not be provided by FITs- it will continue to be supported through the RO instead: see Box. But there would be a pilot programme for support of domestic scale micro CHP through FITs. 

Other changes included: 

• Indexation of all tariffs by RPI in future years to take account of inflation ; and also no taxation of FiT income.

• Deferral of start of degression of tariffs by one year, with a steeper profile thereafter. Note that degressed prices only apply to new projects starting at that point- existing projects carry on getting their unchanged initial FiT price. But PV gets special treatment- see Box 

*The governments response to the consultation on renewable electricity financial incentives is at: www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/ cms /consultations/elec_financial/elec_financial.aspx 

There is a consultation on the proposed renewable heat incentive financial support scheme: we be looking at that in Renew 185: www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/rhi/rhi.aspx 

FIT for purpose?  

During the run up to the new FiT announcement some views of the FIT were quite polarised. Energy regulator Ofgem even said in its submission to DECC’s consultation that FiTs offer poor value for money: offering a 5-8% return on investment to households was ‘disproportionately high compensation’. However Friends of the Earth called for the proposed FiTs to be increased to deliver an annual 10% return for all small-scale green energy schemes installed during the first 3 years of the scheme, until the payment system is reviewed in 2013. 

They said that could provide 6% of Britain’s electricity by 2020 instead of the 2% expected under the proposed levels. That would raise the cost of the average household electricity bill by just £2.10. DECC was also told by many industry groups and potential installers of renewables that the proposed levels, especially for PV solar, were too low. 

The governments Renewables Advisory Board (RAB) also responded to the consultation. Although it welcomed the introduction of FiTs, claiming that the scheme would ‘provide benefits well beyond the energy they generate, not least the positive engagement of individuals, companies and communities in the deployment of renewables,’ it warned that that the proposed tariff levels will not lead to the amount of investment needed to increase the uptake of smaller scale renewables. RAB also felt that the FiTs could ‘destabilise’ the Renewables Obligation (RO) for projects near the FiT 5MW cut-off. It said that convergence at the boundary of the two mechanisms was important, taking into account the greater financial security offered by the fixed FiT. Oddly, RAB disagreed with the idea of a price stabilisation mechanism for the RO and said that generation outside the UK should only be supported under the RO if there is a ‘direct and exclusive’ grid connection to the UK. RAB recommended a new intermediate band for wind (0.8-2.5MW), the sub division of the upper biomass band into three (50kW-1MW, 1-2MW and 2+MW), and two bands for anaerobic digestion to reflect market differences between farm wastes and municipal and industrial wastes.  Well it  didn’t exactly get much of it what it wanted - most biomass was withdrawn! Neither did FoE.

FIT Reactions

 ‘Home energy generation and associated jobs have been given a huge boost’  Solar Century

A 6kW micro wind turbine  costing £22k at a site with a wind speed of ~ 5 meters per second could yield a total income of £3420 p.a. BWEA

Yet another green tax on energy which will punish ordinary families when they can least afford it’. Tax Payers Alliance
Conservative Shadow energy secretary Greg Clark said: ‘FITs are essential to allow decentralised energy to play a major role in our energy mix, but Labour’s proposals today lack ambition. Ministers should have been bolder with this scheme so more jobs could have been created and greater emissions reductions achieved.’

Lib Dem Simon Hughes said: ‘This will disappoint anyone looking to do their bit to contribute towards our energy supply. Another opportunity has been squandered. While dozens of countries already support home energy generation, Labour’s plans are too little too late. The      government has given in to the nuclear lobby at the expense of community-led power generation.’ Though he noted that there was an increase for almost all the FITs since the proposals were announced last summer, the proposed 5p/kWh for exported power had been cut to 3p.

Dave Timms, for Friends of the Earth: ‘The introduction of cash incentives to boost small scale green electricity generation is welcome. However, ministers have been far too timid with a policy that could make a significant contribution to cutting emissions and boosting energy security. Installing renewable technologies will now be a good investment for many homes- but farmers, businesses, communities and others will get little or no extra incentive to invest in clean electricity.’ 

The Guardian said that it was also noted that  large-scale community wind turbines will get a lower rate than proposed last year. And though the FITs for new projects will be held at the current rates for two years, they will then be cut by 8.5%, more than originally planned. Also the 5-8% return on investment was unchanged from last year’s proposals and well below Germany's typical level of 10%, though DECC says that the inflation-linking of tariffs will push nominal (not inflation-adjusted) returns up to 7-10%. And it said a family installing a typical 2.5kWpk PV system would earn £900 p.a and save £140 on their annual electricity bill. 

The Renewable Energy Association said that gave a return on investment of 9%, which they approved. The REA’s Gaynor Hartnell, said: ‘The potential impact on households, businesses, farmers, schools and virtually every other energy user you can think of should not be underestimated. The balance of power has shifted. Instead of being tied to fossil fuels and energy price fluctuations, people and communities can now take control of their energy supply and their energy bills.’  But the REA was concerned that biomass boilers had been removed and weren’t happy with the treatment of anaerobic digestion. Campaigners also felt that people who had already installed renewable energy systems would be disadvantaged. But DECC said they wanted to bring new systems online, not reward existing ones, some of which had received grants.  So why is there no FiT for wave or tidal power then? 

RO costs consumers £1bn

Although the UK now has a FiT, the Renewables Obigation (RO) is still the main support mechanism for renewables. But it has major problems. Ofgem has reportedly indicated that over the past three years RO subsidies have added a total of £32.50 to the average household’s electricity bills. The annual cost has steadily risen from £7 in 2007 to £13.50 in 2009. Overall, the cost to consumers of the RO scheme has risen from £278m in 2002/3 to £1.04 bn last year- a total of £4.4 bn over seven years. According to media reports, Ofgem predicts that the total cost of the RO to consumers between 2002 and 2027, when the scheme is set to end, will amount to £32 bn. By 2020 it is estimated that the annual cost will be running at over £5 bn.

Dr John Constable, director of policy and research at the Renewable Energy Foundation, said: “The fundamental problem with the RO is that the cost to the consumer is extremely high”. That’s something on which we can agree with REF for once! But he says it because the RO is mostly backing wind, whereas it seems more likely that it’s a problem of the RO system itself. Wind  initially was only a small player in the RO- most of it initially went to biogas projects, but it now receives around 40% of the support from the RO system, landfill gas 25% biomass 20%, hydroelectric 12% and sewage gas 3%. Even so, when you look at what the Feed-In Tariff  has achieved in Germany, it’s clear that wind isn’t the issue in terms of cost to consumers- Germany has installed 25GW, much of it on lower wind speed sites than in the UK, at much less cost to consumers per kW and per kWh, than in the UK- where we have only just got to 4GW, and that also involved grant support.

*The Renewables Obligation is stalling UK progress towards its 2020 targets by supporting the ‘least viable’ technologies rather than those that have demonstrated their potential, says biomass company Covanta Energy. 

FITs are better - but still cost

What is less clear is whether FiTs are as good at speeding the development of more expensive options like PV-which is likely to be the main element in the new UK FiT.  Both Germany and Spain have now throttled back on their PV FITs since it was argued they were loading consumers up with too much cost. Of course, the problem might be seen as being that the German and Spanish FiTs were too successful- they reduced the cost of installing PV, so more people wanted to do that- which looked likely to put the cost, which is passed on to all electricity consumers, up to unsupportable levels. Will the same happen in the UK? That was certainly what happened with the PV grant scheme in the Low Carbon Building programme- it was overwhelmed with applicants and the government was unwilling to offer more taxpayers money to expand it. Hence the interest in the new small scale FIT- that passes the costs on to consumers. But will that too prove too much?   

The government sees the scheme as being quite small- delivering just 2% of electricity by 2020. But, according to a new poll, the UK public overwhelmingly support a much more ambitious scheme to push renewable energy for homes and communities. A YouGov survey of  over 2,000 people carried out for Friends of the Earth (FoE), the Renewable Energy Association (REA) and the Co-operative Group  found that 64% of those asked thought that the government’s plans were not ambitious enough, while 71% of homeowners said they would consider installing green energy systems if they were paid enough cash. 

Shadow climate change minister Greg Barker said: ‘This poll confirms what we have been saying for some time, that Labour massively underestimate the appetite for decentralised energy among the public’.

