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Can we praise the brave workers, soldiers and fire fighters at Fukushima, who have faced major risks, risks which seem likely to                               continue for months ahead.
1. RHI at last 

Detailed proposals for the governments Renewable Heat Incentive emerged at last, after a long delay which had prompted the Renewable Energy Association to warn ministers that they were ‘sapping the confidence of potential investors’

The self-billed ‘Greenest government ever’ clearly tried to do its bit with the RHI, even if  the RHI for domestic installations won’t be  introduced in October 2012. But there is an interim Renewable Heat Premium Payments  system which will be introduced in July 2011 to ensure consumers continue to install biomass boilers which will be eligible for the domestic RHI when it comes out in 2012. And the RHI does need some debate- not least on the details of biomass eligibility.

What’s on offer…
Announcing the proposals Chris Huhne said that the RHI proposal, which cover biomass, ground source and water source heat pumps, solar thermal and biomethane, will ‘provide long-term guaranteed financial support for renewable heat installations’. 

He explained that ‘Under the RHI, organisations using renewable heat will receive a quarterly payments for 20 years from the date they enter the scheme.  In addition to support for new installations, organisations which installed eligible renewable heat equipment since 15th July 2009 will also qualify for support under the RHI.’

It will be introduced in two phases. ‘In the first phase, long-term tariff support will be targeted in the non-domestic sectors, at the big heat users- the industrial, business and public sector- which contribute 38% of the UK’s carbon emissions. Under this phase there will also be support of around £15m for households through the Renewable Heat Premium Payment,’ for well developed projects- see below. 

The second phase of the  scheme will he said ‘see households moved to long-term tariff support similar to that offered to the non-domestic sector in the first phase. This transition will be timed to align with the Green Deal which is intended to be introduced in October 2012.’

He went on ‘The household technologies supported under the first phase of this scheme will be monitored to enable government, manufacturers, installers and individuals to better understand how to get maximum performance from them in real life situations in people’s homes. Given the current economic climate it is more important than ever that this scheme delivers value for money and ensures there is a fair spread of technologies across a range of property types. That is what the Renewable Heat Premium Payments will provide; they ensure that before we commit to long term payments in a sector where it is particularly difficult to predict levels of take-up- and levels of performance- of different heat technologies, we manage their roll out and learn more about them, as well as controlling the budget and ensuring the money goes where it is intended. Domestic equipment installed during this period will be eligible for the RHI tariff payments when they are introduced in 2012. At this point we will also consider introducing support for a number of other technologies and fuels which are not supported from the outset.’  More details of the Premium scheme are due in May.

Originally the RHI was meant to start in April but the incoming coalition government delayed that until June, and has now divided it up into two phases, so delaying much of it to Oct 2012. But its predicted the RHI will cut emissions by 44m tonnes C by 2020.

Gains 

Heating accounts for 47% of total UK final energy consumption and 46% of carbon emissions, so it’s not a marginal issue. 

Huhne said the RHI will support emerging technologies and businesses in the UK; strengthen security of supply through increased diversification of heating fuels and reduced dependence on one or two fuels only; reduce carbon emissions and contribute to our legally binding renewables target; and contribute  to the Government’s commitment to introduce measures to promote a huge increase in energy from waste through anaerobic digestion.
RHI Tariff Levels 

Unlike the feed-in tariffs for renewable forms of electricity, which are paid for via higher energy bills, the renewable heat incentive will be paid for from government coffers- in all £860m government funding has been allocated. DECC has produced a draft of the regulations that will underpin the tariff scheme- with the proposed payments for each kWh of heat produced from the various sources. These, Huhne said, are a ‘working draft’ and will be subject to change before they are laid in Parliament. ‘We will consider comments from stakeholders on their practical application. We are looking to seek Parliamentary approval of the regulations in July 2011 and will introduce the tariff scheme thereafter. The scheme which provides premium payments for the domestic sector will start in July. Details about this phase will be published in around two months time.’

The tariffs cover heat pumps, biomass boilers and solar thermal panels, with levels ranging from 1.9p/ kWh for small biomass, to 8.5p/kWh for solar thermal (see p.6),  Energy Minister Greg Barker said that in Oct the government plans to publish details of an ‘automatic deployment-based degression’ system for the tariff prices to avoid boom-and-bust: ‘I would expect a gently lowering rate of degression, steady over a period of time’.   Overall, the RHI should yield a rate of return on outlay of about 12%.

Initial Reactions 

The Micropower Council, the Energy Saving Trust, the Anaerobic Digestion and Biogas Association and  the CHPA all liked it- seeing it as a bold new initiative. 

But Juliet Davenport, CEO of green energy retailer Good Energy, said they were ‘concerned that the full scheme won’t start until Oct 2012, a lengthy gap which may spook potential investors. We are also concerned that excluding agents from supporting RHI customers will increase the volume of enquiries Ofgem will face, which may result in delays and confusion similar to those currently experienced by FiT customers. And we don’t understand why Ofgem cannot pay customers monthly- which is in the best interests of consumers.’ 

The Renewable Energy Association said ‘this novel policy should be much more effective than capital grants, as it rewards the production of renewable heat not just the installation of equipment’. 

But it felt the subsidy for solar heating was too low. Some solar suppliers had been hoping for twice what’s emerged, and saw it as poor: yet again solar was being marginalised.

Proposed RHI Tariffs

 Tier 1 applies annually up to the tier break, the tier break is: installed capacity x 1,314 peak load hours i.e. kWhth x 1,314. based on a 15% load factor. All for 20 years.           

 Capacity is the total installed peak heat output. 
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As above, 1MWth and over 
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Small ground source

Ground source heat pump, water 
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Large ground source 

As above, 100kWth and over
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All Solar thermal 
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Biomethane & biogas combustion 

All biomethane injection & biogas (not        
 
6.5 

landfill) combustion under 200kWth

Under the Premium scheme, solar  might get  £300/unit,  biomass £950 & heat pumps £850 (air), £1250 (gnd).

Price Degression: Tariff levels will be subject to a 2014 review or earlier if it is felt a  change must be  made.  This set is also only a draft.
www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/rhi_wms
RHI payments 

DECC says ‘The Coalition Government has decided that the RHI will be funded from general Government spending. The previous Government’s plans for an RHI levy to fund the scheme were considered overly complex. This decision should alleviate the fears of a number of organisations and industries about the potential impacts on energy bills and the consequences for fuel poverty and energy intensive industries.’

However, RHI tariff support will be delivered in the form of payments made over a number of years not as an upfront payment.  DEEC notes that ‘options for financing the cost of installations will therefore be an important issue for those considering a switch to renewable heat’. i.e. you’re on your own!  DECC also says that ‘We do not intend to allow agents, such as installers, suppliers or other third parties, to apply for support from the scheme on an applicant’s behalf’.  But you will get a 12% return, with solar given a bit extra. 

Rural areas though won’t get special treatment, despite DECC accepting that ‘a higher proportion of rural than urban areas tend to lack access to the gas grid and organisations not connected to the gas grid, for example small rural businesses, tend to have higher heating costs due the use of more expensive fuels’. It simply argues that ‘those off the gas grid will have the potential to benefit most from the RHI’ and ‘those in rural off-gas grid areas may have better access to biomass in particular and not face the same installation and biomass fuel supply barriers as those in urban areas’. 

The RHI small print

There are some key limitations and conditions. For example DECC notes that ‘by domestic installations, we mean installations where a renewable heating installation serves a single private residential dwelling only. This does not include multiple residential dwellings served by one renewable heating installation (e.g. district heating) nor residential dwellings which have been significantly adapted for non-residential use.’ 

But public sector and not-for-profit organisations, such as schools, hospitals and charities, can use the RHI, and DECC says ‘the support provided by the RHI will also enable communities to come together to find local solutions tailored to local energy needs. The opportunities are many, from setting up anaerobic digestion plants using local waste to establishing community-owned biomass co-operatives sourcing fuel from sustainable local woodlands.’ It adds ‘In some situations, district and community renewable heating, whether as a central boiler for an apartment building, or as a network of pipes delivering heat from a central installation to a number of local households or businesses, can be a cost-effective alternative to installing individual heating systems in properties. By supporting this sort of application, the RHI will encourage investment and give developers confidence to install centralised plant.’ But it won’t pay for the pipes!  See DECCs Community Energy Online website  http://ceo.decc.gov.uk/

The RHI will operate via Ofgem who will provide accreditation and will carry out equipment inspections. In that context there are some interesting technical conditions/requirements e.g. heat pumps must have a COP of 2.9 or above (but air sourced units will not be supported initially) and biomass sources must meet eco-eligibilty criteria. As a condition of receiving support, participants will be required to maintain their equipment to ensure it is working effectively: Ofgem may check this periodically. Ouch..

All biomass, ground & water source heat pumps and solar thermal plants of 45 kWth capacity or less, will need to be certified under the Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) or equivalent schemes. The MCS (not universally loved!) will be upgraded.

No electricity generation will be supported; the RHI will only support useful heat, with Ofgem determining eligibilty according to RHI regs. In outline, acceptable heat uses are ‘space, water and process heating where the heat is used in fully enclosed structures’. The heat must be supplied to meet an ‘economically justifiable heating requirement i.e. a heat load that would otherwise be met by an alternative form of heating e.g. a gas boiler’. This should be an ‘existing or new heating requirement i.e. not created artificially, purely to claim the RHI’. The only exception is for biomethane injection into the gas grid, with no specifications on how it is then used 

Heat used for cooling counts towards the renewables targets under the EU Renewable Energy Directive and therefore, provided it meets all other eligibility criteria, it will be eligible for RHI support, but not passive solar or exhaust air heat pumps.

