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DEADLINE D4 SUBMISSION 
 

SUMMARY 

 

The key principle area of difference between Climate Emergency Planning and Policy (CEPP), and 

the Applicant, is the zero rating of the biomass combustion GHG emissions from the scheme in the 

Environmental Impact Assessment.   

 

The IPCC guidance cannot be applied under the Planning Act 2008 regime.  It is not within the 

required statutory framework, and is not in any case a statutory document for any jurisdiction.  

 

Under the IPCC guidance, CO2 from biomass combustion is treated as part of the AFOLU1 carbon 

stock for a country, for national greenhouse gas inventory purposes.  That does not mean that there 

is not a real quantity of GHG emissions that is generated into the atmosphere when biomass is 

combusted.  Carbon payback issues mean that these emissions not sequestered “instantly” (as the 

Applicant’s approach suggests) but over centuries timescales by forest regrowth.  

 

For Environmental Impact Assessment, biomass combustion emissions are a direct effect generated 

by the development itself.  Under the 2017 regulations, as a direct effect, they should be calculated 

and assessed as part of the GHG assessment.  The relevance of the Finch case on the scope of EIA 

assessment is stronger given this is a direct effect (not an upstream or downstream effect).  

 

I provide such a calculation finding that the power plant with the proposed scheme will emit an 

additional 331,983,143 tCO2e over 25 years (at 90% CCS rate).  As the power plant is only 

financially viable with the proposed scheme much of these emissions would not occur without the 

scheme being implemented.  These emissions are approximately 1/1000th of the entire remaining 

global carbon from 2020 for a 50% likelihood of limiting global heating to 1.5°C, the Paris 

temperature target.  

 

The Secretary of State must consider the information in this submission, including these additional 

emissions from the scheme, as part of his/her process in reaching a reasoned conclusion on the 

significant effects of the development on the environment under the 2017 regulations.  

 

I have provided new material to the examination on the emissions in a science-based presentation.  

This must form part of the material before the Secretary of State in any reasoned decision making 

on the proposed scheme. 

 

 
1 Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use 
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The Applicant should reply to the full submission, not this summary. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1 This submission responds to: 

 

• REP3-020 “Applicant’s responses to issues raised at Deadline 2” which responded to 

my Deadline 2 written representation at section 11; 

 

• REP{1}-028 “Summary of oral case at issue specific hearing 1 and open floor hearing 

1” and Appendix 1 “Summary of the GHG assessment process for the scheme. 

 

2 Please note: 

 

(1) The applicant has responded very superficially to my written submission.  In REP3-020, 

they only responded to paragraphs 1 to 4 of my Summary.  The applicant has not 

responded at all to my main Written Representation.  The applicant has misunderstood 

the matters being raised as they have not considered the detail.  So the matters are re-

presented, with some further analysis, in this document.   

 

(2) I waited until I received the Applicant’s response to my written representation before 

responding to REP-028 so I could respond in consideration of both documents. 
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2 ZERO-RATING OF BIOMASS COMBUSTION 

 

3 A key principle area of difference between Climate Emergency Planning and Policy (CEPP), 

and the Applicant, is the zero rating of the biomass combustion emissions from the scheme 

in the Environmental Impact Assessment.   

 

2.1 Can the IPCC guidance be applied under the Planning Act 2008 regime 

 

4 The Scheme is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (“NSIP”) within the meaning 

of section 14 and section 22 of the Planning Act 2008 and is an EIA development. EIA of 

NSIPs is governed by the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

Regulations 2017 (“the 2017 Regulations”).  

 

5 The applicant justifies zero rating of biomass combustion emissions on the basis of IPCC 

guidance and UK Environmental Reporting guidelines [REP3-020/page 61 in response to 

CEPP].  I show below that this is not guidance on how to comply with the requirements of 

EIA Assessment and the 2017 regulations, and the Applicant misapplies it in attempting to 

use it for EIA purposes.    

 

6 In brief, at this stage, the IPCC guidance relates to how national inventories of GHG gas 

emissions are required to be prepared at the international level, and the UK Environmental 

Reporting guidelines relates to how inventories of GHG gas emissions are prepared at the 

UK national level.   