FoE, the REA and the Co-op group argue it should offer higher payments than those proposed and aim to deliver far more clean electricity- up to one-third of the country’s total needs. But wouldn’t that put too much on consumers bills?  The poll  showed that 70% of respondents said that they would be prepared to pay an extra 10p on their electricity bills each month (£1.20 p.a.), on top of the already proposed annual increase of £1.17, until 2013 when the scheme is due to be reviewed.  Sounds like there is an appetite for change. Andy Atkins, the executive director of the FoE, said: ‘The public overwhelmingly wants the government to think big when it comes to small-scale renewable energy’.                   

Good Energy  said that Feed-in Tariffs could well boost small-scale renewables generation, but argued that success is dependent on regular pay-outs and a stable system- any income from generating renewable electricity must be paid promptly to encourage take-up and avoid cash-flow shortages. Their CEO, Julia Davenport, told NewEnergyFocus.com, that Good Energy had been told that ‘a settlement might be every six months or even 12 months, which means someone’s going to have to take the cash-flow hit’. But she saw planning as the biggest barrier to the up-take of micro-generation.  Drawing on personal experience she recalled that ‘I was thinking about installing solar thermal and thermal electric at my house. But I live in an AONB and I know four other people in the village have had applications refused.’

3. Election run up

 Funding boost 

With an election coming up, in the pre-Budget, the government put its best foot forward, and noted that the UK is ‘now well on track to meeting its carbon budgets and a 34% reduction in emissions by 2020’. It added ‘The UK has already reduced emissions by over 20% to date against 1990 levels, which is nearly twice our Kyoto target. Since 2002, renewable electricity use in the UK has tripled.’

The Pre-Budget Report in December relayed the electricity mix chart above (which assumes 1.6GW of new nuclear by 2020 and around 30% of renewables) and announced some new funding, including an additional £50m support for offshore wind projects, and an extended availability of double ROCs for offshore wind projects until 2014. The Renewables Obligation is also to be adjusted further, ‘to provide those investing in  renewable energy projects with greater certainty around the value of the incentive’. This includes increasing RO target ‘headroom’ to a full 10% from 2011-12, rather than gradually in steps. £40m will be allocated to low-carbon technologies, including additional support for small-scale and community level low-carbon generation, and £50m to fund the greener boiler incentive (see Box) to encourage households to upgrade to more efficient heating systems, plus £700m more for the Warm Front domestic energy efficiency programme.  The Pre Budget report confirmed that there would be no tax on domestic consumers’ income from the Clean Energy Cash back Feed-In Tariff for self-generated power if mostly used by themselves.  That it was claimed meant that the FiT be worth around £900 p.a. 

But it noted that ‘although feed-in tariffs and the Renewable Heat Incentive will make payments over the life of installations, low-income households may still find it difficult to meet upfront costs’ So, ‘building on the experience of pilot projects for Pay as You Save financing and Warm Front,’ the Government  says it will consult  ‘on measures to help low-income households take advantage of clean energy cash-back’. 

The report also confirmed the already announced doubling to four the UK’s commitment to fund carbon capture and storage demonstration projects via ‘levy’ contributions from electricity suppliers; and the investment of € 100m in a European Investment Bank-led fund to deploy ‘up to € 1.5billion of equity and € 5bn of debt in low-carbon infrastructure’.  See our reports later . 

Although, as noted above, some of the programmes and allocations had already been announced, overall, the Pre-Budget Report claimed that there would be £400m allocated over the next two years, including funding reprioritised from other non-environmental programmes, to support green growth and the development of low-carbon technologies, ‘building on the £1.4 bn package announced at Budget 2009’. 

It concluded: ‘Taken together, the measures announced since Sept  2008, including in this Pre-Budget Report, could support investment of more than £15 bn in the low-carbon and energy sectors over the next three years, taking into account the matched private sector funding leveraged as a result. In addition, the Pre-Budget Report announces further long-term support for investments in low-carbon energy, including carbon capture and storage, and renewable energy.’ 

See Chapter 7: www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/prebud_pbr09_repindex.htm. 

Green Tories 

Last year, Greg Clark, Shadow Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, outlined the Conservatives approach to the Environment, ranging from the global to the local. The former is a bit of a sticky wicket for them given their political alliance with various ultra-right climate deniers in the EU, but Clark insisted that ‘a Conservative Government will prosecute our international responsibilities with idealism and enthusiasm’. On the local level, he argued that ‘in the green policies, as in others, the most powerful role the state can play is to empower rather than to direct’. So, rather than being ordered ‘through rules, penalties and downright hectoring’, he felt that  ‘most householders would jump at the chance to live in more energy efficient homes, but many often lack access to the upfront capital needed to make the improvements.  That’s where good policy can help- as our plan to allow people to bring forward the savings they will make from upgrading their homes to pay for the costs of the upgrade, and have plenty of savings left having done so.  Similarly, by releasing to people the savings that they unleash by not sending rubbish to landfill, but by recycling instead, everyone can gain.’ 

 He noted that ‘under our Green Deal, households will be able to access energy efficiency improvements of up to £6,500 that directly reduce fuel bills and save CO2 emissions. These can be undertaken immediately at no cost to the householder because repayments are met over the long-term from the energy savings thus made.’  See Box below. 

Tory Green Deal Plan

Clark explained that ‘First, householders will get an independent assessment of what energy efficiency improvements could best be made to their homes.They then get an entitlement to have these improvements carried out immediately by a kite-marked installer at no upfront cost. The costs are repaid over 25 years via the regular electricity bill Trusted retailers like Marks & Spencer and Tesco, as well as energy suppliers, social enterprises, housing associations, local authorities and local businesses, would be entitled to provide energy efficiency improvements to people’s homes using this new allowance and other grants.’

He added ‘any measures that improve the energy efficiency of the fabric of the home and can demonstrate a positive payback over a 20 year period will be eligible for funding under the scheme, with the money provided not from public funds, but privately financed by banks and investment funds. We estimate that a typical household will save £240 a year, while opening up a £2.5bn new market that would create 70,000 jobs, warm over 23 million homes and save 9.4 m tonnes of CO2. A win win win for consumers, for the economy and for the environment.’

Clark added  ‘rather than the Government tell people who oppose a windfarm in their community that they should consider themselves immoral (as Ed Miliband has done), why not let communities who do their bit share in the benefits with cheap electricity and the business rates going direct to the community?’ 

He went on ‘That is why a Conservative government will allow communities to keep all of the increase in business rates from any wind development for the first six years. To put this into context, a 10 MW wind farm- about five large turbines- would pay around £72,000 a year in rates back into the local community. We are also in discussion with the wind industry about other ways in which we can allow communities to benefit, including the possibility of having discounted electricity rates for local residents for the duration of the wind farm’s life and empowering communities to take part ownership of a local wind farm, so that some of the development's revenues stay in the local area.’  Will this appease the many Tories who are anti-wind one wonders?

The Tories have also called for a Green Investment Bank- which will invest in the next generation of green British businesses. ‘Instead of the current system of multiple sources of government funding for low carbon energy projects, the Green Investment Bank would roll these up into a single fund which could be deployed strategically to secure much higher levels of public sector investment.’ He saw Microgeneration include solar panels, heat pumps, biomass boilers and CHP, playing a major role at a variety of scales ‘from individual houses to community buildings, commercial property and entire neighbourhoods, backed by a system of feed in tariffs that would effectively enable members of the public to export energy to the grid- even from their own homes- and be paid for it.  The aim is to create a virtuous circle in which the market for microgeneration grows, driving the development of better and cheaper energy technologies, increasing consumer uptake and further growing the market’.  ]

A consumer-driven energy market would he said ‘present a challenge to the centralised energy model. It is a prospect that might frighten some governments, but we would actively encourage it’- and the smart grid in particular. ‘By providing householders with real time information on their gas and electricity consumption, they can take control of their energy use’. 

And he said ‘that’s just the basic version. Other applications would give householders access to building control systems currently only used in state-of-the-art commercial and public buildings. They would also be able to programme energy hungry appliances, like dishwashers, to automatically switch on in response to the lower electricity prices.’ He called for optimism. ‘There is a version of green politics that is penitential- mournfully requiring us to give up the things we enjoy and resign ourselves to a more primitive life.  Our approach is different.  We are positively green.  Rather than just stopping doing things, we want to start doing new and different things. If we can accelerate the development of new technologies, we can generate power without polluting the atmosphere, and then we can use that power abundantly rather than meanly ration it.  If our homes are more energy efficient they can be warmer, cheaper and less damaging to the environment.  If we can be whisked from the centre of London to the centre of Manchester by high speed electric train, why would we want to fly?’ But then Labour also has some good rail & energy plans...

