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Executive Summary

In Chapter 1 we show that, 2y (G KS ol aiAa 2F GKS D 3SNYY
R2 y20 YySSR Fye Y2NB yS¢ ydzOf SI NJ LJ2 g SNJ
and reduce CO, emissions by 80% by 2050.

In Chapter 2 we show that, 2y (U KS o6l adaAaa 2F (GKS D2 JSNJ
electricity generated by nuclear power is the not the least expensive of all low-

carbon technologies. In everyday terms, the building of new nuclear power

stations to provide electricity is likely to mean higher fuel bills.

In Chapter 3 we try to assess what has gone on. Why the seemingly inexplicable
decisions documented in Chapters 1 and 2 (i.e. the decisions in favour of new
nuclear power stations that are not needed) were taken by successive
Governments.

And let us state at the outset: we are neither blaming, nor questioning the
integrity of Ministers, MPs and Parliament as a whole. They acted sincerely on
the basis of the evidence that they were shown, and on the basis of that
information took their decisions. But the information given to them was false.

What has gone on is nothing less than a corruption of
governance.

This corruption of governance can only be rectified if

Parliament re-opens this debate, and MPs vote on this issue
having seen the correct information.



The National Policy Statement (NPS) on Energy (EN-1)
proposing new nuclear power stations, which was

prepared for Ministers and presented to Parliament for
MPs to vote on

did not present the full information to
MPs ... this is not the purpose of the NPSs

DECC Official
(see page 8)



Box 1: Questions that need to be answered

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Why did the previous Government take two decisions ¢ to reverse previous policy and decide
that new nuclear power is needed, and then decide that 10 nuclear power stations are needed
¢ without assessing the long term demand for electricity?

Why did the original EN-1 and EN-6 documents, prepared for the previous Government, claim
GKIFd wSRLRAYGQa lylfeéeara aK2¢gSR GKS ySSR
nothing of the sort?

2 Ké RARY QU GKS LINB@A2dza D2@SNYyYSyid OF NN
efficiency (even though they declared it was the most cost-effective way of meeting energy

policy objectives), before deciding how much electricity we needed to generate?

Why is the current Government ignoring the evidence in its own Pathways to 2050 work, and
insisting that nuclear power is necessary to keep the lights on and reduce CO,, when the
analysis shows the opposite?

Why have numerous Government documents misrepresented evidence from Government
analysis by saying that electricity demand may double, when in fact the analysis and the
modelling shows something different?

Why has the EN-1 document, prepared for this Government, ignored the results of their
modelling, the National Grid modelling, and the Fourth Carbon Budget Assessment regarding
electricity needs up until 2025?

Why has the EN-1 document misled Parliament by falsifying the results of the modelling
regarding the alleged need for extra capacity up to 2025?

Why has the Government wasted time, effort and money on its deliberative discussion on the
various pathways to 2050, when in fact the decision to use nuclear power has already been
made?

Why did the Government repeatedly refused to carry out an assessment of the full potential for
the policy that it regards as the most cost-effective (energy efficiency) before making the
decision to support new nuclear power stations, despite the fact that the Chief Scientific Adviser
described the assessment as crucial?

Why did the 2011 White Paper on Energy Market Reform not include a full assessment of

energy efficiency despite the fact that one of its principle objectives was to minimise costs to

the consumer?

2Ke@ RAR [/ KIFINISa | SYRNEQ&a FyasgSNI 2 al RSt
information about low-carbon technologies that are cheaper than nuclear power?

Why has the Government relied on unsubstantiated claims regarding the expected lifetime of
new nuclear power stations?

Why has the Government relied on unsubstantiated claims regarding the load factor of new
nuclear power stations?

2 K@ R2 (KS orfidd SaNsyicyds sheipficd of nuclear power not include the
transmission and distribution costs?

Why doesthe EN-M R2 OdzYSy G 1jd223S | &aiddzRé GKFIG R28§
carbon technologies, as evidence that nuclear is the cheapest source of electricity?




Have we withessed
evidencebased policy
making, or policybased

evidence making?
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Chapter 1 No Need

Introduction

The Governmenf2 a  fgdrgs, information and analysis show conclusively that:

e ¢CKSNB A& loazftdziSte y2 ySSR F2NJlyeé Y2NB ydzOf S
6KS fA3IKGEA 2yQ0 YR | OKASOS ym: NBRdAOUGA2ya Ay
e Government statements that electricity supply will need to double or even triple in order to achieve
a low-carbon economy are disproved by its own evidence.

e The initial decision (taken during the previous Government) and the reiteration of that decision
(since the current Government was formed) that 10 new nuclear power stations are needed was
not based on evidence.

e The recent consultation (Cdeliberative discussion€) on the 16 possible pathways suggested by the
Government in order to achieve 80% CO, reduction by 2050 was undermined by the fact that the
decision had already been taken on new nuclear power stations

e Yet Ministers, MPs and Parliament as a whole were told little or none of this: they were all
repeatedly given false information and half truths on which to base their decisions in support of
new nuclear power stations
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1. How the previous Government’s decision on new nuclear power was
capricious

(a) Long term demand for electricity

January 2008: The GovernmentQ & ategyltHdnew nuclear power stations are needed to supply our long-
term electricity needs was decided on and spelt out in the Nuclear White Paper. The Prime Minister at
the time, Gordon Brown MP, wrote in the Foreword:

Yhe Government has today concluded that nuclear should have a role to play.C} (our emphasis)

November 2009: The Government goes further and states in its Draft National Policy Statement for
Nuclear Power Generation (EN-c 0 & KIf & m%W & A 4. Ske EN-ddtiBnenys Sr&tRoSe Wifkch are
given to MPs in order to inform their decisions in advance of them having to vote on whether to support

the National Policy Statements (NPSs).

! Meeting the Energy Challenge A White Paper on Nuclear Power, published in January 2008, page 4
? Draft National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power (EN-6) November 2009 page 6. Subsequently referred to as EN-6



But the need for a large amount of new nuclear electricity depends on the amount of electricity we need
togenerateil 2 W1 SS LI { K &his dederdi&oii ah as@sgnf@t of Whtleur electricity needs are.
Yet this basic assessment work had not been carried out, as the following evidence makes clear.

October 2009: We spent considerable time trying to obtain information regarding future electricity
demand and even to establish whether or not it existed. Finally, we received a reply from the relevant
official in DECC, to whom we had been referred (Alan Clifford), on 9th™ October 2009 which said:

You also asked for details about the Government assessment of future electricity demand up to
and beyond 2050. The Low Carbon Transition Plan (page 73, chart 5) shows projected peak
electricity demand and generation capacity to 2024, but, at this point in time, we do not have
any published assessments of this nature that extend as far as 2050.Q

We then inquired as to whether there were any unpublished assessments or evidence and we were told
that DECC had not made any long-term projections beyond 2022.

December 2009: 5 9 / Higbex Statistical Officer, Stephen Oxley told us:

BECC has not made any long-term projections of electricity demand / supply. Our latest
projections were published up to 2022 and we have previously published figures to 2025. DECC
is developing scenarios of potential electricity demand / supply to 2050 butR2 Y QG KI @S | y @&

RSTAYAGS FAFdzNBE F2N KAa &S8SiodQ

Therefore, on the basis of information that did not exist, in 2008 Ministers were given a White Paper to
present to Parliament” saying that new nuclear power stations are definitely needed. But that White
Paper failed to mention that no long-term assessment of electricity need had been carried out. In
November 2009 EN-6 was also formally presented to Parliament’ stating that all 10 new nuclear sites are
needed, but again Parliament was not told a long-term assessment of electricity need had still not been
made.

This is rather like deciding we need 10 new motorways without assessing traffic demand, or that we
need 10 new prisons without assessing possible future numbers of inmates.

But the failure to make policy based on a rational consideration of the evidence does not end there. The

previous Governmentz AY AG& HAnno 9YSNHE 2KAGS t | LIdddest, 5 A OS
cleanest, safest way of addressind 2 dzNJ Sy S NH & °. Ldzhe IighDa¥ thig thePefd®, Yol Bightt Q
think that an analysis of the cost of the full potential for the accepted cheaper option of energy saving as

against energy generation would be carried out before decisions could be made on how much of the
(acknowledged) less cost-effective policy of energy generation was required.

That was never done, as the following email exchange between the Association for the Conservation of
Energy (ACE) and the Government confirms.

29YF Af T Nlgher Skasticdl Gficer 10" December 2009

* Nuclear White Paper op cit Command 7296

* EN-6 title page

®2003 White Paper page 32 para 3.2 and again on page 16 second bullet point



e ACEI &1 B Rhe Sovernment carried out a long-term assessment of the costs and benefits of
SYySNHe al gAy3IkSTFAOASYyOe |a F3arAayad GKz2as 2F S
e ¢2 g KAOK (thers B notNdmbthing pecifit intHe LIdzo f A O R2YIF Ay: 2y (KA &

e ACE further asked if there was any information not in the public domain, and it transpired that
there was not.’

So, on the basis of no evidence, no assessment of long term electricity needs and without assessing the
full potential for what the Government itself considered to be the cheaper alternative (energy
efficiency)'®, it was decreed that 10 new nuclear power stations were needed.