 

7 Neither of these guidance’s purport to show how to meet the statutory requirements of the 

EIA regulations.   

 

8 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is the United Nations body for 

assessing the science related to climate change2.  It does not provide guidance intended for 

planning decisions on individual schemes under national jurisdictions.  

 

9 The  UK Environmental Reporting Guidelines (March 2019) make clear in the introduction 

that they are guidance for Limited Liability Partnerships (Energy and Carbon Report) 

Regulations 2018 (‘the 2018 Regulations’).   The document does not mention the 2017 

(EIA) regulations.  It clearly does not relate to Environmental Impact Assessment.  

 

10 Therefore, the answer to “can the IPCC guidance be applied under the Planning Act 2008 

regime” is no.  

 

  

 

 
2 IPCC website top page 
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2.2 Applicant’s response to the ExA’s ISH Action Point 

 

11 Even though, the IPCC guidance has no statutory relevance anyway, I now explain how the 

Applicant misinterprets it in its response to the ExA.     

 

12 In [EV-018], the ExA requested at ISH1-AP2 clarification on the IPCC guidance on 

calculation of CO2 at point of combustion of biomass.   In its response, in REP-028, the 

Applicant provided two selected paragraphs from the original 2006 guidance [“2006-

GUIDE”] and the 2019 amendments [“2019-AMEND”] to it.  I provide the relevant sections 

on the treatment of biomass in full in the Appendices A and B.  I also provide the relevant 

section from the IPCC FAQ in Appendix C which the Applicant has not supplied. 

 

13 The 2006 IPCC guidance which the Applicant quotes is entitled “2006 IPCC Guidelines for 

National Greenhouse Gas Inventories”.  It is, therefore, clear from the outset that the 

guidance relates to how the IPCC and the UN calculate and report national GHG emissions.   

 

14 It does not pertain to address how to calculate, report and assess GHG emissions from 

individual installations for the purposes of planning under individual national regimes. Nor 

is the guidance in any sense regulatory guidance that is statutory applicable in the UK.   

 

15 The IPCC guidance quotes selected by the Applicant do not explain how CO2 at the point of 

combustion is calculated as requested by the ExA  The quotes, instead, are concerned how 

the calculated figure is accounted for, at a national level, once it has been derived. 

 

2.3 What the IPCC guidance is concerned with 

 

16 The first page of Appendix A shows the overall volume structure of the guidance.  It is 

based on reporting of emissions and emissions removals at the national level in five main 

sectors (as described in Volume 1, Chapter 8 of the 2006 guidance):  

 

• Energy 

• Industrial Processes and Product Use (IPPU) 

• Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) 

• Waste 

• Other 

 

17 This breakdown of sectors was first established in 1995.  With respect to biomass, the first 

two paragraphs of section 2.3.3.4 “Treatment of Biomass” of the guidance (as reproduced in 

Appendix A) explains:   

 

“Emissions of CO2 from biomass fuels are estimated and reported in the AFOLU 

sector as part of the AFOLU methodology. In the reporting tables, emissions from 

combustion of biofuels are reported as information items but not included in the 

sectoral or national totals to avoid double counting. In the emission factor tables 
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presented in this chapter, default CO2 emission factors are presented to enable the 

user to estimate these information items. 

 

For biomass, only that part of the biomass that is combusted for energy purposes 

should be estimated for inclusion as an information item in the Energy sector.” 

 

18 Effectively CO2 from combustion is treated as part of the AFOLU carbon stock for a 

country, for accounting purposes.  That does not mean that there is not a real quantity of 

emissions that is generated when biomass is combusted.  Indeed, the guidance states that it 

should be included an information item in the Energy sector inventory.  It is not accounted 

for under Energy so as not to double count as it has already been accounted for under 

AFOLU.    

 

2.4 Applicant’s conflicting position on carbon neutrality 

 

19 The Applicant claims that the combustion of biomass is carbon neutral in Environmental 

Statement, chapter 15 [APP-051] at Table 15.12 for PAS2080 B6 CO2 data type – “the 

process is carbon neutral”.    