Labour Views 

Labour is at a bit of a disadvantage as ‘sitting tenant’ in that its green policies are out their working- or not. Its Climate policies are quite radical- a 34% emission cut, and ~30% of electricity from renewables, by 2020. And it has already led with some of the ideas now being adopted by the Tories. Feed-In Tariffs for micropower for example, even if its new FiT is a bit minimal (see our report above). And it’s outlined an £8.6bn plan to replace 47 million UK meters with smart meters by 2020. See www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/smart_metering/smart_metering.aspx 

See also above for the Pre-budget allocations- said to be £400m in all. And 32GW of offshore wind!

But countering the more general Tory arguments, David Miliband, in an article in SERA’s New Ground, said that the ‘language of social responsibility cannot deliver the substance of national action- it is simply not enough to implore greater responsibility from individuals for problems that need organised collective action’. Even so, he accepted that ‘our conception of politics has too often been based on active government and not enough on active citizens’ and he pointed to  ‘the idea of personal, tradable carbon allowances, which combine the evidence from science government embodiment of collective will and individual initiative’.   

See  Reviews  in Renew 184 for more on this idea.

Some Green views

The Lib Dems and Green Party to varying degrees adopt greener non-nuclear views, with positive commitments to renewables and efficiency.   But at the grassroots the emphasis is on action- or sometimes reaction!  Thus Climate Camp Cymru activists blockaded an existing biomass plant in Port Talbot last year to resist plans to develop a new 350MW plant there and another at Holyhead, to produce electricity from imported woodchips. They unveiled a ‘biomass’ banner, and another in Welsh saying ‘Clean Energy: Dirty Joke’, and claimed the plants would increase net CO2 emissions by 20%. 

BNP leader Nick Griffin has said global warming is ‘essentially a hoax’. Like Labour and the Tories UKIP backs nuclear. It’s also keen on UK clean coal & conservation

4. UK Policy shifts

Go for green 

In Dec. Gordon Brown said that he was ‘convinced that Britain’s long term prosperity lies in leading the necessary transformation to a low carbon, greener future. We must become a global leader not just in financing greener technologies but in the development and manufacture of wind, tidal, nuclear and other low-carbon energy.’

 On COP15, he said ‘Never again should we face the deadlock that threatened to pull down those talks. Never again should we let a global deal to move towards a greener future be held to ransom by only a handful of countries.’

£46m for Renewables  

In reply to a Parliamentary Question last Nov. it was reported that the Dept. of Energy and Climate Change had allocated direct funding through the following programmes from 2006-09: Offshore wind Capital Grants programme-£38,900,000 Bio-energy Capital Grants Scheme- £5,082,000;  Infrastructure Scheme (in two rounds)- £969,000.

It was also noted that although the Renewables Obligation  ‘is not funded by DECC... it had provided approximately £2.6 billion of funding for renewable energy technology projects (of all types) in the period 2006-09. This is for all generation by eligible technologies, so includes hydro, wave and tidal, onshore and offshore wind, biomass (dedicated and co-fired) as well as eligible waste technologies.’  HMG ‘also provides funding through other delivery partners and for research, development and demonstration projects which are not yet operational- this is the case for tidal, wave, and clean coal’. That includes government funding via the Carbon Trust, TSB, ETI and Research Councils and so far inactive schemes like the Marine Renewables Deployment and Proving Funds.

Tidal delays

The Severn tidal options study will not be completed before the election, according to Minister for the SW Jim Knight, so no decision will be made until later in the year. Meanwhile, a Treasury sub-committee has announced it is to conduct an inquiry into the Crown Estate’s  decision to delay awarding leases for firms to produce wave and tidal energy in the Pentland Firth. A decision on the licences was expected last autumn, after bidding closed in the summer, but was pushed back to early 2010.

New Boilers 

Under the Governments new Boiler Scrappage Scheme, up to 125,000 homes in England with working ‘G-rated’ boilers can apply via the Energy Saving Trust for a voucher entitling them to £400 off the price of a new modern ‘A-rated’ boiler or  renewable heating system like a biomass boiler or a heat pump.

Supergrid 

The UK has signed up with 8 other NorthWest EU countries to  develop an integrated offshore grid in the North and Irish Seas,  which should  make it easier to optimise offshore wind energy. 

Scottish Grid Boost

The 137 mile long Beauly-Denny 400 kV grid upgrade, from Inverness to Falkirk, is to go ahead, despite 18,000 objections. Niall Stuart, Scottish Renewables CEO, told New Energy Focus that the upgrade could allow the development of 6GW of additional renewable electricity generation in the north of Scotland- equivalent to almost double the entire renewables capacity in Scotland today: ‘The upgrade is absolutely vital if we are to capture the full potential of Scotland’s unique wind, wave and tidal resources’.  Costing £400m, it will replace the existing 132kV line, with fewer (600 instead of over 800) but larger pylons. An undersea link was seen as too expensive. Underground burial likewise, but parts may be buried. Expect battles, even though 80 miles of redundant pylon lines  will be removed in the Cairngorms!

*Symbolically, the much opposed 33 turbine 118 MW windfarm at Muaitheabhal on Lewis in the Western Isles, has now been given the go ahead. So has an £80m development at Baillie near Thurso, which will feed electricity into the upgraded Beauly to Denny line. And an extension to the Rothes wind farm near Elgin will boost its capacity to ~ 90MW.

Geothermal grants
 Last Oct., DECC said £6m would be available to fund exploration for ‘Deep geothermal’  projects.  DECC’s Lord Hunt said ‘Deep geothermal power from the southwest of England alone could meet 2% of the UKs annual electricity demand, potentially creating thousands of jobs in the building and running of new power plants’.  Funding details have now emerged.

The Deep Geothermal Challenge Fund will provide £2m to EGS Energy for an exploratory bore hole at the Eden Centre Cornwall (see Renew 182), and £1.5m to Geothermal Engineering  for an exploratory borehole at Redruth, in Cornwall (see Renew 183).

In addition there’s £461,000 for Newcastle University to ‘recase’ an existing 1km borehole and to bore a new 410 metre borehole that will provide heat to the proposed Eastgate eco-village in County Durham. The aim is to re-inject the very briney water- which emerges at 85 degrees F.  Electricity from geothermal sources is eligible for 2ROCs/MWh.Geothermal heat  will also get support under  the RHI.

Energy Bill backs CCS

If enacted, the new Energy Bill announced in the Queens Speech last year, would put a levy on electricity suppliers to help fund up to four commercial scale carbon capture and storage (CCS) demonstration projects on coal fired plants, two pre-combustion and two post- combustion, the later only initially dealing with 25% of the CO2 output, but possibly with funding being available from the levy for the retrofit to their full capacity, should it be required in future. The levy could raise £9.5bn over an initial 15 years, with power companies passing the cost to consumers.  DECC said the CCS levy was likely to start in 2011, and would lead to a price rise of 2-3%, or about £17 a year per household. But more money might be needed if the technology proved more expensive than thought, and to move beyond dealing with just 25% of the CO2 as in the initial phase; and the scheme might be extended beyond 15 years- maybe for 15 more.   The Bill also proposes new powers for energy regulator OFGEM e.g. re conflicts over grid access. Not before time!

Zoning/mix Battles

While several environmental groups, including the TCPA and RSPB, have called for a ‘spatial planning’ approach to wind power and other renewables, with permitted zones for development being identified, in their submissions to the Energy and Climate Change Select Committee hearings on  the governments National Policy Statements (NPS), the British Wind Energy Association and the Renewable Energy Association  disagreed. While some have said that NPSs should provide the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) with a hierarchy for the energy mix and a zonal approach advising on where to build energy infrastructure, the REA and the BWEA (now actually ‘RUK’) argued that the market should be left to deal with  planning applications as a result of the binding Government renewable targets, rather than the IPC being tasked with determining the energy mix. Gaynor Hartnell, REA Director of policy said ‘the decision on the carbon intensity of generation projects shouldn’t be about planning, the IPC is doing a different task’, while Peter Madigan, head of offshore renewables at  BWEA/RUK, said: ‘The IPC should be making consenting decisions and the issues of priorities should be dealt with by DECC and other bodies, not the IPC’. He accepted that wave and tidal were not yet covered by the NPS/IPC- there were no projects above 100MW yet.

IPC stalled?