Renewable heating systems that replace an existing renewable heating system will be eligible for the RHI support, despite the risk that some people may therefore scrap old but viable systems to get the RHI. More commonly renewable heating capacity is likely to be expanded, and the extensions are eligible for the RHI up to the (joint old/new) total capacity threshold, after a year. And finally, the RHI is not intended as a mechanism to support innovative technologies in development or early deployment- but happily, deep geothermal is allowed.

2. UK Carbon policies 

CCC: No credit 

The governments statutory Committee on Climate Change (CCC) has advised it to aim to meet the second  national carbon budget (2013-17) through domestic UK action alone, and not through the use of offset credits i.e. buying in credits from projects overseas. Its chair said ‘Offset credits should not be relied on now to meet carbon budgets. It is possible to meet these budgets at low cost and through domestic action alone. Reducing our own emissions now is necessary if we are to be on track to the deep domestic cuts required through the 2020s, and to developing new green industries including energy efficiency & renewables ’

Carbon Plan

The Government has published a draft Carbon Plan setting out action points and deadlines to reduce carbon emissions and increase the use of low-carbon and renewable energy sources. The focus is on the jobs and economic opportunities of a low-carbon economy. A full version expected this autumn and is to be updated annually. The draft highlights three key changes:

* A shift away from fossil fuels & towards low-carbon alternatives - such as renewable energy, nuclear and carbon capture & storage 

* A change in heating buildings using low-carbon energy alternatives such as heat pumps, and increased use of insulation;

* Improving public transport, reducing vehicle emissions and moving towards other technologies such as electric vehicles.

The actions and deadlines set out by the Plan include:

* Creating a carbon price floor by April 2011;

* Award the first UK CCS demonstration contract by the end of 2011 and to identify further projects by May 2012;

* Get the Green Investment Bank operation by September 2012 with the first annual data released on the funds and size of investments made by May 2013;

* Develop a nationwide strategy to promote electric vehicle infrastructure by June 2011;

It also includes plans for how the UK will work within the EU and with other countries to promote action on climate change, support developing countries and to see progress towards a global climate change agreements.

The plan received mixed reactions. The Industry Taskforce on Peak Oil & Energy Security (ITPOES) said it was ‘positive first step’, but warned about a heightened urgency for action with rising fuel prices and increasing uncertainty over oil reserves. The CBI said ‘Now the Government has set out the timeline for making the shift to a low-carbon economy, it must stick to it. Businesses need policy certainty and clarity to commit to low-carbon investment, but they still don’t know how key initiatives will work, including the new planning system and the Green Deal.’  Solarcentury, part of the campaign group We Support Solar, fighting the proposed FiT cuts for PV, welcomed the rhetoric of the Plan, but said that ‘if Ministers are really serious about accelerating Britain’s progress towards becoming a low-carbon economy they need to take actions that are consistent with their rhetoric, not the opposite’. See Section 3 below! Source: Renewable Energy Focus.  www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/pn11_020/pn11_020.aspx
CCS bids

14 UK projects have applied for funding from the EU’s New Entrant Reserve (NER) scheme- a fund worth between € 4.5  and € 9 billion, to support EU carbon capture and storage (CCS) and innovative renewable projects .

Most of the bids were for CCS projects- 9 of the 14 applications. Energy Minister Charles Hendry said: ‘The strong level of interest received for CCS projects in particular is heartening- it shows that UK industry is keen to move forward in the development of CCS and confirms the lead that the UK is taking in this critical technology’.

Three are based in Scotland, six in England- with four in the Humber and two in the Teeside regions. Seven are to capture CO2 from coal-fired power plant and two are to capture the emissions from gas-fired plants. Two are retrofits to existing power plant, and the other seven are new power plants. Five are for pre-combustion technology, three for post-combustion and one is for Oxyfuel. 

Of the five innovative renewable applications:

* Three are tidal stream projects based in Scotland;

* One is a wave project based in Scotland; and

* One is an offshore wind project based in the NE.

The Government will assess the applications against the NER and UK criteria and decide which to put forward to the European Investment Bank for further consideration.

The NER is a financing instrument, whereby 300 million allowances under the EU Emission Trading System are set aside and sold-off to provide funding for innovative renewable and CCS technologies. It is managed jointly by the European Commission, European Investment Bank and Member States. 

The sale of allowances could raise between € 4.5bn (at a carbon price of € 15 per allowance, just over today’s price) and € 9bn (at a carbon price of € 30 per allowance). Successful projects will secure funding for up to 50% of their relevant costs over a 10 year period for CCS/5 years for innovative renewables and the maximum number of projects in any Member State is three. 

CCS is seen as vital.  DECC says that ‘by 2020 well over half of the UK’s electricity generation will still be fuelled by coal and gas. That is why CCS is such a crucial element of this Government’s energy and climate change agenda.’ 

It claims that as well as significantly reducing CO2 emissions from fossil fuel plants ‘by as much as 90%’, CCS can also ‘play an important role in balancing the electricity system- underpinning intermittent and less flexible contributors like wind and nuclear’. 

That’s a little hard to see- CCS is costly, so you’d want to run it continually- and it could make gas or coal fired plants less operationally flexible.

In parallel with the NER projects, the Government is providing up to £1 bn for the first commercial-scale CCS project and is committed to providing public sector investment in three further commercial-scale CCS projects. However, DECC says that ‘given the significant progress expected on CCS in 2011 the Government has decided to publish the CCS Roadmap in the Autumn rather than the Spring as originally planned. This is to ensure that we capture all the lessons learnt from: the Electricity Market Reform consultation, completing the Front End Engineering Design studies for the first demonstration project, finalising our approach to three further demonstrations, as well as assessing the nine projects applying for NER funding.’

This didn’t go down well with the Carbon Capture & Storage Association which said the delay was ‘very regrettable’ given the strategic importance of the roadmap.

CCS ‘vital’ 

Backing Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) strongly, Energy Minister Charles Hendry said ‘by 2020 well over half of the UK’s electricity generation will still be fuelled by coal and gas. Coal-fired power stations are an integral part of our energy mix, providing around a quarter of electricity... That is why CCS is such a crucial element of this Government’s energy and climate change agenda. It is the only technology that can significantly reduce CO2 emissions from fossil fuel power stations- by as much as 90%. And it will play an important role in balancing the electricity system. Without CCS, halving emissions by 2050 will be 70% more expensive.’  He went on ‘in the UK alone CCS has the potential to create up to 100,000 jobs according to AEA. With export opportunities worth up to £6.5bn a year by 2030,’ and ‘we have amongst the most advanced plans for a fossil fuelled power station with CCS anywhere in the world’.  Eh?

CO2 Storage 

No one yet seems to be talking much about the storage side- although the Royal Society did recently, looking at the geology & leak risks. See http://royalsociety.org/live
Budget: Fuel for growth

The 2011 Budget, according to Chancellor Osborne,  aimed ‘to fuel growth’ and you could be forgiven for thinking he meant by making fuel cheaper. There was a 1p per litre cut in vehicle fuel duty, and an end to the 1p p.a. fuel duty escalator, to be replaced by a stabilising mechanism, so that when oil prices are high, oil companies will pay extra revenue from their profits to the Treasury and when prices fall, motorists will pay more to rebalance.  Friends of the Earths response was that the price cuts would ‘increase the UK’s oil addiction’. 

But there were some more welcome proposals. The Green Investment Bank’s initial capitalisation had been set last year at £1bn but the Budget increased it to £3bn,  But, GIB will only be able to borrow money from 2015. 

Not everyone was happy with that. The bank will begin operating next year, but Transform UK, the business alliance behind the campaign for a GIB, told the BBC that delaying the power to borrow until the economy has recovered ‘is like a doctor waiting for a seriously ill patient to recover before giving him life saving medicine. Green growth is the key to economic recovery’.
The extra money for the GIB set up will come, the government hopes, from sale of assets such as the high-speed rail link between London and the Channel Tunnel and the chancellor said private capital plus government injections should boost capitalisation to £18bn ‘over the lifetime of this parliament’. But that falls well short of the £550bn that could be needed over the decade to 2020 to meet UK climate, energy efficiency & renewables targets.

Perhaps Carbon Trading, to be invigorated by the UK Carbon Floor Price mechanism, will come to the rescue? Under the EU Emission Trading Scheme, carbon prices have fallen to around £13/tonne- far too low to drive much investment in low carbon tech.

The Budget announced that the UK will now support the price for the electricity generation sector at a minimum of around £16 per tonne from 2013, rising linearly to £30 per tonne by 2020. This may lead to more confidence in the scheme, and push carbon prices upwards, so that new projects can get going, but in the short term, green groups have complained, the floor price will simply hand a windfall to existing nuclear operators. Maybe that’s the idea! Vincent de Rivaz, CEO of EDF Energy commented ‘For nuclear, helping to restore the carbon price to what was originally intended is important to encourage investment in existing plants and in new build’.  But he added ‘The carbon price floor is important for all low carbon technologies as it restores the carbon price to what was originally intended. It will support the economics of renewables and carbon capture and storage, and can reduce the need for specific measures to support those technologies.’  We shall see...

Interestingly, the government has decided to dump the proposed levy of electricity prices to support Carbon Capture and Storage, and will fund the programme from general taxation. 

AD Review

In parallel with the PV FiT review (see Section 3 below) there was also a review of rates for farm-based anaerobic digestion projects. Minister Greg Barker told Farmers Weekly ‘We’re aware the system for supporting farm-based AD hasn’t been giving the support needed to take this sector forward’ with only two farm-based AD plants having come online. ‘FiTs will be the first place to start, but this will work hand-in-glove with the Renewable Heat Incentive’. He said people appreciate ‘the wider benefits of AD in reducing artificial fertiliser use and encouraging waste and resource efficiency, so if we can make farmers more self-sufficient and produce green energy at the same time, it’s a win-win’.