 

20 Subsequently, the Applicant has subsequently retracted that position: 

 

A. [REP-028] / 2.4.26; and 

 

B. [REP3-020/11.1] that its position is “that biomass is zero rated at the point of 

combustion, not that it is carbon neutral”. 
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 

21 This section examines further the Applicant’s presentation and extends it to calculate full 

life-cycle emissions for the scheme without zero rating combustion emissions as zero rating 

distorts the assessment by not properly considering the carbon payback time required for 

forest regrowth.   

 

3.1 GHG data 

 

22 The Applicant has presented GHG data across a number of documents in tables with a 

confusing array of data.  In order to see the data more clearly, I have aggregated the key 

GHG data from the various documents and tables into a single table at Table 

CEPP.Drax.Tab-1.  This has also allowed extension of the calculation to consider two 

further aspects: 

 

(1) including the biomass combustion emissions at the source of production (ie not zero-

rating the combustion emissions); 

 

(2) including a more realistic 90% CCS rate.  This is consistent with cautious scientific 

warnings about the possible delivery of a greater than 90% CO2 capture rate3.  

 

23 This gives enables GHG calculations to be made for five scenarios: 

 

  The Applicant’s presentation for the scheme, as at Table 15.12 [APP-051] and Table 1.1 

[APP-169].   

 

  =  with combustion emissions included 

 

  The Applicant’s presentation for the “whole plant”, as at the table under ISH1-AP1 in 

[REP-028].   

 

  =  with combustion emissions included 

 

  =  with no CCS – this corresponds to the current situation 

  

24 These five scenarios are calculated in the table on the next page. 

 

 

 
3 See December 2020 report by the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change research at Manchester University provided at Appendix E “A Review of the 

Role of Fossil Fuel Based Carbon Capture and Storage in the Energy System” which states: “However, the lack of sufficient data on natural gas CCS 

power station capture rates, CCS hydrogen production operations, or any CCS energy application with >90% capture rate, means that it is prudent 

to await these results before applying high capture rates to these emissions factors.” 
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tCO2e/yr 
  

Scheme: Units 1 and 2 Units 1 and 2, and 3 and 4 

        
 Emissions generated PAS 2080 Zero-rated Not zero-rated Zero rated Not zero-rated Not zero-rated  

/No CCS 

A CH4 and N2O combustion emissions (not included) 
 

24,474  24,474  48,948  48,948  48,948  

B Additional Scope 1 and 2 emissions from operation     
  

160,000  160,000  160,000  

C 104,700 tCO2e annualised over 25 years: Construction  A1-A5 4,188  4,188  4,188  4,188  4,188  

D Replacement and Refurbishment Emissions B2-5 0  0  0  0  0  

E Combustion = Operation energy use B6 0  9,691,567  0  19,383,135  19,383,135  

F Solvent used for the Carbon Capture process B8 6,939  6,939  6,939  6,939  6,939  

G 707 tC annualised over 25 years LULUCF  (tC)*4 B8 28  28  28  28  28  

H Biomass supply chain GHG Emissions (Operational) D 1,223,723  1,223,723  2,447,446  2,447,446  2,447,446  
        

 Emissions captured 
      

Z Forest regrowth in harvested forest**5  (assumed instant***6)   0  (assumed instant***)   0  0  
        

I 95% CO2 captured through the Carbon Capture process B1 -9,206,989  -9,206,989  -9,206,989  -9,206,989  0  

J= B+C+D+E+F+G+H+I+Z  Net total tCO2 @95%CCS 
 

-7,972,111  1,719,456  -6,588,388  12,794,747  22,001,736 [0%CCS] 

K=J/P Carbon intensity @95% CCS 
 

-978  211  -340  660  1,135  

L 90% CO2 captured through the Carbon Capture process 
 

-8,722,410  -8,722,410  -8,722,410  -8,722,410     

M= B+C+D+E+F+G+H+L+Z  Net total tCO2 @90%CCS 
 

-7,487,532  2,204,035  -6,103,809  13,279,326     

N=M/P Carbon intensity @90% CCS gCO2/kWh -918  270  -315  685     

 25-year net emissions generated (not zero-rated, power plant)     331,983,143  
 

       

P Total Proposed Scheme electricity generated (net) kWh 8,153,523,609  
 

19,380,339,609  
  

 

Table CEPP.Drax.Tab-1 – Aggregated GHG table

 

 
4 * LULUCF emissions are expressed as tC whereas all other figures are tCO2e.  As noted on the next page, this is an error by the Applicant.  I have reproduced the error as it provides consistency in the data presentations. 