While debates over what approach should be adopted by the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) continue (see above) the institutional landscape may yet change. The  IPC, set up last Oct. to streamline planning decisions on major projects like nuclear plants (see p.11), is costing taxpayers nearly £1m a month, but according to the Times (28th Jan) although it ‘was due to start considering applications originally on March 1 ...that is now impossible because the guidelines will not be subjected to parliamentary scrutiny until at least May, after which an election is likely to herald the group’s break-up’. It seems that this was not quite correct- it can start work before the National Policy Statements guidelines are finalised, but clearly battlelines on the IPC, and the NPS, are being drawn, with legal challenges likely e.g. from Friends of the Earth. Many other eco groups have weighed in against the NPS and the IPC. It does all seem to have been a bit botched: the Energy NPS  have been slammed as incoherent, amazingly complicated, badly written and wide open to judicial review by Oxford University professor of energy policy Dieter Helm, who said the new system of NPSs that will inform the IPC was too complex and a  shake-up of the existing planning system would have been more effective.

UK ‘Dithers’

Rolls-Royce CEO Sir John Rose has attacked indecision over energy and industrial policy, which he said was putting job creation and economic growth at risk. ‘Our response to energy efficiency and energy security will define the country’s future,’ he said in a debate at the Royal Society of Arts last year. ‘And what do we do? Debate endlessly about consumer behaviour and climate change. There is much less debate bout the benefits that may follow from industrial development in this area.’ 

5. Powering the Future

Powering the Future is a  report by PB, engineering consultancy Parsons Brinckerhoff- an update of their earlier study (see Renew 180). It focuses on the implications of meeting the UK government's carbon reduction targets for 2050 and highlights critical steps for tackling CO2 reduction. It’s quite bleak.  It says that: 

1. Achieving the 80% reduction in CO2 emissions mandated by the 2008 Climate Change Act is feasible but extraordinarily challenging. It will require urgent and large-scale effort in every sector of the UK, and a delay in any sector will jeopardise the commitment.

2. The scale and rate of change required across all sectors to achieve the desired reductions in emissions are such that market mechanisms will require strong leadership from government to be effective.

3. UK electricity generating capacity is forecast to fall to half of its current value by 2023, but it’s unlikely that there will be a significant reduction in demand. In order to maintain adequate capacity from 2020 onwards, new plant would have to be built at a rate that is at least equal to the highest historical rate achieved by the UK, this at a time when the capacity of the indigenous UK power plant industry is greatly reduced.

4. Analysing the alternative solutions shows there are strong interactions between sectors and measures. All sectors must therefore be addressed in a coordinated way to avoid wasted investments and failed commitments.

5. There is a risk that decisions and actions taken now to meet the EU 2020 renewables target will have undesired and adverse impacts on the UK’s ability to meet the 2050 carbon targets. For example, the early and widespread adoption of wind power could severely undermine the viability of other low-carbon technologies, making it more difficult to meet carbon targets and longer-term commitments. (maybe, like EDF, they think it will ‘hurt nuclear’? ed.)

6. Funding the requirements for substantial cuts in CO2 emissions and improvements in energy efficiency necessary from UK industry- without undermining its competitiveness- will require significant interventions at both the UK and EU levels.

7.  Comparing  the  main  CO2  reduction  options indicates that the following measures are essential:

• Rapid and large-scale switch of cars and light goods vehicles to electric battery power 

• Radical improvement in industrial energy efficiency 

• Large-scale application of renewable heat using solar energy and making maximum use of available biomass • Intensive and substantial improvement in the insulation of new and existing homes and buildings 

•Development and application of carbon capture and storage for large emitters in the industry sector, in addition to its application for coal-burning  plant

8.Wind, nuclear and solar PV are collectively essential to the decarbonisation of electricity production, reducing emissions by over 100 MtCO2/yr from current levels. However, as electricity will be largely decarbonised by 2050, the value of any individual low-carbon power generating measure will be low. The choice between these alternatives must therefore be made on operational, economic and energy security grounds.

9. Choices between alternative measures can result in excessive dependence on key technologies e.g., the omission of a nuclear programme would result in heavy dependence on CCS, which is currently unproven at the scale required for a major power plant.

10.  Fuel diversity issues can be managed if a holistic view of UK energy use is taken. The reference scenario (the base case for evaluation of alternative options) achieves a good diversity of fuels by substituting electricity for oil in the transport sector and by having a flexible electricity generation mix.

11. Because of the scale of the measures, improved building insulation, improved industry energy efficiency and greater use of electric vehicles all offer valuable reductions in carbon emissions by 2020. Early action is needed to deliver these reductions.    

Powering the Future’s prognosis is a bit like that from Prof. Green- see the Feature in Renew 184- while the capacity could be there (see above) there could be gaps in terms of delivered electricity, if we use large amounts of wind power. It says ‘the inherent variability of wind generation needs to be corrected by other forms of generation to maintain a reliable continuous supply to consumers’. It makes use of the study by Jim Oswald et al.[ See Renew 177 & Gross/ Heptonstalls rebuttall:  j.enpol.2008.06.013]  of the hour-by-hour generation from 25GW of wind capacity widely distributed across the UK, which as noted in Renew 177 had funding from REF, the Renewable Energy Foundation. PB created a model to assess the impact of large wind inputs on the system: it says ‘the results show that the current mix of generating plant will be unable to ensure reliable electricity supply with significantly more than 10GW of wind capacity. For larger wind capacity to be managed successfully, up to 10GW of fast response generating  plant or controllable load will be needed to balance the electricity system. Electricity interconnection with mainland Europe would offer some fast-response capability, but would be unlikely to offer predictable support. Without additional fast-response balancing facilities, significant numbers of UK electricity consumers could regularly experience interruptions or a drop in voltage.’ 

This is the crux of the disagreements over wind variability. We already have a lot of gas fired capacity, much of which is used  regularly to balance variations in supply and demand. Do we really need more?  PB seem to say we will need a lot more and soon. ‘If a large wind contribution is introduced early in the period, then significant fast-response generating capacity must also be installed.’ 

Others, like David Milborrow (see Renew 183) say we have enough in place, although interconnectors and storage, plus smart grids etc., may be needed later, when more variable renewables are on the grid. PB Power seem to agree with the last bit, though their emphasis is on using car battery storage: ‘Later in the period, there is a synergy with the large controllable demands of vehicle battery charging, so that very little additional balancing capacity would be require’.  But they don’t see too much of a role for a  Supergrid as wind backup  ‘Large transient import of  power via international inter-connections is challenging because of the scale of the transfer needed and the difficulty of scheduling’.

The real issue is about whether some of the gas plants can be retired. As Milborrow notes, that depends on the capacity credit of wind. Running wind farms inevitably reduced net emissions, and that saving is only undermined very slightly by having to run the (existing) back up plants occasionally. 

But cutting back on the amount of fossil plant in place would obviously reduce emissions even more.  Milborrow puts the capacity credit of wind at around 30% with low levels wind of he grid, falling to 15% at high levels (say 40%). That indicates how much fossil plant can be replaced. 

Like REF, PB see it all very differently: ‘A high penetration of intermittent renewable generation drastically reduces the baseload regime, undermining the economic case for more-efficient plant types with lower carbon  emissions.  This means that the most economic power plant will be those types with the lowest capital cost,  favouring technologies with higher carbon emissions,  such as open cycle gas turbines. But when operating with limited, irregular and less-predictable hours, such plant types are incompatible with the limitations of the gas network, and would therefore need to use liquid  fuel, probably diesel or kerosene, further increasing CO2 emissions.’  Milborow admits that backing up wind has the effect of reducing the load factor for thermal plant, but say that only costs  ~£2.5/MWh at 20% wind or ~ £6/MWh at 40%. PB will have none of this: ‘Very high early penetration of wind generation is likely to have adverse  effects on the rest of the generating fleet, undermining the benefits of an increased contribution of renewable electricity’.  Like EDF and REF, it says Renewable heat is more important.  Well maybe. 

We’ll review this evidently heavily REF influenced report in Renew 185.

* The PB Power report is at www.pbpoweringthefuture.com

6. UK Policy debates 

National Policy Statement of Energy:

 10 new nuclear plants

The new draft National Policy Statements (NPS) on large Energy Infrastructure projects focussed mainly on the 10 proposed nuclear plants, but also covered decisions on proposals for clean coal (new plants must have CCS, or get it retrofitted), grid upgrades (smart grids are planned) and on renewable energy projects larger than 50 MW (or 100 MW for offshore wind)- so they now become part of the new new planning system overseen by the new Infrastructure Planning Commission (see above and  Renew 183). The draft does not however cover wave and tidal projects. The Government’s says the ‘wave and tidal applications for sites over 100MW will be decided by the Secretary of State with the IPC providing a recommendation. The Government has started work towards a Strategic Environmental Assessment for Marine Energy Devices for wave, tidal stream and tidal range outside the Severn Estuary, with a screening exercise to explore when the time will be right to undertake the various studies and other activities needed. This will allow the Government to better understand the energy generation potential of Marine Energy Devices, and the realistic timescales for when multiple devices will be installed and commissioned. When an NPS is published which covers wave and tidal technology, the Government intends to transfer decision-making for applications for projects above the relevant threshold to the IPC.’

The Government says it wants the NPS to ‘adhere to the principles previously followed with regard to planning decisions on major energy infrastructure and environmental protection. The guidance for the IPC in NPSs on how to assess the environmental impacts of projects is designed to lead to decisions being taken on broadly the same basis as now; it is the speed, efficiency and clarity around decision-making that the Government wishes to change’. It added ‘As the primary consideration for the IPC when it makes decisions on applications for development consent, NPSs will take precedence over Planning Policy Statements (PPSs)’, but, ‘NPSs have been prepared with the intention of maintaining consistency with those elements of PPSs that are relevant to decision-making on major energy infrastructure’.  The key issues will be Biodiversity, Flood risk, Landscape and visual impacts. But not n-waste- see Box above. We wonder if the need to demolish the wind farm at Kirkstanton to make way for a nuclear plant counts as an environmental impact?

Reactions   
    

 ‘You wait for years for one and then ten come along’ Paxman, BBC Newsnight

‘We are going to start the construction of the first of our four new-build nuclear power plants in Hinkely Point in Somerset’ EDF

Although the plan included confirmation of the aim of getting 30% of electricity from renewables by 2020, and maybe, with luck, only 8% from nuclear, the reactions were dominated by the nuclear issue. Friends of the Earth’s director Andy Atkins said ‘Building new plants would divert precious resources from developing safe renewable  power, while doing little to bring about the urgent emissions reductions that are desperately needed within the next decade’ FoE’s planning spokesperson added: ‘The Government’s obsession with building new nuclear reactors is a dangerous and expensive distraction, creating a legacy of radioactive waste that will remain highly dangerous for thousands of years and cost tax-payers billions of pounds to manage’.  Greenpeace commented: ‘You can’t justify building more nuclear power stations when there is no solution to radioactive waste and when international regulators are saying there are huge uncertainties surrounding the basic safety of new reactor designs’.

Most other green groups were also, predictably, horrified by the new 10 plant nuclear expansion plan- and also by the way it was to be scrutinised. CANE, Communities against Nuclear Expansion, said ‘At a time when public confidence in our political process is at an all time low, government have decided to take to themselves more power to override people’s wishes’. Whilst CANE accepted that six years was too long to wait to resolve any planning issue, ‘reducing this time cannot be done on an arbitrary basis and without respect for “due process”.’ 

By contrast, EDF Energy’s CEO, Vincent de Rivaz, was predictably very happy with the new nuclear plan: ‘This is a defining moment on the road to a low carbon Britain, which has been reached because of the wide consensus of support for new nuclear that exists, including between industry, regulators, academics, scientists and politicians’. Well actually we know a lot of academics who would not agree, including those in the Nuclear Consultation Group. And many of them would also not agree with Vincent de Rivaz’s further claim: ‘Nuclear power is the lowest cost low carbon technology and directly benefits customers by tackling climate change while keeping prices as affordable as possible’.

CANE pointed out that ‘The latest figures show more than a doubling of costs since the Nuclear White Paper was published less than two years ago. Further evidence of cost escalation is shown at Olkiluoto in Finland, where the building of a European Pressurised Water (EPR) reactor, the proposed design for new nuclear builds in the UK, is over eighteen months behind schedule and at least €1.5 bn over budget’.  

*The CBI welcomed the commitment to nuclear & renewables and the pledge to fund several CCS clean-coal demonstration plants.

Party Responses

The Conservatives seemed happy enough with the NPS and nuclear, if there was proper consultation and MPs could also have a say, but Lib Dem Simon Hughes said ‘Nuclear power has never been delivered without the tax payer being asked to pay a lot of money. It has always been late. It's not popular with the public. There has been no solution to where the waste will be disposed in the long-term. It won’t meet the energy need (...) and it won’t make any significant contribution to dealing with the climate crisis.  It fails on all the tests.’       

Green Party leader, Dr Caroline Lucas, argued that ‘we need safe renewable power, coupled with a nationwide push for energy efficiency, not Ed Miliband’s idea of new nuclear power stations. The government still has no solution for the massive amount of yearly high-level waste that ten new nuclear power stations will produce (200 tonnes per year). Such waste will cost tens of billions of pounds a year to manage, money that could go towards clean and renewable energy. We don’t need nuclear or new coal plants. With energy efficiency, and proven technologies such as wind, solar and combined heat and power, we can meet Britain’s energy needs, create hundreds of thousands of green jobs and slash emissions.’

She added ‘Bypassing the planning system in this way- through the National Infrastructure Commission- is bad news for democracy and for the environment. A key democratic right is for the public to have a say on how their area is developed. Decision-making about where we get our energy from, and the long-term costs associated with nuclear, should be opened up to more accountability, not less.’ 

The Scottish Government, which favours a mix of carbon capture and renewables, and has said no to new nuclear, stuck to its guns. SNP MSP Dave Thompson told Newsnight Scotland that Scotland would not import electricity from the new nuclear plans. ‘At the moment we export 20% of the electricity we produce which is roughly equivalent to the electricity produced by nuclear in Scotland. If nuclear closed down tomorrow we would still be producing enough electricity to keep us going in Scotland. What we have to look to is the future where as we develop renewables we’re going to be producing potentially ten times the amount of electricity we actually need in Scotland so we’re going to be exporting massive amounts of electricity to other countries. There’s no point in bringing on new nuclear power stations. We just don’t need them (and) the Scottish public don’t want them.’ None of the 10 new sites are in Scotland- or N.Ireland.

The Welsh Assembly Government is also against new nuclear in Wales, with first minister, Labours Rhodri Morgan, saying it could divert money from turning Wales into a world leader for renewables. But Labour Secretary of State for Wales, Peter Hain, backed the Wylfa plan because of the the jobs it could provide, a view it seems shared by Plaid Cymru’s leader. 

New N-waste 

The governments National Policy Statement (NPS ) on Nuclear power said that the new Infrastructure Planning Commission need not look at nuclear waste issues. It does seem bizarre that the IPC will not have to consider waste issues- given that spent fuel is to be stored at reactor sites for decades. This suggestion unsurprisingly  drew a lot flack. Four former members of CoRWM, the governments first advisory Committee on Radioactive Waste Management, including its chair Prof. Gordon Mackerron, noted that their 2006 report had only looked at ‘legacy’ waste- the new waste opened up new issues: “As the government recognises these wastes may well be stored on site ‘for around 160 years from the start of the power station’s operations, to enable an adequate cooling period for fuel discharged following the end of the power station’s operation’. In the absence of a process or acceptable policy for new build wastes, they may remain on site indefinitely. It is quite possible that, as a result of sea level changes, storm surge and coastal processes, conditions at some of the most vulnerable coastal sites will deteriorate thereby making it increasingly difficult to manage the wastes safely.  The problems presented by managing wastes in the very long-term will be both generic and site-specific. Consequently we find it hard to understand why the IPC, when considering applications for the development of individual sites, need not consider the question of waste management. Given the levels of public anxiety raised by the issue of nuclear waste and the burdens of risk and management that are imposed on future generations we believe consideration of safe management of wastes at each site should be a primary concern of the IPC.” The NPS is a consultative draft.  Let’s hope sense prevails.

IMECHE beat the drums of war 

In a new report, the Institution of Mechanical Engineers says there is not enough time or capacity to build the wind turbines and extra nuclear power stations required, so that current targets will not be met- with shortage of skilled engineers being a major problem. According to their analysis, even if the UK managed to cut the demand for energy by 50%, it would still require an extra 16 nuclear power stations and 27,000 wind turbines by 2030 to be sure of hitting the target- and even then there could be a gap. The Dept. of Energy and Climate Change accused the institution of having a ‘can’t do, won’t do attitude’.  But  IMechE say we need to go on in effect a wartime footing to beat climate change- with ‘centralised control for climate change policy’ and ‘strong government leadership’ plus a ‘comprehensive battle plan’. They look to geoengineering as an urgent addition (see our Editorial and Feature). They suggest that the shortfall in emissions cuts could be made up by deploying 100,000 CO2 absorbing ‘artificial trees’ by 2050- some offshore (see pic). They also want  40,000 windturbines and 20 new nuclear plants by 2050, plus wave, tidal, hydro and biomass projects. We’ll review the report in Renew 185. It’s at www.imeche.org/about/keythemes/environment/Climate+Change/MAG

Kent to the rescue the view from Tunbridge Wells 

A marine energy park should be built on the Kent coastline to take advantage of its close proximity to the Continent, Shadow energy and Climate Change secretary Greg Clark says: ‘If we had established energy parks 10 years ago then Kent might already be exporting energy abroad rather than us just sitting here talking about it’. 

The Tunbridge Wells MP spoke of his vision for such a park at a marine energy summit in Ramsgate. He told KOS Media that the Kent coastline was ‘an amazing resource and unique to other places in the UK due to its close proximity to the Continent. It’s much more feasible that we should be providing electricity to the rest of Europe from somewhere like Ramsgate because it would be a lot quicker and easier to set up from there.’ He added ‘Nowhere else in the Continent has the natural resources that we do in the UK and really we ought to be a world leader in this field, but instead we are one of the least-developed countries in Europe.’ 

Source: www.kentnews.co.uk

It’s not immediately obvious that Kent’s wave and tidal resources are that large, but offshore wind is clearly an option. But not nuclear- no new plant is planned at Dungeness- and Dungeness B recently had a boiler fire.

* On-land wind is not loved by Tories like Mid Worcestershire MP Peter Luff. His private members bill says that large turbines should be built 1.5 miles from dwellings. Smaller turbines could be closer, but a half-mile exclusion zone around houses for all but the smallest wind turbines would help communities that currently feel    ‘threatened and powerless’. Opponents argued the plan sent ‘a clear message of opposition to wind power’.   Source: BBC

7. Global Developments

COP15 in Copenhagen  was a disaster in many ways (see below). Even the Jan. 31st deadline for submitting national carbon targets was dropped. But the EU submitted its 20/30% targets, the US 17%; and 55 others emerged and more may follow. But it’s all  slowed. And the IPCC is under growing pressure, with more examples errors and poor refs emerging - they even used WNA data!

COP 15 let outs   

* During the negotiations a proposed exclusion of nuclear projects from national mitigation plans was removed from the texts. So, developing countries can include the use of nuclear energy in their list of mitigation actions to be sent to the UNFCCC.

* Decisions on whether or not nuclear or carbon capture and storage projects could be included in the CDM and JI after 2012 were deferred to later meetings.

Copenhagen Accord http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/l07.pdf

Boom to return?  

Global revenues from climate-related businesses such as renewable energy production rose by 75% in 2008 to $530bn and could exceed $2 trillion by 2020, according to HSBC Global Research. Meanwhile, the International Energy Agency’s annual World Energy Outlook analysis, out last year, said renewables and nuclear should both be accelerated. To help, it suggested  a cap-and-trade agreement for all OECD countries from 2010 with a carbon price of $50 per tonne CO2 by 2020. To keep emissions to 450ppm would need investment of $12 trillion beyond the ‘business as usual’ reference scenario, with most going on energy efficiency and modernisation of the transport fleet. But it also backed construction of low-carbon power generation, which could see $735bn in the period 2010-2020 and a further $3.78 trillion to 2030. WNN noted that nuclear would get a big slice of this- boosted by $125bn in 2010-2020, rising to $491bn in the decade to 2030. But renewables could do even better. 

Certainly there is a good case. The global renewable power industry could support 6.9 million jobs by 2030, according to a report by Greenpeace and the European Renewable Energy Council. 

Less positive was the election of a new (less) centre (more) right government in Germany, which could see not only the nuclear phase out delayed, but also the very successful Feed-In Tariff system modified or even abandoned. We are told that the Free Democrats, who are pro-business and against subsidies favouring partial interests, which for them include the renewables, have called for a cut of feed-in tariffs.  However, their coalition partner, the CDU, seem to want only minor changes, not least since the FIT supports many PV manufacturing jobs in eastern Germany. Meanwhile the German Renewable Energy Federation (BEE) says a slow down of the nuclear phase out would hit renewables: ‘We have more and more renewable energy companies generating and delivering more and more electricity. So letting nuclear reactors stay on the grid longer will only lead to congestion, with too many companies generating too much electricity.’  But the utilities would stand to make big profits if the nuclear plants could be kept running longer e.g. its been estimated that E.ON, could earn an extra € 8.6bn if its reactors ran for an additional eight years. Though the German government may copy Belgium’s new approach (see below) and claim some of that back to support renewables/efficiency.

 ... but peak oil is coming too 

It looks like the world really is running out of oil. A new report on Global Oil Depletion from the UK Energy Research Centre asks “What evidence is there to support the proposition that the global supply of ‘conventional oil’ will be constrained by physical depletion by 2030,” and concludes: ‘On the basis of current evidence we suggest that a peak of conventional oil production before 2030 appears likely, and there is a significant risk of a peak before 2020. Given the lead times required to both develop substitute fuels and improve energy efficiency, this risk needs to be given serious consideration.’   They exclude biofuels, oil made from coal, gas, tar sands, oil shales or other non conventional sources. And they only look at ‘physical depletion’, excluding political or economic supply constraints. Even so, it’s sobering: 25 oil fields account for about 25% of global oil production, and 100 fields account for half of production. Most of these ‘giant’ oilfields are well past their peak. And though large resources of conventional oil are still available, they are unlikely to be accessible quickly enough. Simply compensating for the inexorable decline in production from existing fields involves discovering and bringing on stream the equivalent of a new Saudi Arabia every 3 years.  The report suggests that US Geological Survey’s estimate of around 3350 billion barrels of Ultimately Recoverable Resource (URR) of conventional oil, considered over-optimistic by many, could well prove correct.  Nevertheless, the date of the production peak is relatively insensitive to the size of the URR. Adding one billion barrels only delays the peak by less than a week. So recent ‘major’ oil discoveries in Mexico and Brazil will make little difference to the timing. In the majority of the detailed scenarios analysed by the UKERC team there is a peak before 2030. 

So what should policy makers do, given that the world’s economy currently depends on oil? The authors, despite declaring that this is ‘beyond the scope’ of their report, have a few suggestions. 

Firstly, we have no time to lose: it could easily take 20 years to put in place programmes of fuel substitution and demand reduction. Secondly, we must not try to solve the oil depletion problem at the expense of worsening the climate change problem- by, for example, implementing large-scale coal-to-oil conversion schemes that would result in increased carbon emissions. And thirdly, volatility in oil prices lessens the private sector’s incentive to invest, so governments will need to offer ‘policy support’ measures like those being proposed to combat climate change.

· ‘Global Oil Depletion: An Assessment of the Evidence for a Near-Term Peak in Global Oil Production, by Steve Sorrell, Jamie Spiers, Roger Bentley, Adam Brandt and Richard Miller, available at: www.ukerc.ac.uk  Source: Godfrey Boyle, OU, who worked on one part of the study.

8. EU News

Lots of EU wind

A European Wind Energy Agency (EWEA) report ‘Oceans of Opportunity’ claims that Offshore wind could meet up to 16.7% of total EU electricity demand by 2030, with a total installed offshore wind capacity of 150,000 MW producing 563 TWh.  But it says this will require annual investments  of  € 16.5 bn. It claims that existing and planned EU offshore wind projects will, if implemented, supply 10% of Europe’s current electricity needs, while avoiding over 200 m. tonnes of CO2 emissions every year. The EWEA has identified more than 100 GW of offshore wind power developments planned in 15 EU member states and in other European countries. 

The EWEA estimates that 40GW can be installed by 2020 with an average growth in annual installations of 28%- from 366 MW in 2008 to 6,900 MW in 2020. It also says that in theory 8 large offshore wind farms (100km x 100km, or under 2% of Europe’s sea area, excluding the Atlantic), could meet all the EU’s current power need (3,000TWh). And it adds offshore wind has the technical potential to power Europe 7 times over, producing 25,000 TWh by 2020 and 30,000 TWh by 2030. 

*The 209 MW 91 turbine Horns Rev 2 offshore wind farm, off the coast of Denmark, started up last year- it’s the world’s largest so far.

EU CO2 falls

The European Environment Agency says reduced emissions from the energy sector contributed to greenhouse gas emissions falling to 6.2% below the Kyoto 1990 base-year level for the EU-15 in 2008, and 10.7% below for the EU as a whole. Under the Kyoto Protocol, the EU-15 are expected to reduce their emissions by 8% on average in 2008-2012, while the EU as a whole has unilateral target of a 20% cut by 2020 compared to 1990.

Next  The European Commissions blueprint for research funding to support the transition to a low-carbon economy says an additional investment of € 50 bn in energy technology research is needed over the next 10 years- raising annual EU funding from € 3 to € 8 bn. It calls for € 33bn for research into wind, solar and bioenergy, plus smart grids. Also € 13bn for CCS and € 7bn for Nuclear.  It says Public-private partnerships are best, but does not provide details. More and reactions in Group

France tries 

The carbon tax announced last year by France, covering transport and household fuel use, but not electricity, had been seen as possible template for others. It would be phased in gradually, starting at around 17 € /tonne of CO2, adding about 4 cents per litre to the cost of petrol and a 5% rise to the price of household gas. But it would be ‘tax neutral’- with the revenue from it being returned via tax concessions. It would apply to all homes  and enterprises, but not to the heavy industries and power firms included in the EU-ETS .

The left felt the proposal would be ‘unjust’ and ‘inefficient’- a flat levy on fuel would hit low-income families, especially those in out-of-town areas who have no choice but to use cars, without helping clean alternatives. Segolene Royal said it would be better to ‘tax oil and energy companies based on the profits they make from fossil fuels’ and invest in electric cars. The draft plan called for a levy of 32 € /tonne of CO2 emitted, rising to 100 €/ tonne in 2030. That would add 0.07 7€ to the cost of one litre of unleaded fuel. Home heating costs would rise by 60-170  € p.a., depending on the type of building and method used. 50% of homes would see bills for transport and heating jump by ~ € 300p.a. But to avoid a consumer backlash, the government said the levy would start at  € 17.  Former Socialist prime minister Michel Rocard, head of the bipartisan panel that drafted the plans, admitted  ‘there is a real risk of social injustice’. A key issue for the government was ‘how do we redistribute the money to people in a way that changes their behaviour, but without harming their overall spending power’.  It was meant to start in January, but has been blocked by a legal dispute. Times, Guardian, BBC, AFP

*Though painful, a 17  € tax wouldn’t  have  much impact on consumer behaviour.  Greenpeace France said excluding electricity and starting the tax at such a low rate meant ‘it would change absolutely nothing in terms of behaviour’ nor encourage energy saving or renewables. Over two thirds of the public were said to oppose it. Sounds just right for the UK!

Belgium

A report by GEMIX, Belgiums ‘group of experts on the energy mix’, backs the 13% target for renewables and 15% energy saving plan, but calls for the phase out of nuclear (set for around 2015) to be delayed- as has now happened. But nuclear suppliers will have to pay a surcharge to support new renewables projects- € 500m?

9.Around the world 

Wind goes well

Wind power continues its global progress. In 2009 it reached over 121GW globally, led by the USA at 24GW and Germany at 24GW.  Spain followed at 17GW.  But it’s all expanded since- to nearly 160GW globally. China reached 12GW in 2007 but now is at 25GW, while the USA is at 35GW. And offshore wind is booming, with the UK in the lead. RenewableEnergyWorld.com reports that ‘From virtually nothing in 2000, the industry today can boast 1.5GW of installed offshore wind capacity, of which 334 MW was installed in 2008 alone. An additional 1.5GW is currently under construction, and Douglas-Westwood forecasts more than 5GW will be in the water by 2012,’ with the US and China and now entering the race.

China goes for green

 In 2008 China had as much wind capacity in place (8.9GW) as it had nuclear capacity and the former is expanding rapidly. But the relatively low load factor for wind (under 20%) means nuclear produced more energy- 68TWh compared to 13..   

Since then, wind capacity has expanded to 25GW, but not nuclear, although there are plans for expansion.

China’s current target is to get 15% of its energy (not just electricity) from renewables by 2020, although this is likely to be raised to 20%. It’s pushing ahead with wind & solar as well as hydro and biomass. China’s hydro capacity is expected to nearly double to 300 gigawatts by 2020 and wind could reach 100 GW, PV 10GW.

Reuters reports that China is currently developing a demonstration zone in Hangjin Banner, with a planned 11,950 MW renewable energy park, which, when completed, should have 6,950 MW of wind generation, 3,900 MW of photovoltaics, 720 MW of concentrating solar power, 310 MW of biomass plants and 70 MW of hydro/storage. Some large projects are envisaged. Reuters reports that US company First Solar Inc plans to build the world’s largest solar plant in China- a utility scale 2-gigawatt PV plant, with initially a 30 MW demonstration project in June 2010 in Ordos. The second and third phases call for 100 MW and 870 MW projects that will be completed in 2014. A final 1,000 MW installation will be finished in 2019. The total cost put at less than the $6 bn so it would cost to build in the U.S. Southwest, depending on the scale of the feed in tariffs that should apply.  There is already a FIT for wind (see Renew 183) and a new  PV tariff is expected to be  in the range of 15 to 25 cents/kWh, which First Solar suggests could help to get under the current instalation cost of $1.50 per watt, to $1 or less, so that power might be supplied at 10 cents/kWh or less. Source: Reuters

* Wind could meet all China’selectricity demand by 2030, says a new study by Michael McElroy and colleagues at Harvard and Tsinghua University in Beijing published in the journal Science

Marine power 

Redfield Consultings  review of 120 tidal  devices round the world, says that while the UK and US lead in device numbers, some European and Australasian projects are more developed www.tidaltoday.com

Chile can rely on tidal energy to meet its future energy needs, according to a report by Chile’s National Energy Commission: even if only 10% of this resource is harnessed, it would exceed the existing installed capacity of Chile’s central electricity grid. Suggested sites include major ports such as San Antonio, Puerto Montt and San Vicente, which the report identified as ‘promising’, as were the Magellan Straits and the Corcovado Gulf. Last year, Garrad Hassan consultants presented initial findings from its study of Chile’s potential for wave and tidal energy projects to the government. They’ve been working with the Inter American Development Bank under the Sustainable Energy & Climate Change initiative, to identify priority areas for the development of marine energy projects in Chile. The Chacao Channel was found to have the best potential for tidal currents, at up to 500MW.

* Norways  Langlee Wave Power has signed a Letter of Intent with Turkish energy company Ünmaksan to build a NOK1bn 24MW wave power unit following pilot  tests. 

* SDE Energy’s Israeli Wave power subsidiary has signed an agreement with the Gujarat government in India to install a $5m 5MW unit by Dec 2010. The Gujarat government has also authorized a $700m budget for the next phase, a 100 MW wave  plant to be built by SDE. SDE signed a 25-year agreement with an undisclosed African country to build 100 MW of wave energy projects. The cost is estimated at $100m.

Japan FIT 

Bloomberg reports that the  new Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), is to propose a comprehensive feed-in tariff policy as part of its legislative agenda, to stimulate the stalled development of solar PV and also possibly for wind. The previous government had planned to introduce a ‘net’ feed-in tariff for solar PV paying only for the ‘excess’ generation they deliver to the grid above their own consumption. Paul Gipe noted that this kind of policy has been used with little success in Australia. But the DPJ’s manifesto calls for a true or ‘gross’ feed-in tariff that pays for all generation, not just the excess generation. Further, according to Bloomberg, the DPJ will extend the FIT programme to include other renewables, such as wind energy.

www.wind-works.org/FeedLaws/Japan/

DPJForFeed-inTariffs.html

Australia joins in at last 

Australia passed laws last year requiring the generation of 20% of its electricity from renewables by 2020- on a par with the EU. It’s said Australia needs to install around 11GW of new capacity to meet the targets, possibly unleashing $22bn in investment. It means over half of new electricity generation capacity between now and 2020 will have to use renewables. But the chair of the Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation, Ziggy Switkowski, has said that Australia should plan for 50 nuclear plants by 2050, because ‘it solves our greenhouse gas challenge in the electricity sector completely’. The first reactor should be planned to come online in 2020, with ten operational in 2030 to meet 25% of electricity needs. By 2050, 50 large reactors would be meeting 90% of demand, producing hydrogen for a variety of uses and charging electric vehicles overnight. Waste could be disposed in the vast outback... Real kite flying stuff!

