2050 Pathways Analysis Call for Evidence Response

The DECC Call for Evidence for the 2050 Pathways Analysis ran from 27 July to 5 October 2010. The text below shows the answers where responses were provided; not all respondents replied to all questions.


Organisation: Greenpeace


Clearly Greenpeace will have views on what the energy supply and use sectors should look like in 2050. However as this is a ‘call for evidence’ we have limited our response to reports to the important point and evidence available
1. Analysis by McKinsey demonstrates that a very substantial proportions i.e. 80% of energy supply can be delivered by renewables across EU though interconnection and balancing without any significant increase in costs compared to much lower proportions of renewable energy. See http://www.roadmap2050.eu/index.html . Given the risks of long-term storage of CO2 and nuclear waste (as well as the risk of accident in use) it seems to us that the most prudent course is to avoid those technologies wherever possible. Also PriceWaterhouse Cooper did a study of the full renewable energy system across EU and verified that there were no technical barriers to delivery. They did not undertake a costs study in association with this. See http://www.ukmediacentre.pwc.com/imagelibrary/detail.aspx?MediaDetailsID=1694&ClientID=1 But it would be safe to assume that given the lack of discrimination between other scenarios the appropriate policy response now would be to set a course for a fully renewable system. There is also abundant evidence that the offshore renewable resource indicating that we could become an energy exporter again if te right level of ambition was forthcoming. http://www.offshorevaluation.org/downloads/offshore_valuation_exec.pdf

1. The heat sector is the most problematic in term of decarbonisation. The study by Imperial College http://www.chpa.co.uk/building-a-roadmap-for-heat---2050-scenarios-and-heat-delivery-in-the-uk_161.html indicates that a more robust and flexible response that total electrification of heating may be in order. We would emphasise that given the difficulties of obtaining high performance from heat pumps (see http://www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/Media/node_1422/Getting-warmer-a-field-trial-of-heat-pumps-PDF ) the priority to provide flexibility in ow carbon heating should be the facilitation of district heating networks (even if currently operated using gas), giving the ability to swap technologies or fuels at a later stage to a low carbon option. Certainly no plans should be laid for full electrification of the UK building heating without careful analysis of the network implications. 

1. Although is theoretically possible to lower demand substantially in the DECC 2050 calculator we believe that a full comparison with the assumptions of Climate Change Committee’s projection of 1039TWh by 2050 from their Dec 2008 report. We notice that there are no options in the Calculator for demand reduction in aviation, nor technological innovation in the shipping sector despite the fact that both have been the subject of academic enquiry and analysis – see  http://sei-international.org/mediamanager/documents/Publications/Climate-mitigation-adaptation/towards-zero-carbon-vision-uk-transport-2010.pdf demonstrating substantial reduction in emissions in both those sectors by a mixture of technological and non-technological means. 

1. Substantial risks arise from the heavy use of bioenergy. These have already been explored in some detail around biofuels http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industry_Asia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf and there is no intrinsic reason that the same major risks should not apply to other forms of bioenergy such as biomass – notice the series of proposals for biomass power stations in UK which are based around ports in anticipation of sourcing biomass overseas without currently any mandatory standards associated with feedstock supply. Our view is that without a thorough overhaul of regulation in the bioenergy space it is dangerous to rely on extensive bioenergy resource. It is further likely that by 2050 in a carbon constrained world, many current bioenergy exporters will be seeking to use the resource for their own purposes. 

1. Continued reliance on fossil fuels especially oil and gas leads to dangers of stranded assets http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/media/reports/bp-and-shell-rising-risks-tar-sands-investment and that further oil and gas investment is not necessarily financially wise – as well as environmentally irresponsible. This extends to recognition in other major markets that continued growth in oil use is not financially sustainable. http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/media/reports/shifting-sands-how-changing-economy-could-bury-tar-sands-industry 