5 **See next page, next section – zero over 25 years 

6 *Forest regrowth assumed instant by Applicant in its “zero rated” scenarios 
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3.2 Treatment of combustion emissions and forest regrowth 

 

25 The Applicant’s approach is to assume that loss of forest carbon stock for fuel stock and 

combustion is instantly replaced with forest carbon stock elsewhere in the global carbon 

cycle.  This is the “carbon neutral” principle which the Applicant agrees is not true (“The 

Applicant’s position is that biomass is zero rated at the point of combustion, not carbon 

neutral”, [REP3-020/PDF page 61]).    

 

26 Scientists are concerned that the net carbon impacts of increased forest harvests for 

bioenergy are rising. There is a reduction in forest carbon stocks associated with increased 

use of forest biomass relative to the counterfactual scenario with lower harvests, as it often 

takes considerable periods of time until forest bioenergy actually provides net carbon 

savings in comparison to fossil‐based reference systems (see extract from source paper at 

Appendix 4).  

 

The problem is that the forest carbon stock for fuel stock and combustion is not instantly 

replaced with forest carbon stock elsewhere in the global AFOLU system.   

 

27 For this reason, I have separated out forest regrowth from the combustion emissions in 

scenarios ,  and .  The analysis of Sterman et all (2022) reproduced in my written 

submission [REP2-075/Appendix C] provides evidence that the impact of harvesting 

biomass fuel in 2025 is to increase forest emissions until around 2040 [REP2-075/paras 37-

39] “the carbon sequestered by regrowth is initially less than the carbon the forest would 

have stored had it not been harvested”.  Examining Figure 2 in the Sherman paper would 

suggest that there is no net carbon payback until 2050 (starting from 2025).  Given the 

project lifetime of 25 years, I have therefore applied zero sequestration from forest regrowth 

(row Z in Table CEPP.Drax.Tab-1) for scenarios ,  and .   

 

28 Treatment of combustion emissions is considered next. 
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3.3 Treatment of combustion emissions 

 

 
 

Figure CEPP.Drax.Fig-1 – Treatment of combustion emission (Proposed scheme)

 
9,691,567 tCO2e 
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29 Figure CEPP.Drax.Fig-1 adapts Plate 1.1 [APP-169] to show the combustion emissions.   

 

30 Paragraph 5 of Schedule 4 to the 2017 Regulations requires the environmental statement to 

include:  

 

The description of the likely significant effects on the factors specified in regulation 

5(2) should cover the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, 

transboundary, short-term, medium-term and long-term, permanent and temporary, 

positive and negative effects of the development …”. 

 

Where this includes “the impact of the project on climate (for example the nature and 

magnitude of greenhouse gas emissions)” and climate is a factor. 

 

31 For the purposes of environmental assessment (as opposed to reporting national carbon 

inventories under the UN regime), the combustion emissions at the proposed scheme are a 

direct effect of the development.  Therefore, the question is whether the combustion 

emissions may be treated as an internality or an externality of the EIA assessment.   

 

This question is clearly shown in Figure CEPP.Drax.Fig-1 – are the combustion emissions 

represented by the dashed box included inside (internality) of the overall assessment 

represented by the outer non-dashed box, or are they treated outside (externality, or “zero 

rated”)?  This may also be expressed as the decision on where the “line is drawn” to which 

the Applicant has referred.   

 

32 I submit, as above, that the IPCC guidelines (and UK Environmental Reporting guidelines) 

for the construction of national accounting and international inventories in the UN climate 

regime have no implications, nor statutory binding, on how the EIA assessment for an 

individual assessment is done.  Methods agreed a long time ago (in 1995) for the 

national-level reporting and accounting of GHG emissions were never intended to 

provide methodologies for sound environmental assessment and decision-making for 

individual schemes.   

 

33 The EIA regulations need to be read in their own context, their own time and with their own 

guidance.  

 

34 In REP3-020, the Applicant responds to my written representation: 

 

“The Applicant notes that it has been clear that it has defined the scope of its 

assessment, including of appropriate upstream considerations, with reference to 

relevant and appropriate Guidance. By contrast, the Interested Party has stated that 

this is necessary, but not set out on what basis it considers the ‘line’ should be 

drawn for such an assessment in this regard. The Finch judgement (noting that the 

Supreme Court judgement in that case is awaited) that is referenced by the 

Interested Party made clear that the question of where and how that line should be 

drawn can be a matter of planning judgement, which can only be challengeable on 
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public grounds of unreasonableness and irrationality. In the Applicant’s submission, 

it would be unreasonable and irrational for the Secretary of State to depart from 

clear guidance on this matter, particularly in light of the lack of any alternative.”   

 

35 The first point to note is that the combustion emissions from the plant are direct emissions, 

and not upstream, or downstream, emissions.  There is therefore a stronger case that the 

direct combustion emissions are included in the EIA Assessment than the downstream 

emissions being considered in the Finch case.  The Finch case is relevant for these reasons: 

 

(A) It explores the scope of the EIA regulations.  This is relevant to the Drax schemes, first 

on where the line is drawn relating to the direct emissions from the scheme.  Given the 

emerging science in this area, it is entirely reasonable and rational to expect that very 

large scale combustion emissions directly from operation of the plant should be included 

in the environmental assessment. 

 

(B) Second, there are downstream (and significantly later ie on a long cycle) emissions in 

terms so the forest regrowth and carbon payback: the science papers appended to my 

Written Representation showed the carbon payback for biomass systems takes place on a 

centuries timescale.   As in Table CEPP.Drax.Tab-1, these can realistically treated as 

zero for at least the first 25 years, but when considered over a longer cycle can provide 

negative sequestration emissions.   

 

Where is the EIA line drawn on these downstream emissions?  The rational and 

scientifically reasonable approach is to include these (negative) emissions in EIA but to 

properly represent their timescale of their creation.  This is what I have done in scenarios 

,  and  in Table CEPP.Drax.Tab-1.   

 

36 The IPCC guidance, as quoted by the Applicant, is not “relevant and appropriate 

Guidance” to the Planning Act 2008 and DCO regime.  

 

3.4 The context of the combustion emissions in the scheme 

 

37 The applicant submits that the “existence of the Proposed Scheme, by itself, will not change 

the nature of extent of that biomass supply to the Power Station”.  However, this is not true.  

The unabated power station is unlikely to continue to operate for the same time into the 

future as the proposed abated power station, including the proposed scheme, as the 

generated electricity will no longer accrue subsidies, and without subsidies Drax’s operating 

financial model collapses.  Even if this does not happen in 2027, it will inevitably happen as 

energy decarbonisation progresses in the UK.   

 

This means that the power station with the proposed scheme will have a longer lifetime and 

will lock-in combustion emissions over a longer time that the existing unabated power 

station would.     
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38 Scenario  in Table CEPP.Drax.Tab-1 calculates the carbon figures when the combustion 

emissions are not zero rated.  With the more realistic 90% CCS rate, the power station emits 

13,279,326 tCO2e/yr at a carbon intensity of 685 gCO2/kWh.  Over the 25 years life-time of 

the project, this equates to an additional 331,983,143 tCO2e.  (It should be noted that the 

long period of carbon payback associated with each year’s combustion starts at that year’s 

combustion.  So assuming no net carbon payback for 25 years (Sherman paper graph as 

above), combustion in 2050 will not start to payback until around 2075.   

 

39 331 MtCO2e (million tonnes) is additional emissions on a very large scale.  It is 

approximately 1/1000th of the entire remaining global carbon from 2020 for a 50% 

likelihood of limiting global heating to 1.5°C, the Paris temperature target7.   

 

40 1/1000th of the entire remaining global carbon on one power station is a hugely 

disproportionate, and inequitable, expenditure of the carbon budgets when the UN and IPCC 

are shouting that emissions need to be rapidly reduced this decade, and that the “choices and 

actions implemented in this decade will have impacts now and for thousands of years” 8.   

 

41 This argues strongly against the scheme.   

 
3.5 Obligations on the Secretary of State 

 

42 I discussed this at para 19 – 21 of my WR [REP2-075].  I now expand this. 

 

43 The starting places is that the Secretary of State is obliged to make a decision which 

complies with the 2017 Regulations and section 104 (4), (5) and (8) require that this 

obligation is discharged before accordance with the relevant NPSs is considered. 

 

44 As already discussed, the IPCC guidance was written for a different purpose to that of 

environmental assessment and planning decision making for a particular scheme.  Apart 

from not been written with DCO decision making in mind, the IPCC guidance (and the UK 

Environmental Report guidance) has no statutory role in the DCO regime.  

 

45 Therefore, it is for the Secretary of State to ensure that the EIA Regulations have been 

legitimately applied.  The 2017 regulations require that the Environmental Statement 

describes “the likely significant effects on the factors specified in regulation 5(2)” including 

“the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, transboundary, short-term, 

 

 
7 The recent SYNTHESIS REPORT OF THE IPCC SIXTH ASSESSMENT REPORT (AR6), release March 20th 2023, presents “remaining carbon 

budgets could be 300 or 600 GtCO2 for 1.5°C (50%), respectively for high and low non-CO2 emissions, compared to 500 GtCO2 in the central case” 

(Summary for Policymakers, footnote 41) from beginning of 2020. By beginning of 2023, around an additional 100 – 150 GtCO2 had been emitted, 

leaving around 350 GtCO2.   

8 The recent SYNTHESIS REPORT OF THE IPCC SIXTH ASSESSMENT REPORT (AR6), release March 20th 2023, presents “remaining carbon 

budgets could be 300 or 600 GtCO2 for 1.5°C (50%), respectively for high and low non-CO2 emissions, compared to 500 GtCO2 in the central case” 

(Summary for Policymakers, footnote 41) from beginning of 2020. By beginning of 2023, around an additional 100 – 150 GtCO2 had been emitted, 

leaving around 350 GtCO2.   
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medium-term and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of the 

development …”.    

 

46 Should the scheme go ahead, it will extend the life-time of the power plant for at least 25 

years from now (whereas it might be forced to close due to failure of the Drax financial 

model based on subsidies if the scheme does not go ahead).  As argued above, this will be a 

longer life-time than if the scheme does not go ahead and the power plant remains unabated.  

The regrowth of the forest harvested for the scheme itself is unlikely to provide carbon 

payback over the 25 year period meaning that approximately 331 MtCO2e will be emitted 

over the first 25 year operating period.  The Secretary of State must be sure that the scheme 

complies with section 104 of the Planning Act 2008 (“the 2008 Act”); for example, that the 

scheme will not lead to the UK being in breach of its international obligations, nor that it is 

unlawful.   

 

47 I submit that with a carbon footprint of 331MtCO2e over 25 years that the scheme would 

lead to the UK being in breach of its international obligations as the footprint is 

approximately 1/1000th of the remaining global carbon budget for the Paris agreement.  The 

scheme would also certainly breach most, if not all, of the remaining carbon budgets until 

2050 (ie the 5th to 9th carbon budgets).   

 

48 I submit that the Secretary of State must also consider the information in this submission as 

part of his/her process in reaching a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the 

development on the environment under the 2017 regulations.  

 

49 I have provided new material to the examination on the emissions in a science-based 

presentation.  This must form part of the material before the Secretary of State in any 

reasoned decision making on the proposed scheme. 

 

3.6 Probable errors in Applicant’s data 

 

50 In compiling the aggregate table, these probable errors were noted in the Applicant’s 

presentation: 

 

(A) Table 15.12 [APP-051] and Table 1.1 [APP-169] give the  “Operational Supply chain 

GHG Emissions – D” as  1,223,723  tCO2e/yr.     Plate 1.1  [APP-169] provides 

numbers  for the elements of the supply chain which sum to this value.    

  

• However, Table  15.8 “GHG Emissions Generated Per Annum in the Baseline 

Scenario” [APP-051]  gives “Biomass supply chain GHG Emissions (baseline) 

D” as  558,778 tCO2e with the associated Plate  15.1.   These figures do not tally 

at all.    I note that the Applicant expresses one value as tCO2e/yr and the other 

as tCO2e, but do see that this explains the very marked difference as the table is 

“per annum”.     
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(B) LULUCF B8 emissions are given as -10,863 tC “per annum” in Table 15.8 [APP-051] 

for “existing baseline”.  LULUCF “Baseline scenario potential carbon storage (tC)” are 

given as -8,760 tC in Table 15.12 [APP-051].  These figures do not tally at all. 

 

• Table 1.2 [APP-169] gives construction LULUCF emissions as -2,102 tC and  

operation LULUCF emissions as -8,760 tC for the baseline scenario which does 

sum to -10,862 tC.  There appear to be two errors here.  First, it is not clear how 

construction phase emissions apply to the plant running in the baseline scenario 

(where construction is not taking place).  Second, the Applicant appears to have 

added construction emissions (one-off) to operation emissions (annual).    

 

(C) LULUCF emissions are expressed as tC but included in the calculations with tCO2e data 

in Table 15.8 [APP-051], Table 15.11 [APP-051], Table 15.12 [APP-051], Table 1.1 

[APP-169],  and the table under ISH1-AP1 in [REP-028].  Checking the numbers in the 

these table shows that tC units have been added tCO2e with being converted first to 

generate the totals.  This introduces a small error (as the LULUCF emissions are 

relatively small by comparison to other figures). As noted in my Table above, I have 

reproduced this error but only so that there is consistency in the data presentations.  I 

have tried to clarify the data in the aggregated data and correcting this error would make 

my table harder for the reader to compare with the Applicant’s tables. .  

 

(D) Construction emissions are referred to PAS Modules “A1-A5” in Table 15.12 [APP-

051], Table 1.1 [APP-169] and the table under ISH1-AP1 in [REP-028].  However, the 

annual construction figures are incorrectly referred to PAS Modules “C1-C5” in the 

table under ISH1-AP1 in [REP-028].  PAS Modules “C1-C5” are for “Boundary of end 

of life stage” emissions in the PAS 2080 guidance.   

 

51 The applicant should respond and correct the Environmental Statement where necessary.  
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4 CONCLUSIONS   

 

52  I have provided a calculation finding that the power plant with the proposed scheme will 

emit an additional 331,983,143 tCO2e over 25 years (at 90% CCS rate).  As the power plant 

is only financially viable with the proposed scheme much of these emissions would not 

occur without the scheme being implemented.  These emissions are approximately 1/1000th 

of the entire remaining global carbon from 2020 for a 50% likelihood of limiting global 

heating to 1.5°C, the Paris temperature target. 

 

53 The scheme would also certainly breach most, if not all, of the remaining carbon budgets 

until 2050 (ie the 5th to 9th carbon budgets).   

 

54 The Secretary of State must consider the information in this submission, including these 

additional emissions from the scheme, as part of his/her process in reaching a reasoned 

conclusion on the significant effects of the development on the environment under the 2017 

regulations.  

 

55 I have provided new material to the examination on the emissions in a science-based 

presentation.  This must form part of the material before the Secretary of State in any 

reasoned decision making on the proposed scheme. 

 

56 When the very large emissions from the scheme are considered under the scope of the 2017 

regulations, I submit that the project should be recommended for refusal.   

 

 

 

Dr Andrew Boswell,  

Climate Emergency Policy and Planning, March 28th 2023 
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5 APPENDIX A: 2006 IPCC GUIDELINES  

 

5.1 (Website) Index page of “2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories” 
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5.2 (Website) Index page of “Volume 2: Energy” 
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5.3 Front page of Chapter 2 “Stationary Combustion” 
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5.4 Treatment of biomass section 
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6 APPENDIX B: 2019 IPCC GUIDELINES REVISION 

 

6.1 (Website) Index page of “2019 Refinement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National 

Greenhouse Gas Inventories” 
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6.2 (Website) Index page of “Volume 2: Energy” 
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6.3 Front page of Chapter 2 “Stationary Combustion” 
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6.4 Treatment of biomass section 
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7 APPENDIX C: IPCC NATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS INVENTORIES (TFI) FAQ 

 

7.1 First page 
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7.2 Q2-10 & Q2-11 
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8 APPENDIX D:  “Natural climate solutions versus bioenergy: Can carbon benefits of 

natural succession compete with bioenergy from short rotation coppice?” 

 

Kalt G, Mayer A, