Energy White Paper

The Energy White Paper  is a large document (main report 343 pages, with 10 Mb of supporting detail in 22 papers). It covers the whole field of energy use and generation, including industry, transport, heating, household use etc. It considers all means of generation – nuclear, gas, coal, bio-mass and renewables (including micro-hydro). 
Because of the ongoing nuclear consultation (until 10 October 2007), the paper is very circumspect about nuclear power while being quite relaxed about both long term forecasts of energy use and of others means of generation. 

Forecasts for 2020

HMG forecast of emissions from all sources up until 2020 without new action (on central energy price basis) emissions will be the same as 2005  –  energy saving being off-set by growth in demand which is driven in the main by increased economic activity.

Again their central forecast, with the actions laid out in the White Paper, is a fall of 13-14% of carbon emissions (2005 – 2020) with some additional credit of another 4% by buying carbon credits from other countries in the EU – a fall of about 18% over 15 years.
In the energy generation sector demand in 2020 will the same as 2005 with major changes of fuel sources: from coal (down 40%) to gas (up 40%); and nuclear (down 66%) to renewables (up 250%).  Other figures are quite stable with an increase in electricity imports of 50%.

Un packing this forecast:

· The improvement in carbon emissions is due to the continuing move from dirty fuels (like coal) to less dirty fuel (gas) and the growth in renewables balances the loss of nuclear , though at a very high economic cost ( for both operating subsidies & back-up power);
· Renewable growth is very high both on & off-shore wind power, but HMG aspiration of 20% by 2020 is not achieved due to lack of sites and the scale of the change;

· Security of supply becomes  much worse with 57% dependant in imports;
· The electricity system becomes less stable or dependable as base load stations both coal and nuclear are closed.

The nuclear contribution is not replaced both because HMG cannot give the impression that they favour nuclear power and because of the long lead times of planning and construction of nuclear power stations. The paper recognises that investment is required in 20GWe of new generation assets up to 2020. This investment will set the pattern of generation for many years to come

The EU Emissions Trading Scheme is important to achieving the changes of mix in the period up to 2020. HMG presents its ideas how the system might be made more effective. These include: longer term commitments to emission reduction through the Climate Change Bill, wider application of the ETS (adding medium sized enterprises and perhaps some transport and aviation), more auctioning of permits and more certainty about the EU scheme post 2012. Given the relative failure of the ETS to date, HMG is trusting a great deal to an unproven instrument that has to be agreed by the whole of the EU. In the longer term, this must be the right strategy for climate change because the problem is global. In the short term, one can expect much foot-dragging as the cost of the proposals and their different effects by sector and by country are understood across the EU.
Longer term Energy & Emissions
Considering he longer term, the Paper models a number of different scenarios constrained by their target of reducing total green house gas emissions by 60% by 2050. This modelling uses methods that are acknowledged to be quite uncertain.

In simple terms, the emissions target requires in different quantities according to the constraints and the economic assumptions:

· Drastic energy efficiency driven by higher energy prices; 

· Much more renewables (at levels with questionable feasibility), and 

· Either/both major developments in carbon capture and storage (CCS) or/and nuclear. 

HMG acknowledges that CCS has yet to be demonstrated to be practicable and that the economics are very uncertain, but it should be studied and demonstrator built. Nuclear is available and is relatively cheap. If nuclear is acceptable to the public, it can form a major part of UK and, by extension, world energy supplies.
To some degree the White Paper is constrained by its forecasting horizons. It uses two: 2020 and 2050. The first, driven by Kyoto climate change commitments is too short for major changes of technology that depend on heavy capital investment. The second is so far away that almost any change to economics or technology can be viewed as possible. However, it does not provide a basis for setting a firm direction of travel.
Nuclear
The nuclear section forms part of the consultation. It give a summary of a balanced (i.e. neutral) case for nuclear which is expanded in the attached full consultation paper. 
The case is constructed to win an argument against an entrenched opposition (Greenpeace & FoE). Therefore, it makes very conservative assumptions about the costs, benefits and contribution of nuclear. In particular, the assumptions about build rates mean that by 2020 they expect that there would only one new station and build rates to 2030 remain low. This forecast is close to, or below, the traditional construction approach outlined in our paper and encourages us to say what might be possible with a different accelerated approach and why such a programme might be possible?
The consultation paper reduces all arguments about nuclear – whether choice of design, planning, construction costs, skills, fuel, waste or safety  -to the three central points of the White Paper – emissions, security of supply and economics (letting the market decide).

The consultation paper outlines what HMG is going to facilitate nuclear (i.e. their policy activities in licensing, planning, waste, skills etc). Perhaps, because of both the legal position and their reliance on the market there is a complete absence of a clear objective, a direction, a plan, or any concerted effort to bring new nuclear forward. 

This may be either good or bad for acumen7’s proposal. If BERR feels they cannot and should not go further to stimulate nuclear it would be bad. If they recognise that there is an imperative for new nuclear, but have not identified what to do then our proposal would be considered as an opportunity. As a matter of opinion, the tone of the paper aligns more with the former than the latter viewpoint!
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