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The UK has sought to lead on climate change

‘Climate change is probably, in the
long term, the single most important
issue we face as a global community’

—

‘We need to go beyond Kyoto...
climate change cannot be ignored’

T

‘This is extremely urgent. A
k 50% cut by 2050 has to be a
‘ central component’

#
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Increased deployment of bio-energy is part of

the solution...

20,000 +

18,000

...will UK or EU initiatives lead the way?

Modest increases in deployment, but more needs to be done
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4 The [UK] approach can be

characterised as: no targets;

no concerted policy; no
strategy; and, limited support

~
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) for development

Sir Ben Gill - Biomass Taskforce
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Outline

Are existing UK policies performing?

Will current UK Initiatives increase deployment?

The role of the EU

Conclusions
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The existing policy framework is extensive...

Incentive schemes target all stages of the supply-chain and the innovation chain.
Supply chain

Feedstocks > Conversion > Distribution > _

R&D
16 incentive schemes identified* including: Innovation
\/ chain

« Energy Crops « DTltechnology * ROCs chain

Scheme programme Commercialisation

« Community

* Bioenergy « Community renewables N

mfrr]astructure energy Initiative Knowledge

scheme transfer

Numerous organisations are responsible for administration:

@) & tustoms EPSRC

Department for Business

Enterprise & Regulatory Reform
defr 6 Renewable il @
- - y CARBON

Fuels Agenc
iffalrs

sment for Emiran TRUST energy saving trust
* Biomass Task Force 2005 Raphael.slade@imperial.ac.uk



http://www.defra.gov.uk/
http://www.carbontrust.co.uk/
http://www.epsrc.ac.uk/
http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/ofgem/index.jsp
http://www.berr.gov.uk/
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-ondor ...but ambitious high level targets cannot be
disaggregated

/

| 12.5% cutin CO2, relative to 1990 levels, by 2012 |

UK < |Set the UK on a path to cut CO2 by 60% by 2050)

[20% cut relative to 1990 levels, by 2010 ]

~
~

~

[“Significant contribution”]

Bio-energy <

[“Is important”]
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Specific targets run counter to Government
policy...

The political mindset Implications for bio-energy

« Competition should be

supported
Is the current level of

» Technology options deployment desirable?...

should compete of price

e Support mechanisms

should be technology ...or indicative of policy
blind fallure?

* Policy cost should be
minimised

...bio-energy policies cannot be assessec

against obj ectives,j
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Imperial College
London

du

Will future policies increase deployment?

Department for

Transport

separiment for Envirn
Food and Murs]

o9

nment
Aftar

This strategy aims to ...

‘realise a major expansion
In the supply and use of
biomass in the UK”
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Policy processes anc

Interactions
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[ Policy model ]

i Implementation
Decision —. . 'Mpieme tatio

L 4
4

Agenda

& evaluation
Reform issue > On agenda De::;?(i)?:lnfor > imilue ﬁggif;ltjilon > Evaluation
Not on Decision against Unsuccessful
| Time ——
[Best practice criteria] [ Action categories ]

Delivery mechanism
- Incentives / standards / information /
further work

« Unambiguous objectives
» Quantifiable outcomes

» Cause and effect are linked

Resource commitment
« Adequate time and resources - New funding / ambiguous / negligible

Escape hatch

, _ _ - Review.../consider.../look at... / where
* Implementation considered alongside appropriate. ..

policy formation

« Compliance enforceable

Follow-up

» Delivery agencies not interdependent - Accepted / contingent / rejected
Raphael.slade@imperial.ac.uk
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London Setting the agenda

ROYAL COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION

* Identified heat as a key area for support —

. proposed a heat obligation
Biomass N -
as a * Implicit demand for additional financial

Renewable support
Energy Source

——

TR e 2 . . . o . y
T s * Dismissed biofuels as ‘inefficient’ or

‘'speculative’

* Failed to make request for support
explicit
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» Failed to link increased support to
tangible benefits

« Little impact on subsequent reports
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Re-defining the agenda

« Called for a link between UK targets and
those for bio-energy, and to make them
guantifiable

« Recognised that fragmentation of delivery
was a problem

* Focused on “encouragement and
facilitation” actions only

Biﬂll!a§§ GTaSIS. !:UI'EOB - Starting point: no new funding could be
justified

» Heat obligation (from RCEP) rejected as
unworkable

« Implicit rejection of RCEP demand
additional funding

Raphael.slade@imperial.ac.uk D
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London Agreeing an agenda

» Capital grant scheme ~10-15m/ 2 years
(half that proposed by taskforce)

* Implicit rejection of link between UK
targets and those for bio-energy

* No commitments have quantifiable
objectives

* Most commitments have escape hatches
built in, or are contingent on other

The Government’s Response to

the Biomass Task Force Report reviews

April 2006
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TSEC Biosys
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Department for

Transport

Reframing the debate

lepariment for Envro
Food and Rursl

nment
Affmiry

delivery outcomes

e.g. “the UK will continue to engage
internationally”

capital grant scheme deliver a “major
expansion”?
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» Areturn to the agenda phase: from bio-
energy to climate change and innovation
* No causal link between policy goals and

* Intangible actions: ambiguous outcomes...

« Little additional funding: will a ~£7m/yr

B
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ondon Developments in the EU
Indicative, Renewable electricity
non-bindi ng directive (2001)

Biofuels directive (2003)

targets

Precise, legally binding targets
: Agreement for renewable
A co-ordinated approach energy directive (2008)
Minimum sustainability
standards
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Conclusions...

* The UK has stretching renewable energy and carbon
targets, but targets for bio-energy are ambiguous

* There are many bio-energy policy initiatives, but no causal
link between objectives and outcomes

« Most policy actions are limited to information provision /
facilitation. Their efficacy is unknown.

 Attempts to translate UK-level targets into lower-level
targets for bio-energy have been made, but have not been
pursued

* Increased deployment will be driven by the EU
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