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Call for Evidence:  DECC 2050 Pathways Analysis
The National Farmers' Union of England and Wales (NFU) represents 55,000 farm businesses in England and Wales involving an estimated 155,000 farmers, managers and partners in the business.  In addition we have 55,000 countryside members with an interest in farming and the country.
The agriculture and horticulture sector can help to mitigate climate change, while contributing to both energy security and food security.  The Low Carbon Transition Plan and the government’s Renewable Energy Strategy anticipate a major expansion of all forms of renewable energy over the next 11 years.  NFU members are well-placed to capture renewable natural energy flows of many kinds, while maintaining our traditional role in food production as well as the delivery of other environmental and land management services.  It is the NFU's aspiration that every farmer should have the opportunity to become a net exporter of low-carbon energy services.

The English agricultural industry Greenhouse Gas Action Plan is a firm statement of intent and a commitment to reduce our sector’s annual GHG emissions, as recognised in the Pathways Analysis.
The NFU welcomes the opportunity to respond briefly to this Call for Evidence, addressing one selected question and making a number of general comments.

Call for Evidence question 3b.
Are the bioenergy conversion routes used in the model accurate, or are there more efficient routes for converting raw biomass into fuels?

There is scope to expand the description of BECCS in Section Q, which receives only modest discussion alongside rather less likely options for geo-sequestration.  A number of technological pathways are possible, from high-rate co-firing of ‘bio-coal’ from torrefaction in coal-fired power stations to dedicated bioenergy power stations of suitable scale.  If down-scaling of CCS (or pipelining of CO2 from relatively small plants) becomes possible, other possibilities open up.  For example, very large AD plants could become a source of concentrated CO2 from biogas upgrading, if the scale of the technologies could be matched. 
General comments
Future Pathways Analysis work should look at comparing the DECC scenarios with other areas of policy, e.g. land use and environment, planning policy, adaptation to climate change, etc.  It would also be good to see more explicit reference to EU policy on supergrid, interconnectors, etc., enabling long-distance transmission of electricity from Icelandic hydro and geothermal sources, as well as solar PV from North Africa.
Section E: Agriculture and Land Use

Nitrous oxide is released from the soil as an unavoidable consequence of soil processes, irrespective of whether the source of nitrogen is from manufactured fertiliser or organic residues.

The beginning and end of this chapter highlight the risk of exporting emissions which would not help in tackling climate change.  The NFU believes that there should be equal emphasis on the possibility that the UK, with its projected moderate climate impacts, may be obliged to exercise its comparative advantage and increase food production to make up for that lost elsewhere in the world. 

Despite the rational position on agricultural emissions established elsewhere in the chapter, the conclusions appear somewhat contradictory.  They could be more clearly stated as:

"there is scope to realise some improvements in efficiencies, which will be delivered initially by the GHG Action Plan, but the scope to reduce emissions in the agriculture and land use sectors is limited, based on the evidence available."  

Production efficiency gains are the focus of activity in our Action Plan - we are seeking to improve the resource efficiency of production and reduce emissions per unit of output - but the plan also incorporates CH4 emissions reductions from widespread deployment of on-farm anaerobic digestion.  The utilisation of manures for AD in the Pathways Analysis from 2020 is modest at 25% - at least 50% recovery should be possible by 2050.  All GHG costs and benefits associated with agriculture should be recognised, including the contribution of diverse forms of agricultural renewable energy and the storage of carbon in vegetation and soils.  A reduction in food waste (both pre-consumer and post-consumer) should also be considered in the DECC Analysis, alongside changes in dietary preference. 
We need to establish realistic goals for reducing agricultural GHG emissions towards a minimum future level, beyond which it may not be biologically possible to make further reductions.  As an industry, we remain open to future technological breakthroughs or innovative low-GHG production systems that might be possible in the long term.  For example, modelled livestock CH4 emissions should take account of possible step changes in emissions factors, e.g. technological shifts like large-scale controlled-emissions livestock sheds.

Section F: Bioenergy and Waste

For the purposes of this analysis, bioenergy resources are limited only in terms of domestic supply.  Many authorities have suggested that the total worldwide biomass resource could be very greatly enlarged with suitable investment, without significant biodiversity or carbon storage drawbacks.  

Figure F1 is missing one important feedback loop to land area – the displacement of arable cropland area by co-products from 1st generation bioenergy conversion.  Other ‘cascade’ effects of complex production and conversion chains also need to be taken into account here.

It is preferable to use the term "residues" rather than "wastes" when describing co-products (of currently low value) that pose only a low environmental risk.  The term “waste” is better reserved for discarded materials of mixed or unknown provenance that may pose such a risk to the environment.

Level 4 production of macro-algae (about 10 million tonnes per year by 2050) is highly speculative for an uncosted novel feedstock source such as this.  It is far more likely that this demand would be met from other novel bioenergy resources imported from elsewhere.
We understand that the current DECC model does not capture the fact that solid bioenergy feedstocks arise at a range of different scales of supply chain, often independent of one another.  It should also be recognised in the model that widespread AD of sewage and manures may also require availability of high-energy co-feedstocks (food wastes, silage crops), subject to future technological progress in the pre-processing of AD feedstocks.