The NFU wanted any increases backdated- that wouldn’t cost much since there are so few projects. AD did do well the the RHI.

Help for Farmers 

Scottish farmers have been granted access to a new £2.4m government fund to help reduce the risks of planning renewable energy projects, such as installing small scale wind turbines or anaerobic digestion systems. There had been fears that this scheme would get halted by the cuts- see Renew189. But the Scottish Rural Affairs Secretary has confirmed the government has set aside £2.4m from April 2011-12, for farmers and other land managers to help cover the financial risks associated with the pre-planning stage of renewable energy projects, during which investments have to be made with no guarantee projects will secure planning permission.

Planning changes

The Localism Bill, which will probably be in force by April 2012, will it seems abolish the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC), which will return examination of applications and decisions on them to the government, although the authorisation regime under the Planning Act 2008 will otherwise remain largely unchanged. The task of examining applications will be subcontracted by the government to a new unit of the Planning Inspectorate (PINS). The current working title for this is the Major Infrastructure Planning Unit, although we hear this may change so that people don’t call it ‘my poo’.  www.bdb-law.co.uk
A Gas Future?

DECCs current approach emphasises green electricity, used for heating and transport as well as directly. But Redpoint/ENA have produced a study which claims that there ‘are credible and robust scenarios in which gas could play a major ongoing role in the GB energy mix while meeting both the 2050 carbon targets and the 2020 renewable energy targets’.

 It adds ‘Managing CO2 emissions under these scenarios would require the successful development and roll-out of Carbon Capture and Storage technology, supported by the deployment of biomethane injection into the gas distribution network, roll-out of district heating, and/or the usage of combined electricity and gas dual fuel systems for domestic heating’.

 It says that ‘Pathways with ongoing gas use could offer a cost-effective solution for a low-carbon transition relative to scenarios with higher levels of electrification’. 

It suggests potential savings over that  approach  of  almost  £700bn  over  the  2010-50  period-around £10k per person (NPV), given the relatively low costs of maintaining existing gas transmission/distribution networks. See p.19. and www.ofgem.gov.uk/Pages/MoreInformation.aspx?docid=1&refer=Networks/PriceControls/WebForum
3. Large PV cuts hurt  

The results of the  governments  fast track review of the Feed in Tariff  for solar PV were brutal - with big cuts  proposed for large projects from April.

* 19p/kWh for              50 to 150 kW

* 15p/kWh for             150 to 250 kW

* 8.5p/kWh for           250 kW to 5 MW and offgrid. 

The old tariffs were 32.9p/kWh for 10 kw to 100 kw 30.7/kWh for 100 kw to 5 MW and offgrid DECC said ‘Such changes are in line with amendments made to similar schemes in Europe where in Germany, France and Spain tariffs for PV have been reduced sharply over the past year,’ and claimed that ‘there could already be 169 MW of large scale solar capacity in the planning system- equivalent to funding solar panels on the roofs of around 50,000 homes if tariffs are left unchanged’.

To soften the blow, and help remedy ‘the lack of uptake of FITs for farm-scale anaerobic digestion’, it proposed new AD tariffs:

* 14p/kWh up to 250 kW

* 13p/kWh for 250 kW and 500 kW

 compared to 12.1p/kWh up to 500 kW before.

That’s good, and there were commitments to try to avoid this leading to energy crop/food v fuel conflicts. But there were howls of pain from the PV lobby. The cuts for everything over 50 kW would wreck the industry and slow PV development in the UK- large projects cuts prices fastest. The REA said ‘DECC has reduced its vision for solar PV making the technology viable only in the micro-generation sector’ and ‘are salami-slicing the sector to fit a Treasury-imposed reduction in expenditure in the FIT scheme of 10% by 2014/15 without understanding industry structure’- adding the UK ‘is alone among large EU economies in treating solar as a niche technology’. See below. 

PV FiT review- reactions

The early ‘fast track’ DECC review of the ‘Clean energy cashback’ Feed-In Tariff (FiT) support for PV solar projects over 50 kW raised major concerns. Ostensibly it was to deal with the flurry of ‘solar farm’ projects in the 3-5 MW range, which were portrayed as unexpected, invasive, undesirable, and squeezing out smaller domestic projects. That is debatable. The PV boom in Germany was led by solar arrays of this type- it’s clearly a way to get significant amounts of PV capacity up. Germany installed 7 GW at all scales last year alone.  But that’s evidently not what DECC had in mind- the UK FiT Tariff is limited to projects below 5 MW and is only expected to lead to a 2% contribution to UK electricity supply by 2020, from all sources, with the finance available being limited- and actually to be cut, by £40m. And there was talk of an overall capacity cap of 500 MW on cumulative installations by 2014. So it’s not just the solar farms that will be hit. Certainly the 50 kW limit could impact on many more projects- e.g. office projects, school and community-scale arrays. Tesco were said to be pulling out of a plan to install 1 MW arrays on it retail outlets.

Climate change secretary Greg Barker sought to calm fears: “It is not our intention to place draconian limits on those projects above 50 kW, particularly in relation to school and hospital schemes,” he said, in response to a question in parliament. “However, there is a real problem with large solar fields, and that is our primary focus.”

However, the solar lobby threatened legal action since it said the review will cripple PV development in the UK, and, more pragmatically, solar farm developers rushed ahead to get projects established to beat the cuts- since they won’t be retrospective. There are ~30 under development, 8 now with planning consent. It’s been claimed that the support from the public has been very high, with very few if any objections to planning applications to date.  The We Support Solar  campaign, which had been instrumental in getting the FiT established in the first place and is backed by a coalition of  including Solar century & Sharp, sent an open letter to Chris Huhne: ‘Your announcement has halted investment in many projects over 50kW including ‘Big Society’ community schemes of the type we thought the government was particularly keen to support’. And it launched a petition urging him to drop the fast-track review. Low Carbon Solar’s ‘Power to Society’ campaign similarly warned of ‘the abandonment of scores of ‘Big Society’ community-owned schemes and hundreds of other developments that could have seen individual parishes benefit from up to £25,000 every year and more local jobs created’.

The Low Carbon Economy website noted  that the FIT is 41.3p/kWh for domestic units v.s. 29.3p/kWh for larger installations- so for every unit of energy produced, domestic PV costs almost 30% more than commercial-scale PV. As the FIT budget is capped, incentivising smaller more expensive PV would result in up to 30% less PV installed than if the focus was commercial scale PV. www.lowcarboneconomy.com
A solar gold rush? 

Writing in the Western Morning News and Western Daily Press Energy Secretary Chris Huhne said eight solar farms had already been granted planning permission in the SW and an estimated 20 more were in the pipeline, adding that each 5 MW solar farm could deny 1,500 homes from claiming feed-in tariffs for solar panels on their roofs.  “If we don’t deal with the excesses, then the whole thing will come grinding to a halt [...] Even if only half of these [planned projects] go ahead and start claiming FITs, then nearly a fifth of the scheme’s projected costs for the next financial year will have already been spent, leaving hundreds of homes, small businesses and communities without. If we let large solar installations continue unabated, then the money will run out and it will run out more quickly.”

www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/fits_article/fits_article.aspx
It’s all about money - and politics

DECC clearly wants avoid big claims on the money that has been earmarked as available for FiT projects- and is worried about allowing the FiT to get ‘out of control’ and push too much extra costs on to consumer bills. But according to Ofgem, total FiT payments for the first nine months of the scheme were just £6.3m which is well short of the £30m said to be expected by DECC for its first year- a figure it seems already reduced from the £51m originally allocated before the budget cuts. 

Business Green.com said: ‘The disparity between the £6.3m paid to date under the feed-in tariff and the first-year budget of between £30m and £51m has prompted outrage from some within the industry, who are adamant that there is little evidence of the “solar gold rush” the government has claimed it is trying to counteract’. 

It added ‘There is also anger at the decision to renege on commitments made by climate change minister Greg Barker in the House of Commons that the department would announce a “trigger” point at which an early review of the scheme would be enacted ahead of the first scheduled review in 2012’.
 A DECC spokeswoman said the government had decided to dispense with announcing a trigger point for an early review as it “just wanted to get on with it” and provide the industry with earlier certainty.  She also said ‘If we break the £900m budget, it goes on people’s bills and we have a duty of care. We have just come out of the recession and we have to be fiscally responsible.’  

But surely the issue really is whether consumers will be unhappy if they are paying for solar farms rather than for PV on domestic roof tops, or indeed if the total amount, capped by DECC, really matters to them- it will be a very small sum on bills after all. Surely what really matters is the effective expansion of PV. As Adam Hassall, a commentator on the Business Green web site, argued ‘Even if we deter large scale solar farms, the dozens of companies already clamoring to offer rent a roof schemes will only fill the void... As it stands we are going to end up with very patchy distribution of renewable energy sources, which may not be sited for optimum efficiency. I’m in favour of scrapping all domestic applications and focussing on commercial developments which seem a far more feasible option to deliver of renewable energy targets and as such greater energy security.’  

Maybe a bit strong (what about community projects?), but it’s a good point.

No to Solar farms?  

Business Green says that plans to fit solar PV on hospitals & other public estates, and on spare council land were ‘quietly cancelled’  after the review of feed-in tariffs for projects over 50 kW. The Tariff cut, of 40-70%, could jeopadise  90,000 jobs, says the REA.

But some still seem to be going ahead. A 5MW solar farm project has been proposed by Vogt Solar Ltd for land north of Bourn, Cambridgeshire. It has received strong support from the local community. And a 5 MW ground-mounted solar PV system is to be constructed by RES as part of a Regeneration Initiative at the Royal Bath & West of England Showground in Shepton Mallet, Somerset. Costing £13m it will cover 11 hectares of brownfield land. 