(b) Medium term ‘need’ - capacity up to 2025: how the figures were fiddled

The other factor (i.e. apart from long-term demand) on which the previous Government based its case for

new nuclear power stations is the alleged need for medium-term increase in capacity (i.e. up to 2025).

This means the amount of electricity required to be general SR S@SNE Rl & (2 Sy adaNB |
fA3dKGa 2yQ FyR aladraate LISF] RSYFYyR®

Both EN-1 and EN-6 asserted that Wdzy RSNJ OSY (i N} f | aadzyYLliaAz2zya GKSNB 4
cnbD2 2F ySg OfabdY@AT( & KaA&d wmH pD@ | & eYrdzOdoewbbkes (im p D2 O 2
line with our international obligations) 3 A G K Hp D2 FNBY 20KSNJ OFy@SyiaArzyl

EN-1 explained this further: By 2025 there could be a need for around 110 GW of total capacity with new
generation capacity of approximately 60 GW (35 GW from renewables and about 25 GW of other
capacity)$? including new nuclear power stations.

The Redpoint Modelling

In both EN-1 and EN-6" the Government specifically cited modelling done for DECC by Redpoint Energy**
as the basis of the assertion that W dzy ¢e@rblJassumptionshere will be a needfor approximately 60GW
2F yS6 OF LIo@niNg SordIKu k@@ @ {2 ¢S Ay JSavsdaditedab R K2 4

We sought further information at the DECC public consultation meeting regarding Sizewell C held in

Leiston Suffolk on 5™ December 2009. The co-author of this document, Ron Bailey, (a resident of Leiston),
d2dAKG 02 FAYR 2dzi 6 KSNB (K ATHe offitid SahsariNtlprodudediby dzY LI A 2
DECC of that meeting reads as follows:

7 Email from ACE on 16™ August 2010

& Email from DECC supplying information from their economists on 1% September 2010

® Email from DECC 7™ September.

1% This still has not been done despite attempts by the Association for the Conservation of Energy to amend the current Energy Bill

to require it to be done

" EN-6 page 6; EN-1 page 13

2EN-6 page 6; EN-1 page 19

BEN-1 page 19 para 3.3.14

“EN-6 page 6 footnotes 15 and 16; EN-1 page 19 footnote 8

ByLyLX SYSyidldazy 2F GKS 9! wnun wSySslofSa ¢l NBSG Ay GKS 'Y



Yw2y . AfSe@

You referred me to page six of EN-6 and | have looked at the modelling, but it does not
substantiate the 60GW. It substantiates the 35/25 breakdown but it does not give any
evidence for the assumption of 60GW. Could you undertake to send me more information on
how you reach that figure?

Peter Erwin
. Sas 2% O2dz2NBESQ

This information took us dozens of emails and phone calls to obtain. In the end we were simply directed
by the Office for Nuclear Development'’ towards Figures 11 and 14 in the Redpoint report. Accordingly
we looked at Figures 11 and 14 and what they show is this:

e ¢KS WSRLRAY( w1 Fumddativépant fetikdménts e shown® and this
does indeed indicate there will be a 32 GW loss of current generating capacity by 2025 due to
plant closures.”

e WSRLRFgyedMb Sg t I yi jpziaidRD thédffettSof GveraintentQ &
building policies: it was not an assessment of the need for that new-build. There will be an extra
60GW built by 2025 ¢ including new nuclear and renewables.

e Current generation capacity in the UK is 80GW. If 32GW is shut down, and a predicted 60GW is
built then there will be a total of 108GW by 2025.

This is a simple arithmetic exercise and clearly, subject to some rounding, the maths is correct as regards

the amount of capacity: there will be a capacity of approximately 110GW by 2025 if 60GW of new

renewables and nuclear power are built. But what this did not provide us with is the information that we

asked for on 5" December ¢ the evidence forii KS  WOSy (i NI f recll fodz¥otalitabaRity @ 2 F (0 K
110GW by 2025, which therefore requires WI LILINR EA Y| 6 St & cnD2Q 2F ySg OF L

The Redpoint modelling is stated to be the solesourOS T2 NJ 0 KA & WOS ENGarid byl & & dzY LJ
the Office for Nuclear Development. Therefore we looked in more detail at how the figures were arrived
at, in order to assess the evidence for the need for 60GW of new capacity.

And we found that, in their report for DECC, the Redpoint team was not asked to assess the future need

for electricity ¢ instead their objective was to identify how much new renewable capacity would need to

be built in order to meet the GovernmentQ & & G I (i dz(i 2 NP atiowIR@) SThidisatatds a&tthe o £ A 3

very beginning of theirreport: WG KS a4 021LJS 2F (KAa addzReé F2NI59// g4I
minimum and potential changes to the RO, with a goal of achieving around 2899% of electricity from
NBySslofSa 6@ HnuNQ

® DECC Transcript of Leiston Public Meeting :https://www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk/home/events/localevents/
7 Email from Helen Dwyer Office for Nuclear Development 18.1.10

1 Redpoint pages 42-45

19 Redpoint page 44

0 Redpoint Figure 14 page 44

2 Redpoint Figure 11 page 43



https://www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk/home/events/localevents/

{2 wSRLRAYy:UlQA lylLfeéeaia RAR SEIFIOGfe oKIFEG o1 & | als
capacity in Table 14, then assumed 29% was required from renewables as per their brief from DECC

(including 24.6GW of new plant), added on the GovernmentQ & LINR LI2Z &SR y dzOf S| NJ yS g
added on other proposed totals in the GovernmentQd LINBE ANJ YYS FyR NBF OKSR {(KS¢
capacity in 2020% as explained above.

The Government then took those same figures, renamed themas i K S W G Sy NEif fle ;66
claimed that they prove the need for a total capacity of 110 GW by 2025, thus requiring an extra 60GW of
new capacity by 2025, as stated in EN-1 and EN-6. This was the sole basis for the statements in EN-1 and
EN-6.

InanutshellwhatEN-1andEN-c RAR ¢l a | RR dzubposédPoli@erinddNgihé o (i Q a
renewables figure and the proposed new nuclear capacity (plus other proposed new capacity) and call

GKFG ' WOSYyY (i Nded. Holwevet whaid bt AnRsyemedt Bf need, it is an estimate of

predicted generating capacity, which is altogether different. Then, as Redpoint had (perfectly

legitimately) done the same thing, the Government referenced Redpoint modelling as the independent
analytical source forthS A NJ WOSY (i NI f | aadzYLWiA2y Qd

In other words, thepre-RS G SNXYAY SR LRt AOe 2F wmn ySg ydzOf SI NJ LI2 ¢
' 3adzYLWiA2y Q 2F RatkeSthay theheed dFivdnydhapli& M policy dictated the so-
called need.

This really is false logic. Itis like somebody saying Wl &4 adzYS 6S ySSR wmp LASOSa 27
which a minimum of 10 must be applesQ ® ¢ Kdmdissianfexpafts to do some modelling to show

how we can get the 10 apples. ¢ KS S Enbd8l Ndkisdd®show how or whether we can get more than

10 apples, because they were not asked to do any such analysis. So then the commissioning agents say

Uh@refore that means that we need 5 pears to make up the difference.Q

Indeed the Redpoint report itself points out that the potential for renewables is far greater than the 28%-

29%. See for instance Figure 77 on page 104 of their Report ¢ this shows a far larger potential. Redpoint

did not do an analysis of that potential, d SOl dza S (G KS& @BubtNFens@rite of fatgreStét (1 2 @
potential is made clear in their report.

Indeed, taking Redpoint modelling and removing nuclear from the equation would, without any other
replacement policies at all, only reduce 2025 capacity by 4.8GW (the amount of nuclear electricity
Redpoint assumed to be available in 2025)*, leaving total capacity as 105.2GW (110 - 4.8 = 105.2). This is
still 45.2GW (or over 66%) above peak demand of 60GW (as EN-1 states will remain the case up to
2025*%). This is far higher than the current capacity of 80GW is over current peak demand of 60GW?>.

Yet neither Ministers nor MPs were told any of this when given EN-1 and EN-6 on which to decide policy!

2 Redpoint pp 43 and 44

s Redpoint page 43

* See EN-1 page 18 and the Low Carbon Transition Plan page 73
> See EN-1 page 18 and the Low Carbon Transition Plan page 73



2. How the Coalition Government’s decision to continue supporting new
nuclear power was not based on its own evidence

The previous Government made the decision that we need 10 new nuclear power stations on the basis of
no evidence. Now the current Coalition Government has re-stated the decision in its National Policy
Statements®® that there is a need for (possibly 10) new nuclear power stations?’

(i) despite the fact that the evidence that has been produced on its behalf shows the exact opposite;
and

(i) that evidence has then been presented in such a way as to justify that decision and

(iii) a public consultation on whether we need new nuclear power stations has been held in
circumstances whereby the only conclusion possible was the pro-nuclear one; and

(iv) still no full assessment of the potential for what it regards as the cheapest and most cost-effective
policy ¢ energy saving/conservation ¢ has been carried out.

