
1.1    Table 1.1 of Environmental Statement 3 Appendix 15.1 entitled Baseline Scenario 
GHG Emissions assumes each generating unit operates for 4,000 hours per year.  This is 
less than six months. 

1.2    During 2021, the four woody biomass fired generating units produced nearly 15 TWh.  
Assuming that each of those four units generated the same amount of electricity), this would 
imply that the biomass units operated for about 45% more hours than what the applicant 
assumes.  Source: Drax Annual Report (2021) 

1.3    During 2021, the “availability” of those biomass units was 91% - (4,000 hours per year 
is 45% of a year).  Source: Drax Annual Report (2021) 

1.4    1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 imply that the applicant underestimates the likely emissions by a very 
substantial margin, begging the question why? 

 

2    The inefficiency with which Drax power station converts energy embodied in woody 
biomass to electricity is low – even if one ignores foregone sequestration and soil carbon.  
So low that it would not qualify for further subsidy (if available) under current eligibility 
criteria. 

 

3 1    Security of supply of woody biomass for Drax power station should be a major 
concern. 

3.2    Most of what is currently burned to generate electricity and subsidy derives from the 
Baltic States (which are vulnerable to aggression from Russia), Portugal (whose plantations 
are especially vulnerable to fire), British Columbia (the UK seems unable to compete against 
countries in Asia, primarily Japan as an export destination).  The USA is much the leading 
source of supply but the price Drax would be obliged to pay may rise steeply for a number of 
reasons.  Demand for wood pellets would surge if coal fired power station cofired with woody 
biomass or were converted to only burn biomass.  Prices would rise when demand wood-
based building and furnishing materials increase – to displace alternatives made from fossil 
fuel or made using fossil fuel – and when cascading use of the scarce resource – wood – 
becomes mandatory.  Landowners and the USA (indeed all the applicant’s pellet supplying 
countries) are not being compensated for the sequestration foregone by the clear cutting 
from which the applicant’s pellets derive and neither are they being paid to sequester the 
CO2 emitted by the applicant’s Drax power station combustion (and supply chain). 

3.3    The applicant’s business model is fundamentally flawed in its dependence on prices 
which do not reflect environmental and other costs (/ externalities), 

 

4.1    Intermittent operation to ensure balanced CO2 supply in the downstream pipeline and 
in response to need for electricity will be a constraint – especially as 2035 approaches (when 
electricity is to cease being generated by unabated burning of – fossil - carbon).  Units 3 and 
4 would be withdrawn long before then – particularly if they have to compete against abated 
gas-fired power stations. 

4.2    The applicant’s CO2 – from a power station, not an industrial facility - would be last in 
the queue if injection proves problematic. 








