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 name: Aquamarine Chemicals


Q3. Input assumptions and methodologies:

Q3.a. See answer to Question 5a

Q5. Impact of pathways:

Q5.a. I am biased because I am involved in offshore wind commercially as a supplier to support vessels.
However I have been extremely impressed with the speed of take up by industry of the opportunities for offshore wind power. I am convinced that the obstacles to producing large quantities of offshore wind can and will be met.
Having the Crown Estates as a willing participator in this process is absolutely the key to success.
On the other hand I have been deeply disconcerted by the lack of understanding of the difficulties and opposition that I have seen with respect to onshore wind generation.
I feel that your pathways document suggests a simple extrapolation of simply putting more turbines over new sites and using 'drivers" can yield up to 31GW for 2020.
As a practical resource it quotes ecological sensitivity and wind resource as being another factor, I would also put in the fairly obvious fact that in general local people do not like wind turbines that impact on their own immediate environment. As you are aware MPs have put forward the suggestion that wind Turbines should not be built within set distances of unwilling householders. This problem will not go away.
I have also noted in the BWEA document UK Offshore Wind: Charting the Right Course highlights the potential conflict between onshore and offshore wind :
In absence of extreme movements in these factors, capital cost is not expected to alter dramatically over the next 5 years. However, the offshore wind business remains at the mercy  of the economic climate, the value of sterling and the pressure put upon it by onshore wind demand. These uncontrollable environmental factors can have just as large an impact on offshore wind capital costs as the measures outlined above.
 In other words in my opinion the pathways document fails to note the extreme local opposition that can be expected from the future growth of  onshore wind.
It seems clear that wind development in the UK has so far focused on the windiest areas which also tend to have the lowest levels of population density. It is extremely unrealistic to think that planning applications will go ahead with the same level of success going forward as in the past, if the locations selected are going to be more densely populated and also with lower wind resource.
I feel that the offshore pathway is much more attractive for the UK both in terms of the likelihood of success and the potential benefits to the UK economy of developing an entrepreneurial offshore industry with the capacity for spreading expertise around the world using our existing North Sea expertise.
The pathways document is extremely useful and a great factual base, but it ignores the emotion behind these types of strategic papers. Vision is what is needed create the new low carbon future. North Sea Oil was a great vision that shows the UK at its innovative best. Offshore wind could be the same. The vision of a countryside covered in turbines too close to property and influencing the historic views of the UK  is not the type of heritage we should be leaving behind us. We don't need to do it because the first option is the better option.

Q7. Future improvements to model:

Q7.b. See my answer to 5a