[ SGQa GF1S GK2asS F2dzNJ LRAydGa Ay Gdz2Ny o
(a) The Government’s own evidence shows that new nuclear power stations are not
needed
In July 2010 and March 2011 the Coalition Government published Pathways 2010°® and Pathways 2011%°
presenting respectively 6 and 16°° different scenarios, detailing various ways forward regarding energy
policy in order to both keep the lights on and achieve 80% CO, reductions by 2050*". Pathways 2011
points out that DECC hasaimedtoWf 221 0 ¢KIF G YA3IKG 0SS LKeaAoOltte |
nn &BHWEQ faz2 GKFi GKS& KI @S SyadNdwsth@ur G GKS |yl
emphasis). Further they state that

Wach of the Pathways achieved the 80% emissions reduction target while ensuring that energy
supply met demand.&f

Atf GKS mMc RAFTFSNBYyG tlFidKglrea WISSLI GKS fA3KGE 2V
emissions by 80% by 2050%°. Table 1 below shows the results of the GovernmentQ & y A& 06 dza U Q
assessments in their own Pathways analysis ¢ taken directly from the DECC Pathways Calculator tool®.

®WPeKS D2PSNYYSyYyid KIFa SailofAadaKSR (KS ySSR ¥FXMhfteN-6OctiberllSa 2F §
2010 page 7 para 2.2.1; Final EN-6 presented to Parliament for approval in June 2011 page 7 para 2.2.1; Final EN-1 presented to

Parliament for approval June 2011 para 3.3.10 et seq

71 yR GKS NBE SOyl aiyhiailSNEweHekidedNdaZight df theiileswerdiappioptiate dndNdull | YSy i (0 K
realistically be developed by 2025Q &1 | y & NR my ( HstWdddfthdse sites anevfor Lpirfts eachythatindicates 10

ySé adl GA2Y A dweateBoyiimikto dight &itesQ a6 A RA RO ©

*® DECC 2010

* DECC 2011

30 Pathways 2011 also presented a 17" scenario for achieving 90% CO2 reductions by 2050

Tpug 2y WKSRIAAYIQ tlidKgle GKIG FHOKASOSR dr: / hu NBRAZOGAZ2Yya AY
32 Pathways 2011 page 3

3 Pathways 2011 page 4

3 Pathways 2011 page 5

* plus Pathway 17 which achieves a 90% CO, reduction

*® This is a tool on the DECC website that enables the public to see the different levels of activity (levels 1-4) for a number of

variables - see http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/tackling/2050/calculator_exc/calculator_exc.aspx for fuller explanation.



http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/tackling/2050/calculator_exc/calculator_exc.aspx

For full details of these Government Pathways and how they deliver energy security and required CO,
reductions please see Appendix 1.

Table 1: Government Pathways

1. Balanced effortacrossall ~ 20% 7% 110% 2
sectors
2. Demand reduction across the 20% -50% 6% 2
board
3. Low individual demand 19% -35% 18% 2
4. Low industrial/business demand ~ 18% -19% 39% 2
5. Electrifying all sectors 18% -11% 131% 2
6. Electrifying all except heating 19% -14% 43% 2
7. Electrifying all except transport 18% -1% 109% 2
8. Biofuel: solids 20% -8% 105% 1
9. Biofuel: liquids 19% -3% 104% 2
10. Biofuel: gas 19% -6% 110% 2
11. Renewables emphasis 20% -34% 48% 1
12. Offshore emphasis 18% -38% 17% 1
13. Nuclear emphasis 19% 1% 110% 4
14. CCS emphasis 20% -10% 100% 1
15. Gas emphasis 20% -44% -5% 1
16. Microgeneration 20% 1% 111% 1
17. Hedging: CO; reduction of 8% -40% 53% 3
>90%

Table 2: What the trajectories represent
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
little or no ambitious level  very ambitious heroic level of activity i pushing
action of activity level of activity towards the physical or technical

limits of what can be achieved

It can be seen that in 6 of the 16 Pathways (numbers 8, 11, 12, 14,15, and 16) Wt S@Sft isv | OG A OA { &
envisaged (i.e. no new nuclear power stations-see Table2). At f 2 F (KSa$sS tlIGKgl&&a | N

¥j.e.the %age emissions based on current levels ¢ so 20% achieves the 80% reduction target and anything less exceeds that target

* Based on current levels G so 110% means 110% more (i.e. a doubling).
¥ .e. the level of effort based on Government trajectories 1-4. Trajectory 1 means no more nuclear power stations; trajectory 2
means 25 more; trajectory 3 means 56 more; and trajectory 4 means 91 additional 1.6GW nuclear power plants.



Government analysis and all achieve the 80% emissions reduction target while ensuring that energy
supply met demand.

In other words, robust Government analysis proves that we do not needany new nuclear power
stations to keep the lights on and achieve 80% CO, reductions.

But in EN-1 and EN-6 presented to Parliament for approval in July 2011 none of this information is given.
In fact Ministers, MPs and Parliament as a whole were told a very different story.

(b) How the presentation of the evidence in the official documents has been
‘doctored’ in such a way as to support the case for new nuclear power stations

on18"juf @ Hnamm (KS DavéaicNds NaSoyaliPQidy StFtdmgnlt for Energy (EN-1) and its

National Policy Statement on nuclear power (EN-6) were LINE & Sy G SR G2 t I N¥caimingSy & W
that we need new nuclear power stations. Indeed, EN-c & G F G SR |j dzA (i Sailueeltoltidsebg NR O f
new nuclear power stations significantly earlier than the end of 2025 would increase the risk of the UK

being locked into a higher carbon energy mix.&) On the basis of this evidence MPs took the decision to

support new nuclear power stations.

The reality is, as we showed above onpage7> (G KI i GKS D2@SNYYSy il s&hat2 gy t |
the UK can meet its carbon reduction target and keep the lights on without new nuclear. Yet not one

word appeared in EN-1 pointing out that over one third (6 out of 16) of the GovernmentQa 26y | Yy I f € 3
do not support the policy presented to Parliament for approval on 18" July 2011 in EN-1.

Put bluntly, MPs and Parliament as a whole were given false evidence (that we need nuclear power to
keep the lights on and meet carbon reduction targets) on which to base their decision.

The Director of ACE, Andrew Warren, subsequently challenged this (and other issues) in a protracted
correspondence with the Minister responsible for nuclear power, Charles Hendry MP. On 25" October
2011 a DECC official replied that

You note that the overview of the Pathways 2050 analysis in EN-1 did not present the full
AYF2NXYEGA2Yy (2 ata 2y |ttt GKS LlaaAirofsS 2LINA2Yyal

and justified this by saying

Ghis is not, however, the LJdzN1.J2 4 S 2F (KS bt { &aQ
So a document was given to Ministers and presented to Parliament, for them to make and approve
policy that deliberately did not present the full information as that was not its purpose! What was its

purpose, then? To mislead Ministers and MPs by only providing the information that supported one
policy?

%0 ps stated on the cover of EN-1 and EN-6
*1 EN-6 June 2011 page 7 para 2.2.3
*2 | etter to Andrew Warren from DECC 20" October 2011



That is what seems to have beenthe case. [ S Q&  &rilekamdle frémithé fost recent Government
publication ¢ the final overarching National Policy Statement published in June 2011 (EN-1) and, as we
noted above, presented to Parliament for approval.

Example 1: Electricity Demand up to 2050

Look at page 20 of EN-1 where at para 3.3.14 we are told that "Bovernment analysis of the different
pathways to 2050Q a K2 ga WKIKG S ySHBBtakBleEtmicityOoksSmptde cauld double
0e HNpnQ

¢CKFG az2dzyRa tA1S I 322R OlIFasS FT2NJ 0KSengeB8HRat T2 NI y S
electricitytokeepthS f AIAKG A 2y 0SOF dza S WD h@ZhBWNWUNS Fxieptthaf | £ & & A
AlGQa y 20 abiddadoBe® of whatkar atialysks &f the different pathways to 2050 shows. In fact

that analysis shows exactly the opposite ¢ as we show in Example 2 below. But the authors of EN-1

seem to be reluctant to let the facts get in the way of making the case for new nuclear power stations,

and this misinformation was given to Ministers to present to Parliament for it to vote on.

9EL YL S HY ¢tKS NBLISIFGOGSR SYLXKIaAad 2y WR2o
[ S G Q&onside? the rdpeated incorrect presentation of the evidence regarding the supposed
doubling of demand for electricity made in the following official Coalition Government publications and

statements:

e Revised Draft Overarching NPSEN-m h O(i 2 0 Gt hyiAY2& St SOTNROAGEe RS
e bt{ [2YR2Yy [/ 2yadZ GFGA2Yy t(HBNBFEQiIaBSNEYH BBSOEXOS

St SOGNAROAGE RSYIFIYR 2N yYSSR KlFIa (2 R2dzmfS 2N S¢
e Final Overarching NPS EN-Mm  Wdzy Sotatelectritity céhsumptioncouf R R2 dz0 £*S 06 & Hnpn

e WhitePaper -t f I YYAY 3 2 dzNJ St SdiaMIerdundfodziecziidy mowdazibl byn n m m Y
2050¢%

e 12™ July 2011: Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, Rt Hon Chris Huhne MP tells
t I NI A Yd&nfard fon diettritity 8Buld doubledd’Q

e 11™July 2011: Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, Rt Hon Chris Huhne MP writes in
GKS 5FAfe GSICSOINRIONR (@BKIREYPYR O2dz2f R R2dznfS o6& +

Note the repeated emphasis on the doubling of electricity demand

Now consider the GovernmentQ & 2 & Yce. ®fdHe F7$athways (See Table 1) only 9 result in an

AYONBI A4S Ay StSOGNAROAGE RSYFIYR 2F FyeidKAME | LILINE
others resulted in electricity demand levels ranging from a decrease of 5% to an increase of 48%, with

the one Pathway (number 17) that mapped out a CO, reduction of 90% (i.e. more than is legally

required) by 2050 only resulting in an increase in electricity demand of 53%. That final point in itself is

* para 3.3.14 page 19

** DECC London Consultation Meeting Transcript p 16
> EN-1 June 2011 page 20 para 3.3.14

2011 White Paper page 6 para 3 second bullet point
*” Hansard 12.7.2011 col 178



interesting: even reducing CO, emissions by 90% does not require a doubling or tripling of electricity
supply and demand!