Will they survive the new FiT cuts though?

Perverse incentive Viable solar  heat collectors  are we hear being replaced by PV, since the FiT level is better. Will the RHI and the PV FiT been on conflict? 

4. DECC opens up 

In July 2010, DECC published the 2050 Pathways Analysis, plus a Calculator and Web tool, as a ‘Call for Evidence’, with an invitation to submit comments and feedback. The 2050 Analysis (see Renew 198) was system-wide, covering all parts of the economy and all greenhouse gas emissions released in the UK.  It showed that the UK could reduce its emissions by at least 80% by 2050, relative to 1990 levels, and in a range of ways. 

DECC says that it received constructive input from over 100 individuals and organisations and, in response, has published the next phase of the 2050 Pathways Analysis, with an updated 2050 Calculator Excel and Calculator Web tools, which now include land area maps, energy flow diagrams, more engaging sectoral summaries, and new illustrative pathways. www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/lc_uk/2050/calculator_exc/calculator_exc.aspx
It has also produced an analytical report, looking at the response to the Call for Evidence, which presents a new range of illustrative pathways to 2050, and explains the changes they have and haven’t made to the Calculator since July 2010. www.decc.gov.uk/en /content/cms/consultations/2050pathways/ 2050pathways.aspx
In addition, they launched an on-line open debate, including contributions from a team of experts, ‘The 2050 Pathways Debate: having an energy-literate conversation about the UK’s options to 2050’. And feeding into that they launched  a ‘My2050’ simulation, which ‘makes the 2050 analysis accessible to a wider and younger audience’. This is a user-friendly web application designed to help the public have a go at making the choices we face when it comes to moving to a secure, low carbon economy, and to ‘let DECC know what they want 2050 to look like’. Simple but fun. Though uncosted, which limits its relevance.   www.decc.gov.uk/my2050
So what’s new?  Wind Doubled!

Of note, in the adjustments to the 2050 Pathways analysis in response to the feedback, is the inclusion of more on the role of hydrogen and heat as storage and balancing options e.g. DECC says ‘more sophisticated home and/or community heat storage solutions might emerge over the coming decades. These could have the potential to substantially mitigate future balancing challenges.’  

It will look at these options now in more detail. 

In addition and crucially, DECC have modified the Calculator assumptions for the offshore wind sector in two major ways: (i) by increasing the Level 4 estimate to reflect the anticipated potential expansion of floating turbine technology- it rises to 116 GW by 2030 and then remains at that level up to 2050; (ii) modifying the capacity factor so that it gradually increases from 35% in 2010 to 45% in 2035, affecting all levels of effort- see Box right.  

And, following a review of the offshore wind supply chain, the build rate for fixed offshore wind turbines in their Level 4 case, has been increased, after 2020, to 6 GW/y, reaching a max capacity of 120 GW, which is then maintained, by replacing retired units, up to 2050. 

So the overall offshore wind Level 4 max then rises to 236 GW- from 140 GW- which generates 929 TWh/yr of electricity at 2050, assuming a 45% load factor; about double that generated under Level 4 in the July 2010 version of the Calculator (430 TWh/yr). But DECC have tightened up the grid balancing requirements, after running some more tests on the impacts over time of variable supplies/weather/demand: see Box above right. There are also some other adjustments (e.g. on load factors for tidal range projects reflecting location) and a gas CCS option is now added. Biomass also get adjusted slightly. So do some demand factors. Interesting. 

There was lots of feed back on the My 2050 game: http://blog.decc.gov.uk/
Specific areas looked at by DECC included:

Grid Balancing

DECC say that, in the updated supply/weather variability stress test, ‘other renewable sectors besides onshore and offshore wind are included in the analysis. Solar, wave power and micro-wind are now separately modelled within the balancing test and have separate generation assumptions for the stress test periods. Any excess electricity generation within a chosen pathway is presumed to assist the electricity balancing effort during the stress test period. This implies that excess generation within chosen pathways cannot be presumed to be available for exporting throughout a whole year.’

Floating wind turbines 

DECC says that ‘the area available in which floating turbines could be installed is not considered to be the primary constraining factor by 2050. This is based on data from The Crown Estate, which estimates that the area potentially available for floating turbines in UK waters is so large that it would be unrealistic to fill all of this space with floating turbines by 2050. However the floating turbine build rate is expected to plateau before the maximum potential sea area has been planted with turbines due to the harsh working conditions far out to sea; long distances from shore for installation, interconnection and maintenance; and a shortage of deep water assembly sites for floating wind turbines in UK waters. Some demonstration models of floating turbines are currently assembled in water at least 100m deep and then towed vertically to their mooring site. However, the UK has a shortage of deep-water ports so at such high build rates floating turbines may have to be towed from deep assembly sites in other countries floating turbine models which may not require such deep water. There may also be the possibility of assembling and towing turbines horizontally and flipping them vertically at the mooring site, and this technology may be required under the high build rates for floating wind from 2030 onwards.’

5. After Fukushima

Following the Fukushima  nuclear disaster in Japan, the UK government said it would review nuclear safety. Chris Huhne, said during Question Time in the Commons on 24th March.‘We have to put an emphasis on safety. That is why we commissioned Dr Mike Weightman’s report. I do not anticipate that it will lead to enormous changes, but we will have to wait to see itsresults and base the debate on the facts’. 

The review comes at a difficult time for the government:  it’s just passed the EPR and A1000 as fine (see Section 8 later) with little attention to the sorts of issues now emerging. There have been calls for it to either start the GDA and the Justification process again, or abandon, or at least delay, the whole thing. www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/news/2011/mar-japan.htm
 Fukushima reactions

A public opinion survey commissioned by Friends of the Earth from GfK NOP, polled 1,000 people a week after Japan’s nuclear crisis began. It found that 37% were now more likely to oppose new nuclear build with only16% saying they were more likely to support it. Almost a half said they were worried about the safety of nuclear plants and 75% cited energy efficiency or renewables as their priority for investment, against 9% for nuclear. Overall 35% strongly or slightly supported  replacing the UK’s existing reactors, with 28% either strongly or slightly opposed. By contrast, in November last year, the figures were 47% in favour of nuclear new build, with 19% against. 

Many in the UK renewables community were no doubt amongst the later. For example, Ken Moss, CEO of mO3 Power, the UK’s largest solar developer commented ‘One tenth of all the nuclear reactors in the world are in Japan. They have more developed technology and nuclear experience than any other nation and yet their industry is in meltdown. We have to review our own nuclear options.’  Not everyone reacted negatively. The Guardian’s George Monbiot said ‘Atomic energy has just been subjected to one of the harshest of possible tests, and the impact on people and the planet has been small. The crisis at Fukushima has converted me to the cause of nuclear power.’ Even the nuclear lobby didn’t go as far as saying the accident proved how wonderful nuclear was, though Sir David King evidently did: 

He was reported as saying that the real lesson from Japan was that ‘nuclear power is even safer than we thought... by far the safest method of power generation’.

That was perhaps unwise, given that the fallout continued for some while. In the second week after the disaster, parents in Tokyo were recommended to avoid giving tap water to infants under one year of age, and restrictions on food were expanded. As WNN reported the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare found radioactivity readings in tap water from parts of Tokyo including 103, 137 & 174 bequerels per kilogram. One measurement for iodine- 131 rated 210 bqs/kg. These were below the Nuclear Safety Commission of Japan's indices for emergency situations, then inforced as regulation in Japan- 300 bqs/kg from iodine-131 or 200 bqs/km from caesium-137 was set as the current standards for drinking water that would not cause health effects if consumed for one year. However, there was a separate level of 100 bqs/km for iodine-131 in milk to be used in baby formula. The ban was lifted when levels fell. But then came concerns over leaks into the sea: a huge amount of sea-water had been pumped for emergeny cooling through the stricken plants, and some ended up back in the sea. WNN (24/3) reported levels of iodine-131 ‘well beyond normal regulatory limits’ ~ 330 metres from the Fukushima Daiichi, and later there were reports of levels being 3,355 times the legal limit.  Levels of Caesium-137 were also ‘beyond limits’. That has a half life of 31 years. It will get diluted, but even so tuna, sushi etc may be off the menu for some time.. 

6. Tidal power

Marine push 

An urgent call by RenewableUK for financial support from the Government for the fast-growing marine energy sector received widespread support from MPs and leading figures in the industry. Renewable UK’s latest report Wave and Tidal Energy in the UK shows that the sector has the potential to employ 10,000 people and generate revenues of nearly £4bn per year by 2020. 

Climate minister Greg Barker has promised that the coalition will invest “real money, time and political capital” in supporting the sector, and noted that ‘We’re already consulting on whether to offer generators a choice of ROCs or a new feed-in tariff’, between 2012/13 & 2017.   

Even so there evidently remains uncertainty over the future levels of financial support from the Government, and that  has prompted renewed calls from those within the industry for a clearer commitment from Westminster.  

The industry’s concerns result from the coalition’s decision to start phasing out the £42m Marine Renewable Deployment Fund (MRDF), while providing no indication yet on precisely how it plans to support marine renewable start up projects, apart from the existing ROC or the new FiT, which are revenue support for developed projects . 

As Business Green.com noted ‘The MRDF had few fans within the industry given the ridiculously strict criteria that to date have stopped projects from qualifying for the funding’. But as the RUK observed, there was a huge irony in it being ditched now, given that a number of projects are finally approaching a position where they would be eligible for support.

According to RenewableUK, private investment is waiting in the wings for the next round of projects, and the £100m of public funding so far provided to marine energy companies has triggered 4-5 times that amount in private capital. But without some seed funding from government, these projects will not get in the water, and £100m of taxpayers’ money will have been wasted.

The RUK report notes that ‘As of March 2011 the UK has 3.4 MW of installed marine energy capacity,’ which was an almost 50% rise in the past year). It consisted of 1.31 MW of wave energy capacity and 2.05 MW of tidal stream capacity. In addition ‘A total of 7.4 MW of prototypes are in the advanced stages of planning and fabrication for deployment in 2011, representing a potential 100% increase. Looking further ahead, a total of 11 MW of marine energy projects have been awarded consents and an additional 23 MW has entered the planning system. In total, developer appetite exists to deploy 2.17 GW of marine energy projects by 2020.’

RUK calls for a support mechanism of 5 ROCs or equivalent for wave and tidal energy across the UK and the provision of £130m of capital support for marine energy projects at the scale of 2-10 MW to be sourced from the Department of Energy and Climate Change’s Low-Carbon Innovation Fund and the Green Investment Bank. It also wants ‘definitions of a clear and concise plan to provide grid accessibility at reasonable costs in areas where there is a high marine energy resource’ and the ‘development of a co-ordinated approach to understanding the environmental impacts of marine energy devices, with the aim of fast tracking consents procedures’.

The Chief Executive of Scottish Renewables, Niall Stuart, said:  “the UK Government must take a share in the development costs of new technologies if it wants to secure the massive environmental, economic and employment gains that this new sector offers. With the huge potential export market available, that investment could be repaid many times over through the sector’s future contribution to the economy and efforts to decarbonise the electricity sector. The sums the industry needs to get to the next level of deployment are tiny in the context of public expenditure, but government support could make a massive difference to the development of the industry and to communities and regional economies around our coastline.”

“Wave and Tidal Energy in the UK- State of the Industry” report at   www.bwea.com/ref/reports-and-studies.html
 Islay Tidal farm 

A £40m, 10 W tidal array is to be installed in a deep, but sheltered, channel between the inner Hebridean islands of Islay and Jura, where tidal streams flow at almost 11 km/hour (6.7mph).  It will use 10 of the new 1 MW tidal current turbines developed by Hammerfest Strøm, a Norwegian company part-owned by ScottishPower Renewables.  A 300 kW prototype has already been tested off Norway and a 1 MW model is now being tested at EMEC on the Orkneys. 

With planning permission now given by the Scottish Government, the first turbines could be in place from 2013, with the full project running by 2015.

The community-owned Islay Energy Trust will receive a share of the profits from the tidal scheme, which will be reinvested in green energy projects on Islay, including solar PV panels and wind turbines, and may be used to fund offshore wind and marine power projects in the future. It may also experiment with electric cars. In addition, ScottishPower Renewables has signed a deal with the drinks giant Diageo to provide it with all the electricity needed for eight of its whiskey distilleries and maltings on Islay from the tidal array. It has also promised to use local contractors for its installation.

In addition ScottishPower is also developing a 95 turbine tidal array at Ness of Duncansby in the Pentland Firth as part of The Crown Estate’s first 1.6 GW marine energy leasing round. 

The Carbon Trust says commercial-scale wave and tidal stream plants should be producing power within four years, with a total generating capacity of 100-200 MW by 2020, and much more may emerge soon after. The Trust has allocated a total of £22.5m of government money to six wave & tidal companies which has led to an extra £42m of matching private investment. And it has now also awarded Minesto £350,000 for testing its novel prototype tidal kite soon off the coast of N Ireland. See p.27. from Guardian, BusinessGreen

* Prof. Stephen  Salter MBE has won Scotlands Saltire Prize Medal as wave pioneer.

Tidal Barrage back?

Plaid Cymru & Shadow Welsh Secretary Peter Hain say they are confident private sector consortiums could build the Severn Tidal Barrage without state funding. 

A bit of a long shot perhaps. But a new consortium has emerged to try it’s luck- Corlan Hafren (‘Severn Group’ in Welsh), including Halcrow, Arup. KPMG, Sancroft, Marks Barfield Architects and tidal expert Roger Falconer.  

Last year, DECC indicted that it didn’t see a Barrage as economically viable at present, saying it would cost over £30bn. 

But Halcrow said ‘DECC’s report includes a 48% optimism bias to account for optimism in estimates.  We think the cost is £21bn, and this already has contingencies built into it.’ The electricity market reforms might also offer help. e.g. the ‘contract for difference’ support mechanism for low-carbon projects. 

According to Corlan Hafren, a £20bn price tag would make the cost of generation around £160/MWh, putting it in the same bracket as offshore wind, and ‘making it hard for the government to ignore’. Capital investment would come from undisclosed sources abroad, most likely in the Middle East or East Asia.  The consortium also says there are ways to reduce the eco-impacts e.g. by opening the sluices in the barrage once every two weeks on the spring tides to allow out more water, so that only 10-15% of the mudflats would be lost, at a cost of about 5% of generation capacity. And it says the barrage would create new habitat by increasing the area of salt marsh in the estuary, and ‘significantly reduce turbidity, leading to an increase in sunlight penetration and biomass production’, leading to higher bird densities. Source: TidalToday.com

In parallel there’s VerdErg’s less invasive  ‘SMEC’  venturi   tidal current device, a possible option for a tidal fence (pic) across the Severn, although at present it’s being considered for Solway Firth- see the cover & Technology and Renew 191..

Tidal assessment 

The Energy Technologies Institute (ETI) is to develop a model of the UK’s tidal energy resources to improve understanding of the interactions between tidal energy extraction systems as they are deployed between now and 2050. The Tidal Modelling Project will investigate the interaction between tidal systems located at different positions around the UK, and how energy extraction at one site might affect the energy available and nature of tidal resources at other sites.

7. Zero Carbon Houses

The Zero Carbon Hub was set up in 2008 to support the delivery of zero carbon new build homes from 2016, as a public/private partnership drawing support from both Government and the industry. It reports directly to the 2016 Taskforce. An earlier ruling defined ‘zero carbon’ as a 70% cut (see Renew 189). Now that’s been reduced further, with new ZCH recommendations emerging. FoE weren’t impressed ‘Let’s stop calling these houses zero carbon.’  
The basic approach is a combination of:

• Ensuring an energy efficient approach to building design

• Reducing CO2 emissions on-site through low and zero carbon technologies and connected heat networks.

These first two steps are together referred to as Carbon Compliance (CC).  In addition, there is a third step:

• Mitigating the remaining CO2 emissions through Allowable Solutions (AS), which secure carbon savings away from the site. That in effect means importing green power via the grid e.g. from (remote) wind farms.  

Their recommendations for ‘built’ performance, within 2016 Building Regs, are: 10 kg CO2(eq)/m2/year for detached houses

11 kg CO2(eq) /m2/year for attached houses

14 kg CO2(eq)/m2/yr for low rise apartment blocks (up to 4 storeys)

These recommendations apply to built performance, and so cannot be directly compared with current standards. However, on top of any potential carbon savings from moving from designed to built performance, the improvements on the 2006 standard would be:

• 60% for detached houses 

• 56% for attached houses

• 44% for low rise apartment blocks

Costs above 2010 regs costs, at 2016 prices 

Detached CC £5,400 AS £6,900       Semi-det. CC £3,500 AS £5,200

In terms of low carbon supply options, the report says ‘Various technologies are available to provide low and zero carbon (LZC) heat. However, as the Carbon Compliance limit is tightened it becomes increasingly difficult to achieve simply through LZC heat generation. LZC electricity generation may also be needed, for which there is a smaller range of options. In practice, the mainstream technology currently usable for a wide variety of individual dwelling types and locations is photovoltaic (PV) panels, which are usually installed on the roof and convert light to electricity. Other options, such as wind turbines and CHP, are only appropriate in some situations and their use should not therefore be the basis for setting a national regulatory limit.’

The Task Group therefore agreed that feasibility should be assessed by reference to the amount of PV required, taking this as a proxy for all LZC electricity generation technologies and assumed that an area equivalent to 40% of ground floor area was the appropriate reference point for feasibility.  For heating, the electric option used is the air source heat pump as ‘it is a more efficient use of electricity than instantaneous electric and more widely deployable than ground source heat pump’, and gas options used are gas condensing boiler for houses and gas condensing combi-boiler for apartments. Biomass options might be taken up later. Solar water heating in included in all cases. 

On this basis the Task Group concluded that the earlier proposed 70% improvement in Carbon Compliance from 2016, over 2006 levels, was ‘not deliverable as a national minimum standard for all dwellings’. Which means that more ‘allowable solutions’ will have to be used.  The study tries to assess the cost of both carbon compliance and allowable solutions, and suggests that they are comparable, at around £250k per acre, with the cost of meeting other existing regulatory requirements (~ £400k), but this depends on location, and, crucially, they say, on the price of AS. They chose £75 per tonne CO2. But they say ‘There is a risk that it is hard to be sure that off-site measures are truly additional to what would have occurred anyway. Addressing this risk should be an important feature of how Allowable Solutions are defined’. 

That sounds a little odd. Why does AS have to be additional? What are wind farms etc. for if not to supply demands like this (and of course others)- and, one would think, at lower cost than PV? But the idea seems to be that, to avoid developers simply buying in green power, the remote power has to be dedicated to and created by the house demand. Clearly, as ZCH say, we need more guidance on allowable solutions! 

The governments response? The Budget exempted cooking and electrical appliances such as TV’s!! Maybe 30% of the CC!  More on that in Renew 191.

See: www.zerocarbonhub.org
8.WindPower 

Community windfall 

The UK wind industry has agreed on a protocol on payments from on land wind farms to community benefit funds, specifying a £1000 minimum payment p.a. per MW of installed power over the lifetime of wind farms over 5 MW. That could average £20,000 per year per project, and with the average life of a windfarm put at 20 years, this could add up to £400,000 per project. It will be up to communities how the wind funds will be allocated. It might cut opposition! 