Feed-In Tariffs spread

By early 2009, at least 64 countries had some type of policy to promote renewable power generation. Feed-in tariffs are the most widely used policy, existing in at least 45 countries and 18 states/provinces/territories around the world. FITs were adopted at the national level in at least five countries for the first time in 2008 and early 2009, including Kenya, the Philippines, Poland, South Africa, and the Ukraine. Following its earlier feed-in policies developed in the 1990s, India also adopted new feed-in tariffs for solar PV and solar thermal power. Several more countries were engaged in developing FITs, including Egypt, Israel, Japan (see left), Nigeria, Finland and the UK. Source: REN21 2009 Global update: see Reviews in Renew 184. 

10. Nuclear News

French problems 

An Energy Intelligence report last year noted  that, in late August, 19 of the 58 pressurized water reactors in France were offline, due to planned maintenance or unscheduled outages.  (The UK it seems provided some power via the channel link!). And for 2008 as a whole, the average availability of power from its plants had fallen below 80% for the first time in a decade. It said ‘the slump partly reflects an extremely heavy maintenance schedule for the aging fleet of reactors as well as unplanned outages. Intense summer heat also idled some plants in August, as reactors bumped up against temperature limits for releasing cooling water. Reactor refueling problems and strikes have also added to nuclear plant woes. These nuclear output problems are requiring much greater reliance on electricity imports and increasing reliance on fossil fuels- especially natural gas- for power generation. Despite its outsized fleet and huge overcapacity, EDF’s flagging operational record is a serious worry for the state owned utility.’  from Energy Intel. Jason Eden, London
Uranium Scarcity 

Nuclear fuel supply infrastructure should meet world demand in the short term, but expansion will be needed across the entire fuel cycle beyond 2020, warns the latest World Nuclear Association market report- Global Nuclear Fuel Market Supply and Demand 2009-2030. In one of its three scenarios up to 2030, nuclear generation fails to increase above its 2008 level of 371 GWe. But the reference scenario sees an overall 2.2% growth rate reaching 476 GWe by 2020 and 600 GWe by 2030, while the upper scenario sees 558 GWe by 2020 and 818 GWe by 2030. Both reference and upper scenarios are higher than in the 2007 edition of the report, reflecting the emergence of India and China. 

The WNN news service says ‘Production of uranium from mines- primary production- has been far below the amount required to fuel the western world’s power reactors since the mid-1908s, with so-called secondary supplies- inventories, stockpile drawdowns and use of recycled materials including uranium from decommissioned nuclear weapons- making up the shortfall. However, although secondary supplies will continue to play an important part, the report warns that the period of primary supply being so far below annual reactor requirements will have to come to an end with a substantial need for new primary production facilities in the longer term.’  It adds ‘New uranium mines take many years to plan and license before they start production’. The same is true, to an extent, for new conversion, enrichment and fuel fabrication facilities, which it says are also needed.  www.world-nuclear-news.org/ But is there enough uranium for the longer term?  Views differ. For example, see http://europe.theoildrum.com/node/5744#more/

Maybe not. And maybe that explains why thorium is being talked up so much as a new nuclear fuel option- see right and Forum.

 * Kazakhstan is now the world’s top uranium producer

PBMR stops    

 South Africa’s pebble bed modular reactor project has been indefinitely postponed due to financing constraints

More UK acceptance?   

UK views“‘Nuclear power no thanks’ today means ‘climate change no doubt’ tomorrow” Ed Miliband at the TUC in Sept.

But Prof. Stephen Thomas says, in a Parliamentary Briefing, nuclear is a bust flush gamble: www.parliamentarybrief.com/articles/1/new/mag/77/1037/blairs-nuclear.html
A Guardian ICM poll last Sept found that 32% of those asked said they would not object to a nuclear plant being built within 20 miles of their home. The figure in 2005 was 19%. 20% claimed they would not mind a nuclear plant being built in sight of their house. That still leaves many opposed, and already there have been some direct action protest. Last August, contractors for Eon, who were planning to start drilling preparatory bore holes at Oldbury, were blocked from access by local villagers for five hours, until they were finally asked to move by police. And members of Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group (BANNG) took to the water in a flotilla of 16 boats to protest about plans to build a new nuclear plant at Bradwell on the Essex coast. Over in Germany things are somewhat larger scale: there were major demonstrations last year, with over 50,000 people involved, when it was thought that the election might yield a pro-nuclear government.  Nevertheless it did..

*Back in the UK, it’s done differently. The Bishop of Carlisle (which includes Cumbria) gave his blessing to the ‘green future’ of nuclear new build; while strongly pro-nuclear, now ex-Cabinet Minister, John Hutton was offered an appointment on EDFs Stakeholder Advisory Panel, which advises EDF senior managers, a year after he gave it the go-ahead to take over British Energy’s nuclear plants in a £13bn deal: See: www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1213023/Minister-lands-job- French-power-firm--just-year-giving-ahead-British-nuclear-plants.htm

But City Group economist have different advice: nuclear will need subsidies: www.citigroupgeo.com/pdf/SEU27102.pdf
And the Times warned that UK families could be forced to pay up to £227 extra on their annual energy bills to help to fund a new generation of nuclear plants under plans proposed by EDF.  But then EDF said it could be much less-  a ‘floor price’ for carbon  of €25 or €35, might  only cost about £20 or £40 per household per year.

It’s all about money.. The dispute surrounding the major financial losses from Olkiluoto reactor project in Finland deepened when the French nuclear giant Areva published its half-year results. Areva threatened to freeze construction if Finnish utility, TVO, does not agree to share some of the cost. The latest estimate of construction costs is € 5.5bn, compared to the original price of € 2.5bn.  

Meanwhile Bulgaria, has won € 300m extra compensation from the EU for shutting down Kozloduy reactors 1 and 2, in 2006,  The government wants to build a new plant at Belene, but it’s not clear if the EU money can be used for that- and German utility RWE has decided to abandon a potential 49% investment in the new reactors. As WNN put it ‘In absence of private funding, alternatives for funding two new large reactors at Belene range between Russian state funding and potentially Bulgarian state funding, both of which are controversial’. The total cost has risen from € 4 to  € 10bn.

US backs nuclear Obama has offered  an extra $36bn in loan guarantees for new nuclear plants  on top of the $18.5bn  allocated in 2005.

Lets breed from Thorium
 India has been developing a thorium based Advanced Heavy Water Reactor (AHWR)- it has significant thorium reserves. WNN reports that ‘The long-term goal of India’s nuclear programme has been to develop an advanced heavy-water thorium cycle. The first stage of this employs the pressurized heavy-water reactors and light water reactors, to produce plutonium. Stage two uses fast neutron reactors to burn the plutonium and breed uranium-233 from locally mined thorium. The blanket around the core will have uranium as well as thorium, so that further plutonium is produced as well. In stage three, AHWRs burn the uranium-233 from stage two with plutonium and thorium, getting about two thirds of their power from the thorium.’  Pretty complicated then.  WNN say the first AHWR is meant to start construction in 2012, although no site has yet been announced. A prototype 500 MWe fast neutron reactor being built at Kalpakkam should be complete in 2011. But their system still needs a uranium input, which India can’t easily import since it’s not a signatory to the NPT, and it doesn’t have much itself. Longer-term it plans to offer a 300MW version of the AHWR for export, using slightly enriched Uranium 235 instead of Plutonium. But it will still produce Pu.  
11. In the rest of Renew 184

Our Features looks at the possible UK energy future - a gap may still open up unless something radical is done. 40GW of wind, as now planned (see News),: will that be enough?  But whatever we do, we will still face some climate change- and it could get bad. In another Feature article Ed Conduit looks at survival options in the worse (or at least bad) case future. However , the geoengineering lobby says that it might be able to reduce the impacts a bit- see our  Editorial and Technology section. 

Meanwhile though renewables power ahead. High winds supplied 53% of Spain’s electricity recently, with around 10GW of wind capacity running at full power- equivalent to the power output of 10 nuclear plants.  And as the new REN 21 progress update suggests (see Reviews), the global potential for renewables looks increasingly good. By contrast Prof. David Mackay seems less sure about the potential of renewables and keener on nuclear- see our Feature, which dares to ask, is he wrong? After all, while MacKay argues that we don’t have room for much wind generation,  as  reported in Renew 183, Amory  Lovins  claims that ‘land actually used per kWh is up to thousands of times smaller for windpower than for nuclear power’.  
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