AaSR 2y (KS WNP 0 dzavérinenSiedPatRnayy 2013 thosiNslatantenfsi SR 0 @
2dza i I a I QIONEND AGGSE 23 cgLILAESE £ R YREHES S DRIRIOIN (i @ &
YSSR (G2 AYyONBlIasS “&f 8zaK3IKE (2 BHP dz Ry’zQ]uu&dzﬁl}SQKl ]
generate the same feeling that we must have new nuclear. Thel LILINR I OK & SBoftén (2 0

Sy2daAK FyR Al 0802 YSWhativic fhat bvidedBhaft. SR SOARSY 0SS Qd

a
S i
S

Example 3: Electricity Capacity and Demand up to 2025: fiddling and dismissing the

evidence
There are two points of relevance here: fiddling the presentation of evidence and dismissing evidence.

Fiddling the presentation of the evidence

The more serious point is the way in which the modelling evidence has been fiddled in EN-1. Para 3.3.18

of EN-1 reports that the Updated Emissions Projections (UEP)* WY 2 RS f f SRNIBFY2(dzNad GRAYFIFNR 2 :
the results were printed in Table 3.1 on page 21 of EN-1. Four levels of new capacity were shown in that
Tableandthe Tableissaidi2 aK2¢g WIiKS fA1Sfte& AYLI OG 2FheRAFTFSNS
need for new electricity generating O I LI OA { & (oud @énphasis)H Bel6 is the Table 3.1 from EN-

1.

Table 3.1: Summary of UEP projections of new electricity capacity by

2025
Low fossil Central fossil High fossil High high
fuels and fuels and fuels and fossil fuels and
carbon prices | carbon prices | carbon prices | carbon prices
(GW) (GW) (GW) (GW)
Projected new 50 54 59 59
electricity
capacity
required by
2025
Note thosewordsini KS ¢ 6f S WLINP2SOU SRIred88 SHSPANAROAGE OF |

{2 GKFIG Aa jdAdS Oft SIENE AayQil AGYal KIKIG9 tA ay 2URNSS Ijf
2025. So that makes a good case for new nuclear power stations to prevent the lights going out.

Indeed, EN-M SYLIKIF dAaSa GKA&A @GSNE LRAYGS FNBdZAy3 GKI G
that would be caused by insufficient electricity ... it is prudent to plan for the greatest potential need

8 pathway 15, 2011;

9 pathways 2, 3 and 12, 2011
% EN-1 page 21

1 EN-1 page 21

10



[i.e. the high prices option in the Table]... to do otherwise would create an unacceptable risk to the
delivery of secure ... energy supplies®*®ur emphasis).

So that is what Ministers and MPs were told: the modelling shows that we need an extra 59GW new
OF LI OAG& o0& HnHup 2NJ GKSNBE gAfft 0SS Fy Wdzyl OOSLIII o

Except that it is not true. That is not what the UEP modelling shows at all. How do we know? Because
we contacted the person who told us he was responsible for the figures regarding plant capacity,” Mr
David Wilson (the Economist at the DECC Energy Modelling Team). We asked him why the higher fuel
prices scenarios in EN-1 Table 3.1 produced the higher new capacity figures. And he explained very
clearly that:

WKAIK F2aaAiAf TFdzSt LINRA OS & -foXil pkint (@dlilg YodapaEitg) NB I NR A Y O ¢
without necessarily leading to closure of some older fossil plants. So if the new capacity
exSSR& Fye Ofz2adNBaz (KSy KAIK F2aaAft TFdzS5f LINR O

To which we replied that this

WOt S| N@ghedfdssil fdeldrices make other generation more economic, so people may
invest in it. So we might have this new investment in non fossil plant without, as you say, the
closure of older fossil fuel plant. So the information in Annex | (and EN-1) is then an assessment
2T YIFIN] 840 F2NDSadQ

To which Mr Wilson replied

Y GKAY] @2dzNJ O2YYSy il | 602dziA &rIadadded YSYKHQ2F YI NJ
So there it is: the modelling in the UEP, quoted inEN-M X | & & K% ¢ ¥ r8RIWIQ y S 4
capacity (thus meaning that new nuclear power stations were needed to provide it) was nothing of the

sort: it was an assessment of market forces.

Yet in EN-1 the Minister, MPs and Parliament as a whole were told that the modelling demonstrated the
need for new capacity! And they voted accordingly in favour of new nuclear power stations

Dismissing the evidence
EN-1 also seems to dismiss evidence that does not support the case for new nuclear power stations.

Page 21 of EN-1 states that four different scenarios were modelled on the need for electricity until 2025
YR NB LI2 NI Scehariaskllsiggest thaedeGricitdemand in 2025 will be at approximately
the same levelsis todayQ

*2 EN-1 para 3.3.19 page 21

*% Email from Mr David Wilson 7" December 2011

** Email from Mr David Wilson December 8" 2011

> Email from the co-author of this Report, Ron Bailey, December 8™ 2011
*® Further email from David Wilson 8" December 2011

11



Whatismore,ENcMm F f &2 adl 4S&a GKFEG LINP2SOGA2ya o0& bliAzy
both analyses support the assessment that electricity demand in 2025 will be approximately the same as
today.

This being the case, new nuclear power might not be needed, because it is only needed to meet an
increase in electricity demand. It is curious then, that one page later, on page 22 it states that the
GovernmentQ & LJ2 & Adbsikm2 )/ thak tatal életriciy) demand is unlikely to remain at
approximately current levels (and may have increased) in 2025€Y. This is in direct contradiction to what
was said one page earlier. Can it be coincidental that this sudden change happens to support the case
for new nuclear build?

(c) The ‘deliberative dialogue’ on the Pathways
Both Pathways 2010 and 2011 say quite specifically that

Wone of these illustrative Pathways represents a preferred option or a lead scenario, and none
represents Government policy®°®)

And they add that the Government g | Y@ & W2 @3S GKA A& RA&Odza & Randthdy 6 2 dzii ¢
Wtrongly encourage readers to come up with their own Pathways¢¥. The process is described as a
WRSt A0 SNI fdr,@SFnedgyisdcretyTHdSHAhne told Parliament

We are inviting comments over the summer. We want to start a grown-up debate.3*
ltallsoundssoopen-I  WRSt A0SNI GADBS RAIE23dz2SQ 2y -wpdebdtel G Kg | &
But now look at the reality.

The public is asked to comment on all pathways, including numbers 8, 11, 12, 14, 15 and 16. However,

these six Pathways are irrelevant as they all contain no new nuclear power stations. So how can there be

I RSt AO0SNI (A GSdzIRAR § @ 1T [0BhdAJwWNiH R BaGE already been rejected?

AndtKS AYy@AGEFGAR2Y (2 (GKS Lzt AO G2 WwWO2YS dzZlJ ¢AGK &
WLINRPPARAY3I (GKS@& | NB ydzOf S NDo 2 S | NO®yeaNBg¥thaY RSR 2°
ended with the & 2 NEnd yodéan have any colour ¢ provided that it is red!Q

" EN-1, page 22

%8 Pathways 2011 page 11

% Pathways 2011 page 5

60 Pathways 2011 pages 6 and 49
& Pathways 2011 page 50

®? Hansard 27.7.10 col 868
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(d) The continued refusal to assess the potential for energy savings

We noted above (see page 2) that the previous Labour Government failed to assess the full potential for

energy saving/conservation, which could be done by carrying out an assessment of the costs and benefits

of energy saving as against energy generation. This was despite the fact that it regarded energy efficiency

I & (hKcheap8ticleanest and safestwayof aBRRNB &da Ay 3 2dzNJ SyENHe& L}t Ade ;

This inexplicable omission has been continued, despite the views of both the current Secretary of State
and the Minister of State. Note theirwordsNB 3 NRAYy 3 Sy SNH& SFFAOASYyOayY W«
monS & Q

Whe cheapest way of closing the gap between energy demand and supply is to cut energy use® Q
Secretary of State Chris Huhne MP Hansard, July 27" 2010, col 867

W¢ KSNB  Aakhing simPle tiitidt Shdlcheapest energy we all have to pay for is the energy

$S R2 yYyna@WSyYARSBBMe STFTAOASYyOe Aa GKS Y2ald AYLRNILy
O2yaARSNI GAZ2Y AY @SN¥Ya 2F algiaya OFIND2Yy PQ

Minister of State Greg Barker MP Hansard, June 30™ 2010, col 870 and col 872

Note too, that the GovernmentQ a ief/Sckentific Adviser on Climate Change, Dr David McKay, has stated

that
WYagree that this is a crucial comparison to makgour emphasis]> I YR LQR f 2@S G2 as:
a rational quantitative approach that incentivises energy saving in the same way that, say,
renewables are incentivised.f

Dr McKay has also advised DECC officials that such an assessment can easily be done. Yet still this has not
been done ¢ and Ministers were briefed to oppose amendments to the Energy Bill tabled in both the
House of Lords® and the House of Commons® that would have required it.

The publication of the GovernmentQa& 2 KA GS t F LISNJ 2y SYIGyNBBrenersthd S NB
NEFdzal £ Fff GKS Y2NB SEGNI 2NRAYI NETP2R0& dAS @y SWE’
O2alta G2 §Kystthey 2ty ko AryaSddddent of the potential for what is agreed to be the
WOKSIFLISadQ YR WoSal @I fwdzSafdiedloir hefbrOdecisiankdn the ngell forf Y A y |
nuclear power were made.

This defies common sense.

(d)(i) Postscript to point (d) above - recent updates

{dz0aSljdzSyG G2 tIFINXIAFYSyGQa RSOA&aA2y 2y ydzOft SI NJ L
the importance of this point ¢ i.e. the failure to make a full comparison between the costs and benefits
of saving against those of generating energy.

2003 Energy White Paper, pages 11 and 32.

% Email to Director of ACE 8" February 2011

% March 2"d2011, Energy Bill Report Stage Proceedings, Column 1091
% Minutes of Proceedings Energy Bill Public Bill Committee col 449

& Planning our electric future July 20112 page 16 para 1.3
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First, now that the new nuclear policy has been decided upon and voted upon by Parliament, Climate
Change Minister Greg Barker has finally agreed to authorise this®.

Second, in December 2011, just before this document was printed, the Government published the third
2050 Pathways document. This contained the same 17 Pathways as in their Pathways 2 document
discussed above ¢ but this time it included the estimated costs of each Pathway.

We reproduce here the summary table of the December 2011 Pathways comparing the cost of saving
energy as against that of generating it®.

Table 3: Costs from 2050 Pathways Calculator

dza dzl £ Q

a

Pathway
Business as usual
(everything set to 1)
Max effort on demand,
no effort on supply

Max effort on supply,
no effort on demand

2
B I}
2 Eo
N )
> D;
= >
o =
c S 3
© 'EO
e o
<) D >
[ w O

Total costs between

CO, reductions
from 1990 levels
2010 and 2050
Annual costs in
2050 (£ billions)
Per capita costs in

[N
N

3,100 583 97% 11.34 332. ,325 -

1,400 440 40% 11.48 277.9 3,619 16% less

2,750 471 49% 13.68 421.7 5,429  27% more

From this it can be seen that placing as much reliance as possible on energy saving

(i) costs less overall than supplying energy (£11.48 trillion rather than £13.68 trillion)
(ii) results in greater CO, reductions (40% of 1990 levels as compared with 49% of 1990 levels) ;

and
(iii) has a far smaller annual per capita cost from 2050 onwards (£3,619 as opposed to £5,429)

Of course we are not saying that energy saving precludes the need to generate: clearly it does not. But
what these Government figures do show is

(i) the only sensible, and the cheapest, policy is to implement demand side measures to the full;
and

(ii) that to decide on a generation policy including new nuclear power stations without the full
potential of energy saving being known, is absurd.

We pointed out above that to decide on supply side policies before the full potential for demand side
polices, that were already claimed to be cheaper, was a highly suspect way of making policy. This most
recent Government information confirms that it will waste public money.

But will Parliament now be told this, and allowed to reconsider on the basis of this new information?

® Minutes of Proceedings Energy Bill Public Bill Committee, September 14" 2011, column 1122
&9 Pathways Calculator December 2011 (as above in footnote 36)
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3. Summary

As we noted above on 18" July 2011 Parliament voted overwhelmingly for new nuclear power stations.
Whether MPs were persuaded by EN-1, or whether they had made up their minds at an earlier date is
impossible to know. It would not be surprising if it was the latter, because for years they had been given
false information. Let us list that false information in chronological order:

(i) The Nuclear White Paper in January 2008 asserted that we need new nuclear power stations to
keep the lights on but did not tell MPs that

(a) No long term assessment of electricity need had been carried out; and
(b) No assessment of the potential for the most cost effective policy (i.e. energy efficiency) had
been carried out.

(ii) The original EN-6 in November 2009 asserted the need for 10 more nuclear power stations to keep

the lights on, again without telling MPs of the failure to carry out the two assessments mentioned
above.

(iii) A number of documents and Government speeches (based on those documents) incorrectly
asserted that electricity demand may double or even triple, namely

(a) the Revised Draft Overarching NPS EN-1 October 2010;
(b) the NPS London Consultation Public Meeting December 2010 transcript;
(c) Final Overarching NPS EN-M  Wdzy" SotaHcapatity of Blectricity generation may need to
R2d6f 8 ddd 6F yRO ddd O2dAf R ySSR (2 §NRLE SQ
(d) Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, Rt Hon Chris Huhne MP in Parliament on
18™ July 2011;
(e) Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change, Rt Hon Chris Huhne MP writing in the
Daily Telegraph 18" July 2011

(iv) At no time were MPs told that the Pathways background analysis done by officials showed that
these claims were untrue.

(v) ThefinalEN-M LINBS&aSYyGdSR (2 tIFNIAFYSYy(d WF2NI | LILINRBGIf Q

(a) asserted the need for new nuclear power stations but failed to inform Parliament that over
one third of the GovernmentQ&d 26y o0l O]l ANRBdzy R Iyl f&asSa R2 y
presented to Parliament for approval on 18" July 2001 in EN-1.

(b) Falsified anddismisa SR ' yR (KS NBadzZ 6a 2F GKS D2OSNYY!
term electricity demand and regarding capacity needs up to 2025.

In these circumstances it is not surprising that Parliament agreed that nuclear power stations are
necessary and voted accordingly on 18" July 2011.

® EN-1 June 2011 page 20 para 3.3.14
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4. Our Own Pathways

Notwithstanding the unsatisfactoryy' I 1 dzNB 2 F

GovernmentQ a

AYOAGEGAZY

F Y R

l.:.l
RS

S WRStEAOSNIrGAZ2YQ

In fact we developed 10 different Pathways (see Table). Every single one of these used Government
oy2 FOlAz2yoD
oFaSR 2y (GKS

information about the level of activity (see TableH 0 ¥ T NR Y

the various policy options given. Every one of our Pathways A & {0 K dz&

Government figures referred to elsewhere, and

All keep the lights on

All achieve the 80% CO, reduction target
All have no new nuclear power stations (level 1 activity)

f SGSt ™

For full details of these Pathways and how they deliver energy security and required CO, reductions

please see Appendix 2.

Table 4: Our Pathways to 2050

Other possible scenarios, and
descriptions

Business as usual

A
B

m m g o

Our first non-nuclear scenario
Our second non-nuclear
scenario

No level 4 efforts

Second no level 4 efforts
Favouring micro-CHP

No level 4s, and no geo-
sequestration

Favouring micro-CHP and no
geo-sequestration

No level 4 's, no geo-
sequestration, no onshore
wind

No level 4 's, no geo-
sequestration, no wind
Favouring micro-CHP and no
onshore wind

CO, reductions
compared to
1990 levels

99%
17%

16%

20%
16%
20%

20%

19%

20%

20%

19%

Total UK Energy
Demand in

2050

+ 30%
-43%

-40%

-27%
-27%
-36%

-27%

-37%

-27%

-27%

-37%

Total
electricity
demand in

2050

+53%

- 6%

+4%

+26%
+ 54%
+31%

+ 26%

+ 5%

+ 26%

+26%

+5%

Level of
nuclear
power

Of our 10 Pathways include no level 4 efforts (see Table 2 for explanation of the various levels of effort).

All achieve energy security and 80% CO, reduction. None create anything approaching a doubling of
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K LIN2 O S
@St 2L) 2dzNJ 26y tlFOKgleaao

al'y



electricity demand. All are based on the information provided in the GovernmentQ& t | G Kgl & [/ I f
A DS D GodeBhDedrdigiires.

28§ [ftaz2 (221 Aya2 | 002dzyd GKS LlR2aaroAfAildesofi KIG &3
K2NNR Ot S & SoWwprodudedTathways @afdd) with no more onshore wind ¢ they also

delivered energy security and 80% CO, reduction without resorting to heroic (level 4) effort on anything.

Based on the same W N2 &Gdzdriim@ent figures.

> As above ¢ see footnote 36
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Chapter 2 Costs

Introduction

On the basis solely of an analysis of Government evidence we show here that:

e Consumers are likely to pay more per unit for electricity from nuclear power than for
electricity from other sources ¢ based upon an analysis of the evidence and sources used
by the Government.

® Incorrect information has been given to Ministers to give to Parliament.

1. Government’s Position

Following the Fukushima accident, and public concern about nuclear safety, the Government Minister
responsible for nuclear power, Charles Hendry MP, admitted on Radio 4 that energy security and 80% CO,
reductions could be achieved without new nuclear power ¢ but claimed that it would cost more’.

W/ KSFL) St SOGNROAGEQ KI a f 2y 3JuddarSdsngr. koKiStandfWaltety 2 F
Marshall, former Chairman of the UK Atomic Energy Authority, once said that electricity from nuclear
LJ2 6 S NI ¢ 2odzthdep t@dnterd’P

More recently Mr Hendry repeated his Radio 4 comment, referred to above, in the House of Commons in

answer to a Parliamentary Question” telling MPs that electricity from nuclear power was the cheapest

source of electricity (see Table 1 below) and will cost consumers between 6.8 and 9.9pence per/kWh”>.
Furthermore, the Final Overarching National Policy Statement, EN-1, published in June 2011 and
LINBASYGSR G2 tIFNIAFYSY(d WF2NI I LILINRPOGIf QX |aaSNISR
F2NY 2F 26 OF ND 2 ¥ anGref&eOoadNdodalmgivdrk dbrie YyPadsond Bridcker@off

as the source for that statement.”’

This may sound convincing ¢ but a look at the evidence shows something rather different.

2. Mr Hendry’s answer to a parliamentary question

The Parliamentary Question was:

Mrs Moon:To ask the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change what assessment he
has made of the relative costs of energy generation infrastructure and energy efficiency
measures designed to reduce demand; and if he will make a statement. [43120]

72 Charles Hendry: The World this Weekend 10" April 2011

73 http://news.bbe.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/792209.stm

* PQ No 43120 asked by Madeleine Moon MP and answered on 8th March 2011 Hansard col 272W
" ibid

7® EN-1 June 2011 page 29 para 3.5.8

77 At footnote 54 on EN-1 on page 29
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aNJ | SYRNE Q& t leMgive\MrsYWiBoh ankl NIPs the/figudes for the costs of electricity from
various sources (printed in Table 5 below), and it stated that these figures were based on an assessment
in a 2010 paper by Mott MacDonald,”® which is available on the DECC website.

Gas CCGT 8.0 9.7
Coal IGCC 135 13.6
Onshore wind 9.4 8.6
Offshore wind 16.1 11.2
Offshore wind 3™ 19.1 12.8
generation

Nuclear (PWR) 9.9 6.8

a) The omissions in Mr Hendry’s answer

However, evidence provided for Mr Hendry to give his Parliamentary answer is selective in the
information that it took from the Mott MacDonald analysis. That analysis also gave the figures for the
cost of electricity from other sources not shownina NJ | SY RNE Q& I5yhduldl Babkliead{ 2 ¢ I

Table 5A%
Technology First of a kind (FOAK) N™ of a kind (NOAK) levelised
levelised costs (p/kWh) costs (p/kWh)

Gas CCGT 8.0 9.7

Coal IGCC 135 13.6

Onshore wind 9.4 8.6

Offshore wind 16.1 11.2

Offshore wind 3" 19.1 12.8

generation

Nuclear (PWR) 9.9 6.8

Large biomass CHP 4.3 Potentially negative due to
steam revenue

Small biomass CHP 3.0 Potentially negative due to
steam revenue

Large gas CHP 7.1 Some reductions

Small gas CHP 7.9 Some reductions

Landfill gas 6.0 Some reductions

Sewage gas 5.5 Some reductions

’® Mott MacDonald [2010], UK Generation Costs Update, June 2010, available at
http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/statistics/projections/71-uk-electricity-generation-costs-update-.pdf

PCNRBY aNJ I SYRNEQA tv yasSN ydodunmm O2f HTH?
& All information in Table 1A is from Mott MacDonald op cit pp 90-95
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And this information would have shown MPs that nuclear is not the cheapest electricity. Apart
from the last two sources in Table 1A (landfill gas and sewage gas) which are and will remain very
small, the other sources can provide large amounts of electricity®® at less cost than nuclear ¢
according to the very source that Mr Hendry quoted. But MPs were told none of this.

MPs were also not told that the Government thinks it is realistic to halve the cost of offshore
wind®? by the end of the decade, thus makings its NOAK costs 5.6 ¢ 6.2 p/Kwh - so that source
would also be cheaper than nuclear in the long term.

b) Life of the new nuclear power stations

The Mott Macdonald analysis assumes that the lifetime of a nuclear power plant is 60 years whereas, in
reality, and based on past experience, nuclear plants are much more likely to be active for a maximum
of around, or slightly more than, 40 years ®. Indeed, in a paper done for EdF, (the most enthusiastic

builders) it statesthat WNB & 2 dzZNIOS dza S S YA & a A 2 y40yearsithe Bsuded & 1 S | NF

ahdFGA2y¥EtAFS GAYS®DQ

Whilst it may be claimed that the new plants will last longer, to assume an increase in their life of nearly
50% based simply on an unreferenced claim in the Mott MacDonald analysis®*and without any evidence
F LI NI FNRY eétimyteFid aGuiipdzNgGaitBurfprecedented methodology on which to base
energy policy!!

One MP, Martin Caton, investigated this issue. The correspondence between him and Mr Hendry is
revealing. Mr Caton wrote to Mr Hendry:

~ 7

WaaQa OFfOdAg GdA2ya NB ydzOft SI NJ aSSYy G2 o6S ol

what is the evidence for tK A & K Q
To which Mr Hendry replied that

WGKAE A& 0l aSR 2 stimdes20f 20N OrKPypld@rbhasisf dXNESSNE Q
And Mr Hendry further explained that licensing restrictions would only allow for 40 years and that

although an extension to the licence period is likely (i K & l&ely % include repowering and therefore
additional capital costs¥(our emphasis).

8 Up to 40% in some European countries (e.g. Holland)

# Speech to the Conservative Party Conference 2011: W2 FFa K2 NB 4 A YRI 6S Ktt@Bingdomithed dza Ay Saa |

cost of offshore wind by almost half by the end of the decade, so Britain can be the undisputed global leader in this 21st
OSyildaNE AyRddzZGNE®Q !yt Saa GKS D2@SNYyYSyid asSita AyRdza i NE
® parsons Brinkerhoff, 20115 Eledtricity Generation Cost Modelé. We discovered, from evidence produced by the International
Atomic Energy Agency, that the average age of reactors so far closed down was 22 years and the average age of reactors still
operating 26 years. We also discovered from the same source that of 467 reactors worldwide (both current and extant) only 21 had
operated for more than 40 years the maximum being 48 years. These were small reactors (up to 225 GW) and not comparable to
the large 1500 Mw new reactors being considered here.

8 AEA [2009], Environmental Product Declaration of Electricity from Torness Nuclear Power Station: Technical Report, December
2009, available at http://www.british-energy.com/documents/Torness EPD Report Final.pdf, page 11

& Mott MacDonald on page 56 (ibid) simply states that the life will be 60 years without giving any evidence to back this up

8 | etter from Charles Hendry to Martin Caton 1i.11.11

8 Letter from Martin Caton MP to Charles Hendry 26.10.11

® | etter from Charles Hendry to Martin Caton 11.11.11
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The relevance of this is that if a plant generates electricity over a shorter period of time, and any
extension would require further capital costs, then the cost per unit of electricity inevitably needs to
increase in order to cover the cost of the initial investment and any further capital investment.

dzi y2yS 2F (GKA& AYTF2NXIGA2Yy 61 & 3IADBSymedtady a NJ |
guestion. So Parliament was not told this.

As Mott Macdonald produced no evidence for the 60 year life claim, we looked into where the 60 years
had come from and what is the evidence base for it.

November 2009: Original EN-1 says that nuclear rSI Ot 2 N&E KI @S |y W2 JISNdod Ay 3
& S °°NM¥b @vidence or reference in support of this is provided. This ¢ a Government document -
seems to have been the origin of the 60 year life claim which Mott MacDonald then used.

October 2010: By the time of the revised Draft EN-M (1 K-&n1 Q@& 8 | N&E Q WoQI Ro\ER223YGS (1WKI-Sy
SadAYIIGSR RSaA3y Lt AgdnSia &4 Yo&umedt Full of meferén&d MdEev@dlence or
reference in support of this is provided.

June 2011: Final EN-1 submitted WF 2 NJ | LILINBR @I £t Q o6& t I NI AFYSydyYy Wl
& S I”NJRAsCbefore, in a document full of references no evidence or reference in support of this is
provided.

{2 GKS cn @SFNR ¢la airAyYLe | YNYVAZZRQOIIZRENBOQOWS A
be). Unproved; untested; unsubstantiated ¢ yet forming a fundamental basis of the GovernmentQ a
energy policy

—

We noted aboveX NB I NRAYy3I (K

7

S f SISR WR2dzofAy3a yR SO
seemsto0 S WeéftknS yRWzZAK | YR Al 0S02YSa SadloftAaKSR T OC

c) Load Factor of new nuclear power stations

Load factor means the amount of time each year when the plant is fully operational at maximum
efficiency

Mott MacDonald assumes, but gives no evidence to support the assumption,” that a nuclear power
plant will run at 86%. In reality, despite targeting an availability factor of 85% for its existing operational
nuclear plants, EdF (the main operators in the UK) have reported load factors of well below 80% for 5
years in a row (as shown in Table 6 below). Whilst it may be claimed that new plants will be more
efficient, again to base energy policy on unproven manufacturersClaims is a very strange way of making
energy policy.

* ibid

% EN-1 November 2009 page 24 para 3.5.1

%! Revised Draft EN-1 October 2010 page 29 para 3.5.10

92 EN-1 June 2011 page 30 para 3.5.10

% Again Mott MacDonald simply assumes this without giving any evidence to back it up: on page 62 of the Report MM simply
quotes his own paper as a reference for this assumption!
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Table 6: EDFQ Beported Load Factors and Availability Factors®

| Load Factor 77.2% 77.6% 77.4% 75.6% 75.5 74.6% |

d) Build Time and costs of capital

Mott MacDonald assumes a 4 to 5 year construction time for new nuclear power stations; this is
optimistic, to say the least! Indeed, the GovernmentQd 26y & OKSRdz S R2Sa y2i
start until 2018/19. Mott MacDonald also assumes an interest rate of 10% on the cost of borrowing the

money to build the plant. Again, this is not substantiated.

The point about these two issues is that they are highly uncertain and not able to be substantiated.

Indeed, the MottMacD2 Y I f R NB L2 NI 6+ Nya 2F GKS Wdzy OSNII Ayide

But neither the Minister, MPs nor Parliament were told this.

e) Distribution costs

CAylLfte a2zl al O52ylfRQ& T AedttheNBsss noSdf gehedf® theR A & (i NJ
St SOUNROAGEST odzi 27T A&Gdhy te OFGEMY thasél conpise 1% & kofal | NB |
electricity costs. Yet Mott MacDonald ¢ and thereby the Minister ¢ omits them and although they would

apply to other large scale electricity generation (which would also incur these costs), they would not

apply to locally generated energy such as small scale biomass or gas fired CHP. So the already lower

costs of those technologies noted above (see Table 5A) would in fact compare even more favourably

with the costs of nuclear.

(f) Misleading MPs: summary points regarding the PQ answer

In summary, therefore, the figures given to the Minister to give to the House of Commons when
asserting that nuclear power provides cheaper electricity than other methods of generation

e Omitted information on other sources of electricity that are demonstrably cheaper than nuclear.

e Were based on two facts not backed up by past performance (life of the plant and load factor) and
unproven for the future; and

e Were based on two major factors that are uncertain and optimistic.

e InEN-1the Government claimsthatii A & Yy SOS3& al N#hen@eiding & thieiFHR Sy (i Q
new capacity. That approach seems to have been abandoned regarding the cost of nuclear
St SOGNROAGEZT AYy 2NRSN) (12 2dzAadAFe GKS WydzOt SI NJ

9 Atherton, P. et al [2009], New Nuclear ¢ The Economics Say No, Citigroup, November 2009, available at
https://www.citigroupgeo.com/pdf/SEU27102.pdf

% Mott MacDonald Op cit page 65 para 7.2

% Factsheet No 97 18.01.11

% EN-1 page 22 para 3.3.22
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3. The Statement in EN-1

This,itwA f £ 0SS NI Ol hefv buBelr is Bkélyltob&drne thellelst expensive form of low-carbon
electricity generation®¥, and cited modelling work done for DECC by Parsons Brinckerhoff to back up the
statement So we looked at that work and found that It compares nuclear primarily to gas/coal/Carbon
Capture and Storage and then to CHP and pumped storage - but there is no comparison at all to the costs
of other forms of low-carbon generation such as wind, wave, tidal, solar, biomass etc. And even CHP is
not included in the summary chart and so it is unclear what its levelised costs/kWh would actually be.

So to use this modelling work in order to make the claim, as the Government does in EN-M & e/l (1 W
nuclear is likely to become the least expensive form of low carbon electricity generationQ cdmaletely
invalid and constitutes a clear and deliberate misleading of Parliament.

4. Cost of nuclear power: a summary

Aswenoted earlierEN-M YR aNJ | SYRNEQ&A tv | yagSN kehda@dY SR at
electricity. But what Parliament ¢ and indeed Ministers also - were not told were

e Theissues raised above relating to the the Mott MacDonald analysis, on which the PQ answer was
based; and

e The fact that the Parsons Brinkerhoff report did not even compare the cost of nuclear with that of
renewable electricity.

So, on the basis of the incorrect evidence given to them regarding cheap electricity, MPs voted for nuclear
power on 18" July.

B EN-1 page 29 para 3.5.8
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Chapter 3: Making sense of the nonsensical

In Chapters 1 and 2 we documented some seemingly inexplicable decisions taken by Government. Here we
ask why and how these decisions were taken, and what has gone on in order to reach this situation. And,
as we said in the Executive Summary, we are not questioning here the integrity of the Ministers who took
those decisions - those Ministers acted sincerely on the basis of the evidence that they were repeatedly
given. But that evidence was not the correct evidence. So what has gone on and why?

Let us consider the actions we have documented above and ask some questions to try to assess what has
gone on. Box 1 at the beginning of this document contains a longer list of the questions that need to be
answered.

Question 1: Why have successive Governments ignored and misrepresented the evidence on the future
demand for electricity and need for new capacity?
Was it an oversight? Or were Ministers kept in the dark?

Question 2: Why have successive Governments ignored, and failed to fully assess, the cost-effective
potential of energy efficiency for meeting future energy needs?
Did they forget?

Question 3: Why did the GovernmentQ&d F YA 6 SNI G2 F LI NI Al YSYy Gl NEB | dzSa i

technologies that are significantly cheaper than nuclear power?
Was it a mistake?

Question 4: Why have the Government relied on unsubstantiated evidence regarding the lifetimes and load
factors of nuclear power stations? And why have they disregarded certain costs such as distribution costs?
Was it another oversight?

Answers to these Questions

False evidence, misrepresentation of evidence, omission of evidence have consistently been supplied to
Ministers, the public and parliament. Put another way: the evidence given to them did not represent the
true evidence held by Government.

s KS WSNNE Nk 2 @S NE A 3 Kall tkeFe 2ussHoBsitrEditae ?yWasitierebr thayledl 6 S NJ (i 2
Government to:

e ignore their own evidence

e misquote their own evidence

e refuse to do things that they themselves believe are the most cost effective

e break assurances given to Parliament

e ignore certain facts regarding costs

e make policy on the basis of no evidence

e ignore previous evidence regarding costs

e quote a study in support of a proposition regarding cheaper costs than other low-carbon

technologies, when that study did not even make that comparison
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It is a very strange coincidence that all these errors, oversights and memory losses relate to facts that

undermine and destroy the case for new nuclear power stations. What are we saying? Are we saying

that successive Ministers have deliberately lied to or misled Parliament; that they have fiddled the

SOARSYOS 4KSy YI{Ay3a LRtAOET GKIFIG GKS& FINB Ittt 6

No ¢ we are not saying that. We do not believe that.

Ministers rely on the evidence they are given ¢ they do not have the time to read thousands of pages of
reports and thousands of pages of footnotes and references and modelling when they take their position
in the Cabinet.

They have to rely on the summarywK A OK  al @& NBLISFGSRf& WaAyAadaldSNE 4°¢
to keep the lights on and reduce CO,SYA daA2ya | YR LINRPOARS OKSF L) St SO0
St SOGNROAGE Aa (KS OKSIFLISad 2 LaokndoNB)dvhen freeStirgitY | & &
to Parliament. But they cannot read the hundreds of footnotes referred to therein; and they cannot know

the evidence that they are never given.

{2 ¢S R2 y2i ljdSaiArAz2y aAyAaldSNBRQ Ayl yaFbekeptionT S R
But someonehas fiddled the evidence, ignored the analysis and misrepresented the conclusions of

modelling. Someone has written report after report running into thousands of pages, with back-up

documents running to more thousands of pages that no Minister can possibly read.

Conclusion: Coincidence or conspiracy?

2SS R2Yy Q0O (y260 2S R2y Qi tA1S O2yalLIANI O& (hS2NAS:
Wy dzOt S NJ £t 2008 Q KIF&a 323G O2yGNRt 2F (GKS 2KAGSKLE ¢

And in one sense it does not matter because either way, it is abundantly clear that there has been a
corruption of governance. MPs and Parliament have been misled. And either Ministers were in on this
misleading (which we do not believe) or they too were misled. The decision to support new nuclear
power stations has been made on the basis of false evidence, misrepresentation of evidence and
omissions of evidence.

In the light of this:

1. Parliament needs to re-open the nuclear debate, and to make a decision based
upon the correct and full evidence.

2. Members of Parliament must seek answers as to how this has happened.

3. There should be a Select Committee inquiry into this corruption of governance.

26



Appendices




Appendix 1. Keeping the lights on without new nuclear power - the
Government's evidence

In the main text we showed in brief,inTable1> K2 ¢ &AE 2F (KS HaRIDSINGF Y Sy (i Q&

26y WNER 0 dzaath@veSedbigRs&yfity Shd required CO, reduction without new nuclear power
stations. From that table, and the explanation thereto, it can be seen that six of the Pathways (Numbers
8,11, 12, 13, 14 and 15) achieve the stated objectives without any more nuclear power stations (level 1
activity). So we explain these in more detail. Below are the full details as to how each of these six
Pathways work.

lff G0KS tlFidKglea O2yGFAY Ylye WOINRFOfSAaQ 020K
side (cutting down the use of energy). By altering any of the variables it is possible to achieve the twin
objectives of keeping the lights on and 80% CO, reduction. For example less wind generation can be
compensated for by more nuclear generation ¢ and vice versa. Or less supply side activity can be

compensated for by more demand side activity ¢ or vice versa.

The Charts

Charts 1 to 3 in Appendix 3 below show the details of those Government Pathways that envisage no
further nuclear power stations. Charts 4 to 6 show the details for the pathways that we designed. They
are taken from the DECC Pathways Calculator™.

Charts 1 and 4 portray the demand side (i.e. saving energy) measures necessary and Charts 2 and 5 show
the supply side (i.e. generating energy) measures. The numbers under each variable (1-4) indicate the
level of action taken on each variable, as explained in Table 2 of the main text. Charts 3 and 6 show the
end results of all the Pathways.

5SAONRALIIAZ2YAa YR adzYYFNASa 2F (GKS D2OSNYyYSyidQa
given below. All of these pathways are based 1 KS D2 @ S2NG/YY SWNPQOREAzA G Q F y I f @ a A
in Chapter 2. All achieve the two key objectives of keeping the lights on and reducing CO, emissions by

80% by 2050.

In other words they show in detail that which we were asserting in Chapter 2, and that which MPs were
not told (indeed EN-1 told them the contrary wasthecase): i KI & G KS D2@SNYYSy iQa
that we do not need new nuclear power stations.

Summarising the Charts

Pathway 8 (emphasis on biofuel: solids) Pathway 13 (CCS emphasis)
Supply sidethree level 4 activity levels Supply side:There are two supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand side:there are no level 4 demand side
activity levels Demand side:Has only 1 demand side level 4

% pECC Pathways Calculator http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/tackling/2050/calculator _exc/calculator_exc.aspx
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Electrification levels:

e Transport: 39

e Home heating: 75%

e Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
e Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

Pathway 11 (renewables emphasis)

Supply sidethere is only one level 4 activity level

Demand side:there are a number of level 4
demand side activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 86

e Home heating: 41%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
e  Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

Pathway 12 (offshore emphasis):
Supply side:Has a number of level 4 supply
activity levels

Demand sidethere are a number of level 4
demand side activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 86

e Home heating: 41%

e Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 47%
e  Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

activity
Electrification levels:

e Transport: 62%

e Home heating: 75%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
e Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

Pathway 15 (gas emphasis)
Supply side:There are four supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand side:There are a number of level 4
demand side levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 86

e Home heating: 68%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 47%
e Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

Pathway 16 (microgeneration)
Supply side: There are four supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand side:Has only 1 demand side level 4
activity

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 62

e Home heating: 88%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
e Micro CHP (businesses): 0%
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Appendix 2

Other Evidence: Our Pathways
la SELXIAYSR AY

GKS YIAY

G§SEGT GKS

develop different Pathways ¢ and we accepted the invitation. We developed 10 different Pathways, all of

which:
e All keep the lights on; and

e All achieve the 80% CO, reduction target; and;

e All have no new nuclear power stations (level 1 activity); and

e All show the effect on electricity demand of between 6% and 54% based on current levels -

nothing like the old doubling argument.

The full details of these Pathways are printed in the charts in Appendix 3. As with the Government

Pathways they involve different levels of activity for the numerous variables give by the Government. So
every bit of evidence in them is Government evidence. The descriptions and summaries of our 10

Pathways is below.

A. First non nuclear scenario
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are 9 demand side level 4
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 86

e Home heating: 43%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 49%
Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

B. Second non nuclear scenario
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are 8 demand side level 4
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 86

e Home heating: 75%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 49%
Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

C. Nolevel 4 efforts
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

30

F. No level 4's and no geothermal
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are no demand side level 4
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 62

e Home heating: 75%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
e Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

G. Favouring micro-CHP, and no geothermal
Supply side: There are two supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are 6 level 4 demand side
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 60

e Home heating: 1

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 16

e Businesses with electric heating: 1
e Micro CHP (businesses): 18

H. No level 4's, no geothermal, no onshore
wind
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4

LlJdzof AO g1
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Demand sideThere are no level 4 demand side
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 62

e Home heating: 75%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

D. No level 4 efforts, 2nd attempt
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are no demand side level 4
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 62

e Home heating:

e  Micro CHP (domestic):

e Businesses with electric heating:
Micro CHP (businesses):

E. Favouring micro-CHP
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are 6 level 4 demand side
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 59

e Home heating: 1%

e  Micro CHP (domestic): 16%

e Businesses with electric heating: 1%
e  Micro CHP (businesses): 18%

activity levels

Demand sideThere are no demand activity
level 4 activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 62

e Home heating: 75%

e Micro CHP (domestic): 0%

e Businesses with electric heating: 86%
e  Micro CHP (businesses): 0%

I. No level 4's, no geothermal, no wind
Supply side: There are no supply side level 4
activity levels

Demand sideThere are no demand activity
level 4 activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport:

e Home heating:

e Micro CHP (domestic):

e Businesses with electric heating:
e Micro CHP (businesses):

J. Favouring micro-CHP, but no onshore wind
Supply side: There are two supply side level
activity levels

Demand sideThere are 6 demand side level 4
activity levels

Electrification levels:

e Transport: 60

e Home heating: 1

e Micro CHP (domestic): 16

e Businesses with electric heating: 1
e  Micro CHP (businesses): 18
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Appendix 3: The Government’s pathways in more detail

Chart 1: Demand Side measures

Measure / Trajectory
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Pathway/Description

Solid biofuel focus

8

11 |Renewables

12 |Offshore renewables

14 | CCS generation

15 |Gas generation
16 |Microgeneration




Chart 2: Supply side measures

Pathway/Description

Measure / Trajectory

©
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D2ZYSNYyYSyuQa z |o2lo |6 16 | |la | 818 1& |5 |wE|8e|3eE|22|5 |25 |xE
8 Solid biofuel focus 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 2 4 2 4
11 | Renewables 1 1 1 3 3 3 1 3 2 3 3 3 4 1 1 3 1 1 2
12 | Offshore renewables 1 1 1 4 1 4 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 3 3 3 2 2 2
14 | CCS generation 1 4 3 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 2 2 2
15 | Gas generation 1 2 4 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 3 4 2 4 1 3
16 | Microgeneration 1 4 3 1 2 1 1 4 4 1 1 4 1 3 3 3 2 2 3

Chart 3: the outcomes of these non nuclear Pathways

CO, (as Total energy | Total electricity
compared |demand demand
to 1990) |(compared |(compared to
Pathway/Description to 2010) 2010)

8 |Solid biofuel focus 20% -8% +105%

11 |Renewables 20% -34% +48%

12 | Offshore renewables 18% -38% +17%

14 | CCS generation 20% -10% +100%

15 |Gas generation 20% -44% -5%

16 |Microgeneration 20% -7% +111%
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Appendix 4: Our own pathways in more detail

Chart 4: Demand side measures

Pathway/Description Measure / Trajectory
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Chart 5: Supply side measures

Pathway/Description

Measure / Trajectory

g, |z |2l |§ |z 5 |- ¢ | g v
2 %17, g ; ; ; % > _E’ § 3 f Z ., % 5 % E Ly © 5 a | B,
§ | 25|22 |2 |2 |= B I £ le |25]E5 ¥l e®|eg| g | g8] 2%
o] n s | a Nz & © S = o ° 5 s 2|63 |2c| 8| @23|% E| 08
2 1888 |8 15 |8 |88 |3 S |z | Ss|wE|sg|238|z8|s5 |~23|8E
A | Simple non-nuclear 1 2 2 3 3 2 1 2 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 2
B | Second non-nuclear 1 2 2 3 3 2 1 2 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 2
C | No level 4 efforts 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 1 3
D | Second no level 4 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 1 3
efforts
E | Favouring micro-CHP 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 1 3
F | No level 4 efforts, no 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 1 3
geothermal
G | Favouring micro-CHP, 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 4 3 3 3 1 4 3 2 3 1 3
no geothermal
H | No level 4 efforts, no 1 3 3 3 1 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 1 3
geothermal, no
onshore wind
I No level 4 efforts, no 1 3 3 1 1 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 1 3
geothermal, no wind
J Favouring micro_CHP, | 1 3 3 3 1 3 1 3 4 3 3 3 1 4 3 2 3 1 3
no onshore wind
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Chart 6: the outcomes of our non nuclear Pathways

CO, (as Total energy | Total electricity
compared |demand demand
t0 1990) |(compared |(compared to
Pathway/Description to 2010) 2010)

A | Simple non-nuclear 17% -43% -6%

B |Second non-nuclear 16% -40% +4%

C [No level 4 efforts 20% -27% +26%

D |[Second no level 4 efforts 16% -27% +54%

E |Favouring micro-CHP 20% -36% +31%

F |No level 4 efforts, no geothermal 20% -27% +26%

G |Favouring micro-CHP, no geothermal 19% -37% +5%

H |No level 4 efforts, no geothermal, no onshore wind 20% -27% +26%

| |No level 4 efforts, no geothermal, no wind 20% -27% +26%

J | Favouring micro_CHP, no onshore wind 19% -37% +5%