However, the Renewable Energy Foundation was critical of the amount proposed by RenewableUK. It said the community windfall from wind farms would only reflect around 0.5% of the total annual income of an average wind farm, around half of which, REF says, is from the Renewables Obligation subsidy- something REF evidently sees as unwarranted in any case, along with wind farms in low wind speed areas. 

REFs Dr John Constable said: ‘Many will perceive community benefit of this kind and scale as adding insult to injury, and the plan seems unlikely to be persuasive’. (What then about EDF’s £20m community fund- a sweetener for the new Hinkley nuke?!) 

REF believes a more generous and less divisive form of community reparation would be preferable, including direct ‘compensation to affected neighbours, and reduced council tax to reflect lost amenity’. 

But RenewableUK noted that many communities were already benefiting from wind projects: ‘the local and regional economy gains over £1m per MW during the development and operational cycle of a wind farm’.

Offshore south

Eneco is to build a 900-1200 MW offshore wind farm with up to 250 turbines in 120 metres of water off the Dorset/Hampshire coasts, in a 76 sq mile northern part of the 279sq mile area given outline permission by Crown Estate last year. At the closest point, it will be 8.2 miles from Swanage, with the northern boundary 10.2 miles  from Bournemouth and 8.4 miles SW of The Needles and the Isle of Wight. 

Eneco will now undertake a formal consultation process. It could be operational by 2019. 

The Daily Telegraph stressed that this was the Jurassic Coast, and that the 150 metre tall turbines would be clearly visible. The Daily Mail said many local councils claimed not to have been properly consulted. 

No wind 

A report for the John Muir Trust  in Scotland says between Nov. 2008 to Dec 2010 UK on land-wind farms operated below 20% of capacity more than half the time & below 10% of capacity over a third of the time. Overall they achieved 24% average. It suggests that wind cannot be relied on as a power source. But its analysis has been strongly challenged as unreliable by Scottish Renewables. 

More in Renew192

9. UKERC panel on EMR... 

In Feb., the UK Energy Research Centre convened a gathering* to discuss the governments Electricity Market Reform (EMR), with 27 leading independent experts from academia, the consultancy sector, NGOs and think tanks, under non-attributable ‘Chatham House’ rules.  

While there was widespread agreement at the meeting that the broad principles underlying the proposed reform- the provision of greater long-term market certainty for capital intensive low carbon generation sources- was correct, there was also a widespread view that the proposed EMR package is complex, that it is perhaps more complex than it needs to be to achieve its goals, and that the complexity would in itself constitute a barrier to new entry and the drawing in of new capital.  The role of the Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) was most widely questioned. The general view was that the other EMR elements would by themselves discourage unabated new build of coal-fired plant. The EPS could thus be seen as a ‘belt and braces’ measure.

The usefulness of the Carbon Price Floor (CPF) was also the subject of some debate. The main objection was that Feed-in Tariffs (FiTs) provide sufficient incentive by themselves for low carbon generation rendering the CPF largely redundant in terms of new investment, while providing windfall gains to existing low carbon generators. 

Nuclear bias? UKERC say that ‘A number of participants expressed the view that the goal of establishing a supportive environment for nuclear energy though mechanisms that de-risked investment while avoiding overt subsidy contributed to the complexity of the package’. In particular it was a felt that ‘whilst not explicit in the DECC consultation document, one goal of the EMR is to drive up wholesale electricity prices in order to ensure investment in nuclear happens without an overt subsidy,’ and that ‘both a Carbon Price Floor (CPF) and the Feed-in Tariff (FiT) based on Contracts for Difference (CFD) would be more beneficial to nuclear than other low-carbon technologies’.

FiTs Several participants questioned the apparent desire for a single mechanism for all technologies (‘one size fits all’) and regretted the absence of ‘pure’ FiTs from the proposals, since they offered the greatest security & simplicity. Premium FiTs were the least favoured option since, although simple, they do not offer price security. It was noted that the CFD approach is inherently more complex than a simple FiT, and may create a barrier to entry.

Some participants felt that a simple or ‘pure’ FiT ‘would match the ambition of the government’s targets, offer greatest simplicity and had the best track record internationally’ and was best for most renewables, whilst ‘a CFD is best suited to nuclear or very large renewable projects’.
Auctions The role of auctions was a subject of considerable debate.  It was widely felt that auctioning would not work for technologies such as nuclear or offshore wind, where there are few credible vendors. Auctions would also not work for less mature technologies including ‘wet’ renewables, but might work for more mature technologies with a diverse range of suppliers, such as onshore wind. 

GIB It was noted that the EMR aims to deal with price risks and earnings and cannot address construction risk. A key aim of the proposed Green Investment Bank (GIB) was to help de-risk investment in construction, with the investment subsequently being re-financed off the back of the EMR. But it’s unclear if the funds available to the GIB, and its mode of operation, will be appropriate given the scale of investment needed. 

DSM/Balancing The proposed capacity payments were seen to be trying to solve a problem that wouldn’t emerge for ten years- when intermittent renewables could play a much bigger role, though it was felt that the EMR represented a unique opportunity for load-shifting demand-side measures (DSM) and energy efficiency to participate in electricity markets, via the Capacity Mechanism or indeed via suitably designed FiTs. But the EMR was widely seen to be missing this opportunity: it was suggested that demand side response in the EMR is pigeon-holed for balancing only.  DECC seemed to assume that higher electricity prices would lead to demand reduction. But it was felt that in fact this was uncertain. Much more effort was needed. 

The UKERC’s submission to DECC on the EMR, based on the above, is at: http://www.ukerc.ac.uk/support/tiki-index.php?page=Inputs+to+Policy
..more EMR views

Prof. Catherine Mitchell, in a Guardian article, saw nuclear funding as the main driver for the EMR- inventing a complex set of proposal to avoid being seen to subsidise it.  http://ow.ly/4cxff
 Shell told Reuters ‘it would be a mistake to [...] impose a carbon price at some assumed level in the UK in isolation. We do not believe the UK should set its own internal carbon price. It can have the best impact by leading in Europe to make sure the EU ETS (emissions trading scheme) delivers that important carbon price signal.’

Similarly, in a response to the Treasury consultation on the Carbon Price Floor,  EEF, the Engineering Employers Federation, warned that it could increase costs for manufacturing, especially in energy intensive sectors. 

It said industry already faces costs from the EU ETS, Climate Change Levy, the Renewables Obligation and the Carbon Reduction Commitment: ‘Industry accepts that addressing climate change comes with a price tag, but we are rapidly reaching a tipping point where companies who are internationally mobile will say, enough is enough. We cannot keep adding layer upon layer of cost and complexity without damaging our competitiveness and threatening future investment in UK plants.’ 

As Business Green.com noted ‘The EU ETS caps the carbon emissions of about 11,000 polluting factories and power plants by issuing a fixed quota of permits, but the price of these has varied wildly from more than € 30 per metric ton of carbon emissions in 2008 to less than half that now’. 

The UK plan was to try to stabilise that with a UK floor price, passing the extra cost on to companies, by taxing them, e.g. on their electricity or fossil fuel use, when the EU carbon price fell below a certain level. They in turn would charge consumers more. The aim was to provide support for nuclear, renewables & CCS. 

But the European Commission may yet trim the supply of emissions permits to the ETS scheme from 2013 to try and boost carbon prices, according to a draft EC strategy paper- pushing the emission reduction target up from 20% by 2020 to 25% or maybe 30% in the next phase of the  EU-ETS. So the UK scheme may not be needed. 

ERM questions: Perhaps the big final question is, if it’s the aim of the ERM mainly  to support nuclear, will the CfD really work? Will it raise enough extra income while limiting the cost pass-through to consumers? 
10. Global News 

Climate

COP 17 in Durban, South Africa,  in late Nov-early Dec, will have to deal with the left overs from COP16 at Cancún, at which the 194 parties to the UNFCCC committed to making carbon cuts and reporting back on progress, with the US and China subject to monitoring. But no targets were set.  The text also avoided the subject of extending the Kyoto treaty and therefore the future of the CDM, and whether to revoke the exclusion of nuclear projects and CCS from the CDM.

‘100% renewables by 2050’? 

WWF says that’s possible globally  in a major new report: www.wwf.org.uk/research_centre/research_centre_results.cfm?uNewsID=4565
More in Renew 2011 Review

Meanwhile the German Environment Agency (UBA) has produce an energy scenario in which renewables supply 100% of German electricity by 2050 - a target that now seems common, achievable and in some ways unexceptional for many EU countries.  See Groups section in Renew 191 for an INforSE scenario for Denmark which gets to 100% by 2030! Much like CATs scenario for the UK.

 And ‘Powering Europe’ from the EWEA says there are no major technical barriers, but major economic gains, associated with integrating large amounts of wind energy into the EU grid – up to 50% by 2050 . www.ewea.org/index.php?id=178
Supergrids for the EU  

The European Commission has proposed the following ‘priority corridors’ for power grids:

• An offshore grid in the Northern  Seas and connection to Northern & Central Europe to transport power produced by offshore wind parks to consumers in big cities and to store power in the hydro plants in the Alps and the Nordic countries.

• Interconnections in SW Europe to shift power generated from wind, solar, hydro to the rest of the EU.

• Connections in Central Eastern and SE Europe, strengthening the regional network.

• Integration of the Baltic Energy Market into the EU market.

Interestingly, no mention of links to North Africa or the Middle East.

Biofuels blast 

For EU member states to meet their biofuel plans, they’d have to cultivate an area  between the size of Belgium and Ireland, via land conversion and deforestation, on such a scale that the CO2 released from trees vegetation and soil was far greater than given off by the fossil fuels they are meant to replace, so says the Institute for European Environmental Policy. 

But surely second generation biofuels would do better?  See Reviews in Renew 191. 

PV costs to fall, but FiTs hit...

Australia and the US say that solar energy could be competitive with conventional sources of energy by 2015, thanks to a new joint research initiative, aiming to cut cost by 2-4 times. 

But Renewable Energy World says the short term prospects for PV solar look a bit troubled in some countries, with, for example, the cuts in the tariffs for ground-mounted solar energy projects dropping 45% in Spain, killing off future investment. Germany, France and the UK have also cut their PV FiTs. 

PV had boomed in Spain under the Feed-In Tariff and then crashed when a capacity cap was mooted and the recession hit, with investment plunging: only 100 MW of generating capacity was installed in 2009 and 2010- compared to 2,700 MW in 2008. In addition, approx 75,000 jobs have been lost with firms moving abroad to find new growth opportunities. With major financial problems facing it, the government wanted to cut renewable subsidies, which reportedly cost € 6.2bn in 2009, with € 3bn going to the solar industry. But it had installed 3,800 MW of PV, nearly half the 2020 target of 8,673 MW, and by early 2010, 39% of Spain’s electricity came from renewable sources, bringing it close to its 2020 goal of 47%. 

Despite the cuts, some progress will still be made. While only 35 MW of rooftop PV capacity is likely to have been installed in 2010, that should surge to 250 MW in 2011, since the new law will only see tariffs drop 5% for small installations and 25% for large ones. 

While Spain is only expected to see 100 MW installed in 2010 France, Italy & Germany are forecast to add 500 MW, 1.5 GW & 7 GW, respectively. 

Greenpeace said ‘Spain’s government is making a historical mistake by deterring investments in our country’s PV industry because the economic, employment and CO2 emission-reduction benefits will now go to other countries’. 

Certainly the US PV market looks buoyant. But Germany has cut its PV FiT, while in Dec. France imposed a moratorium on large PV, claiming  the FiT was too generous, leading to high consumer costs. And the UK has now followed suite...

Too much solar! 

The German national energy agency DENA warns that, given the boom in the installation of PV solar, output could overload the electricity grid, on clear days around noon when the sun is high in the sky and demand for electricity is low. 

New Scientist said ‘uptake has been so rapid that solar capacity could reach 30 GW equal to the country’s weekend power consumption, by the end of next year.’ 

DENA told them ‘We need to cap installation of new panels’. The German Solar Industry Federation however said PV relieves pressure on the country’s aging electricity grid because the power they produce is used close to the source’. 

But it conceded that  Germany’s grid needs to be strengthened in some rural areas. And longer term, a pan-EU supergrid would help balance local solar- and wind- excesses and shortages. But as in UK, Spain and France, the government has now imposed PV FiT cuts.

The battle over FiTs goes on. www.newscientist.com/article/mg20827842.800-solar-power-could-crash-germanys-grid.html?full=true&print=true
http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2010/11/08/can-solar-power-lead-to-blackouts/#ixzz14kJw2RNs
Wind around the world

Wind race: US: 40GW China:42GW
A 20MW floating wind turbine 

Floating offshore wind turbines of 20 MW could be possible, according to the Deep Wind project, led by Risø DTU in Denmark. The 12 member international DeepWind consortium is supported by a € 3m grant under the European FP7 programme for emerging techs.

The DeepWind project combines a vertical-axis wind turbine, based on the Darrius design, and a rotating, floating offshore substructure. See above and our cover. It has a direct drive generator with its electronic control system at the bottom of the subsea shaft together with the electrical power transmission cables. A kW-sized demonstration turbine is planned in open waters of Roskilde Fjord next to Risø DTU. Data from this will be used to design a 5 MW version, and eventually be up-scaled to 20 MW. Source: Renewable Energy Focus

Spain: offshore wind 

Spain’s first scheduled offshore wind project has expanded its planned capacity by 25 MW to 70 MW. Now involving Gamesa, Iberdrola and Siemens the Zèfir Test Station project, a deep water test and certification site, located 3.5 km  in shallow water off the Port of Tarragona, Catalonia, will open in two phases, the first 20 MW planned to go online by 2012. The second 50 MW phase aims at installing innovative floating turbines at 30km offshore in depths up to 100m. 11 Spanish companies, including  Iberdrola, Gamesa, Acciona & Alstom Wind have also united with 22 research centres in the € 25m (over 4 years) Azimut project to develop a 15 MW offshore wind turbine.  Source: Windpower Monthly

Portugals WindFloat

Portugal’s EDP is testing the first prototype of its 2 MW WindFloat floating offshore windturbine in Aguçadoura, in the north of the country, in depths of 40 metres. Using technology from Principle Power, it has been tested in a wave tank since May 2009. With a  budget of € 18.4m it has 3 semi-submerged pillars, one supporting a wind tower, and can be fully assembled onshore for towing out to sea.  WPM

US offshore wind moves ahead 

Google has agreed to become a major investor in a $5 billion transmission project designed to connect offshore wind farms along the US Atlantic coast. Google and renewables investor Good Energies have each agreed to take a 37.5% stake in the project, dubbed ‘Atlantic Wind Connection’, which will have a 6 GW capacity, and run 350 miles from northern New Jersey to Norfolk, Virginia. It’s been proposed by transmission developer Trans Elect. On completion, there will be four transmission points: southern Virginia, Delaware, southern and northern New Jersey. In addition to connecting offshore wind projects along the coast, the line will also enable them to bypass congested parts of the northern states’ grid.

Trans Elect has said it aims to begin construction of the line in 2013. The first phase, running 150 miles from New Jersey to Delaware, could go into service by 2016. The first project to link up could be the 468 MW Cape Wind project off  Massachusetts.

Supergrid links are of course also being developed in the EU for both wind and CSP in North Africa: see The Engineer’s useful recent overview:  

http://www.theengineer.co.uk/1005262.article?cmpid=TE01&cmptype=newsletter&cmpdate=041010
A new wind turbine every 7 mins 

Wind could meet 12% of global power demand by 2020, and up to 22% by 2030, according to a study published by the Global Wind Energy Council and Greenpeace International. The ‘Global Wind Energy Outlook 2010’  says that by 2030 there could be 2,300 GW of wind power capacity with the number of jobs projected to increase to over 3 million. 

‘In 2010 the 600,000 workers of the wind industry put up a new wind turbine every 30 minutes- one in three of those turbines was erected in China’, said Sven Teske, Senior Energy Expert from Greenpeace International. ‘By 2030, the market could be three times bigger than today, leading to a EUR 202 bn investment. A new turbine every 7 minutes- that’s our goal’.

China is clearly one of the wind leaders- it could reach 230 GW by 2020. Meanwhile though South Korea’s government has announced plans to invest $8.2 bn over the next nine years in the development of offshore wind farms. The Ministry of Knowledge Economy said it was aiming to set up a private-public partnership to install around 500 turbines off the west coast, with a total 2.5 GW capacity. The plan includes a 100 MW test project to come online by 2013, a 900 MW project by 2016 and 1.5 GW added by 2019. Source: Windpower Monthly

Danish Wind 

The war of words continues: www.masterresource.org &

www.energyplanning.aau.dk/Publications/DanishWindPower.pdf
Belgium C-Power is to build a 325 MW € 1.3bn offshore  farm 30 km off  Belgium with 6 MW turbines.

*Part of the French 3 GW offshore wind programme has hit resistance from those concerned about the ‘desecration’ of views from D-Day beaches. 

50% from EU marine energy 

By 2050 Europe could get up to 50% of its electricity from renewable marine sources, according to the Marine Board of the European Science Foundation. It defines marine renewables as including offshore wind, wave, tidal, and ocean currents, as well as exploiting salinity & temperature gradients and using algae for biofuel production. The report calls for co-ordinated support for R&D, training and development, and the creation of an EU offshore energy grid.  

Turks catch the waves  

Langlee Wave Power & Turkish Ünmaksan have agreed to build 5 wave power systems totalling 600 kW in Turkey.  Langlee says: ‘This will be a test park that will be built over two years, and the plan going forward is to build two parks with a total capacity of 52 MW’. 

 It’s device consists of series of hinged wave flaps, mounted in a floating tethered array. www.langleewavepower.com
CSP round the world  

Concentrating Solar Power (CSP) is expanding around a world- in the US,  Spain, Australia,  North Africa the Middle East and China. And now there’s an ambitious undertaking in South Africa- the proposed creation of a £18.42bn solar park, with 5000 MW capacity, able to supply up to one-tenth of South Africa’s power needs. The project, if implemented, will be carried out in phases, with the initial 1000 MW phase, aimed for 2012. The park would incorporate Eskom’s 100 MW CSP plant, which has received part funding from the World Bank. A prefeasibility study to assess the potential for a solar park, carried out by the Clinton Climate Initiative (CCI) in conjunction with S. Africa’s Dept. of Energy, indicated that Upington in the Northern Cape, the proposed location for the solar park, is ideal for such an initiative. An initial 9,000 hectares of state-owned land have been earmarked, with further sites in a ‘solar corridor’ being explored. 

India is also now emerging as a key market for CSP.  The Ministry of New & Renewable Energy’s  National Solar Mission aims to generate 20 GW of grid linked solar power by 2022, 50% CSP. The target for the first phase (up to March 2013) is 1.1 GW.  Sources: CSPToday.com/Guardian

But there are question marks, e.g. concerning the risk of neo-colonial exploitation. Some north African countries have not been too welcoming of the German led Desertec initiative. For a useful overview see the PSIRU report on Desertec. It says that, as with large hydro and nuclear projects, large central CSP projects may have very little to offer local people who are mostly not on the grid.  www.psiru.org

Green Energy in Africa 

Last year the Africa-EU Energy Partnership (AEEP) and the EU, together with the African Union, launched a 10 year Renewable Energy Co-operation Programme (RECP), and announced a planned contribution of € 5m to start the programme.  

EU Commissioner for Development, Andris Piebalgs said: ‘Today 1.6 billion people worldwide have no access to electricity, most of them in sub-Saharan Africa and Southern Asia. Poor energy systems undermine growth potential in these countries from 1 to 2%. We need a reliable source of electricity to fuel development. Africa has a vast untapped renewable energy potential, ranging from hydro, to solar, wind, geothermal and biomass which could be used to ensure millions of people access to electricity.’ 

The Road Map for the Implementation of the EU-Africa Energy Partnership includes:

Energy access: Africa & the EU will take joint action to bring access to modern, sustainable energy services to at least an additional 100 million Africans by 2020.

Energy security: Africa and the EU will take joint action to improve energy security by doubling the capacity of cross-border electricity interconnections and by doubling the use of natural gas in Africa, as well as doubling African gas exports to Europe.

Renewable energy/energy efficiency: 

Africa & the EU will take joint actions e.g:

* Building 10 GW of new hydro ;

* Building at least 5 GW of wind power

* Building 500 MW of solar energy 

*Tripling the capacity of other renewables

* Raising energy efficiency in all sectors.

While that’s good news, 5 GW is not much of a 2020 target for wind- e.g. its been claimed that Kenya could have 800 MW within 3 years (see Renew 2010) and we’ve seen wind resource estimates of 2.8 GW for Ghana, while South Africa could have much more- it’s 2050 wind potential has been put at 50 GW (See Renew189). And 500 MW of PV is just embarrassing.  Moreover, Egypt is planning a 1 GW offshore wind farm in the Gulf of Suez, and 7.2 GW of wind by 2020, while Morocco has a huge wind resource. And then there’s CSP- 10 MW by 2020? And for much of Africa, biomass is a huge potential resource, if done right. www.africa-eu-partnership.org/partnerships/energy
Green Egypt

More good changes? In 2007, Egypt’s Supreme Council of Energy set a goal of generating 20% of power from renewables by 2020- 12% from wind. The Egyptian National Plan (2012 - 17) also includes a 100 MW CSP plant in South Egypt, and 20 MW of grid-linked PV. The follow-up National Plan (2018 -22) set a target of 23% by 2022, with 2,550 MW of CSP, 500 MW of PV, and 1.2 million sq.m of solar water heaters.

Non Fossil S. Africa

 ‘A strategic plan from minister of energy and minerals Dipuo Peters emphasised the need to “gravitate away” from fossil fuels, primarily coal’, according to WNN.  That will include a major shift to renewables (see above left and right) but also maybe nuclear. South Africa gets 6% of its electricity from two nuclear plants.  Earlier plans for expansion (to 25%!) were thwarted by economic constraints and the recession, but WNN says ‘the country is renewing plans to expand nuclear generation’. 

See: http://www.mg.co.za/article/2010-11-26-nukes-to-the-rescue
But after Fukushima, who knows?

11. Nuclear News

Eight Nuclear plants for UK?

Last year the UK government dismissed three proposed sites for new nuclear plants by 2025: Dungeness in Kent, and then Braystones and Kirksanton in the Lake District, so that now now leaves eight locations, already established nuclear sites, basically for E.ON, EDF etc. to invest in. The revised National Policy Statements, Regulatory Justifications & Generic Design sign-offs are all done, or will be soon (June), but not without opposition- see below.  

What’s not sorted is the money! It may be hard to ‘reform’ the market and the EU-ETS enough to make nuclear viable without formal subsidy. Chris Huhne seemed to dilute his initial hard anti-subsidy line: ‘Arguably, few economic activities can be absolutely free of subsidy in some respect, given the wide ranging scope of state activity and the need to abide by international treaty obligations. Our “no subsidy” policy will therefore need to be applied having regard to proportionality  and materiality.’ 

Letting developers duck the full and potentially huge  insurance liability is no doubt one such grey area: the Government says that it ‘has not ruled out the maintenance of a limit on operator liability set at an appropriate level provided that it is justifiable in the public interest, is the right way of ensuring that risk is appropriately managed’. Similarly for waste costs- via fixed  pricing- for 100+ years?   

Other forms of support will be offered under the proposed EMR- alongside the EU ETS floor price, an extended RO or a FiT to include nuclear. All this and other soft subsidies, makes it hard to identify actual costs and who would actually pay- taxpayers or consumers. New UK group ‘No Money for Nuclear’ clearly thinks it shouldn’t be either: www.nomoney4nuclear.org.uk
Justifying Nuclear 

The UK governments conclusions on the Draft Justification Decision on Generation of Electricity by the EPR and AP1000 Nuclear Reactors, were covered in a Written Statement linked to the new draft energy National Policy Statements, which summarised the basis for the Secretary of State’s justification decision as follows: ‘There is a clear need for the generation of electricity by the nuclear reactor designs to which the statutory instruments relate because of the contribution they can make to increased security of energy supplies and reduced carbon emissions. Against this, the radiological detriment to health from these nuclear reactor designs and their associated waste facilities will be low compared to overall levels of radiation and effectively controlled by the UK’s robust and effective regulators.’ 

 The Government had concluded that it had not been presented with any evidence in response to the consultations which has caused it to question that the two reactors should be justified. The UK legislation governing the  Justification process provides that the Secretary of State ‘may cause an inquiry or other hearing to be held if it appears to him expedient to do so in connection with the exercise of any of his functions under the Justification process’.  However he decided that it would ‘not be expedient to the making of his decisions to hold a public inquiry or other hearing’. 

Greenpeace submitted evidence to the Lords Statutory Instruments  Committee which was looking at the new nuclear legislation and review process, arguing that, in terms of Justification for the AP1000 and EPR, the Secretary of State has failed to conduct any quantification of the risks that arise, in particular in respect of: the actual dose exposure; the health detriment arising from the actual dose exposure; the risk of accident/security incident; and the potential health detriment and economic impact arising from an accident/security incident. Greenpeace noted that the reactor designs themselves are untried and untested anywhere in the world; and the vendors and operators of the potential new reactors have not yet presented firm plans for the longer-term storage of spent fuel. 

For Hendry’s straight bat response see: www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmgeneral/deleg2/101116/101116s01.htm
There was no Commons debate on it, just a straight vote- 80% for. See p.21

*Interestingly there’s no provision for the use of Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX).

Fukushima..

Japans tragic nuclear disaster, captured blow by blow by the media, although thankfully avoiding the worst outcomes, led to rapid reactions worldwide. Demonstrations in Germany attracted 250,000 and, with an election due, Angela Merkel delayed plans to postpone the German nuclear phase out (for 3 months!) and closed 7 older plants. She still lost, while the Greens polled 15%! A complete phase out by ~2020 now seems likely. Urgent reviews of policies/safety were promised in the US, UK, Italy, India, Korea & Switzerland. Italy then backed off its proposed nuclear programme. China said it would suspend approval of all nuclear power projects, including those in preliminary development stage.   A painful end to the nuclear renaissance? 

EU nuclear waste 

The EC recently produced a Nuclear Waste Directive and adopted IAEA safety standards, with geological disposal being seen as the way ahead. Two or more Member States can agree to share a final repository in one of them, but the EU is not allowed to export nuclear waste to countries outside the EU for final disposal.

But where on earth (literally) will Japan put its wastes?

ITER funds cut

The Iter nuclear fusion demonstration project being built in France has suffered another funding blow.  The EU, the host and therefore biggest single donor to Iter, has been unable to agree on how to respond to a shortfall that was found in the EU budget for the programme of about € 1.4bn over the 2012-3 period (See Renew 2010 Supp). This hole was meant to be plugged in part via a reallocation of funds (€ 460m) from the EU’s 7th Framework R&D programme, but that would have cut that available for other energy projects. And other EU cash  sources  evidently were unable to deliver.  It may be that construction will have to been pushed back to 2012, so that it no longer requires all of its initial allowance. Which would mean ‘first plasma’ would  not be  until  2019. It all sounds very messy. 

WNN said ‘The true costs of Iter are difficult to determine because of the nature of the funding arrangements. Each of the contracting parties (China, India, Japan, Russia, S. Korea, US, and the EU) are expected to provide in-kind contributions rather than money, with details such as the amount left up to the individual party to disclose.’  

But it says ‘a report from EU administering body Fusion for Energy put the EU’s contribution to construction at approx € 6.6 bn. This represents more than a doubling of costs (for the EU at least) from a 2001 estimate,’ with most of this now being due in the 2012-3 period. 

Power Evacuation 

Following EDF’s sell off last year, E.ON is selling its UK electricity power distribution business too. Areva shares fell 10%; EdF’s 5%; and EON’s 6% after Fukushima. Time to move on...

12. In the rest of Renew 191

The DECC report on the Severn Tidal options last year dumped barrages, but, as we report in Technology, new ideas about non-tidal range projects are emerging. New ideas for floating wind turbines too. But Nuclear has had a bad time, with Fukushima dominating the headlines- see our Feature. Inevitably it’s a political issue, but maybe we need more politics not less: see our Feature and Forum.  Certainly the report produce for DECC by a group of young people emphasised a progressive line- they wanted renewables, not nuclear: see Groups.  A very different approach to that adopted by most of their elders (including Lovelock- see Feature) and by most MPs. We’ve seen demonstrations against nuclear in Germany, Japan and India and also against  the cuts to the FiT for PV in Spain.  And with cuts in jobs, careers and education, many young people in UK also seem to be beginning to be radicalised.  Meanwhile, the ponderous process of endless consultations continues. But at least we now have something to chew on in terms of green heat- the RHI. Is that enough? 
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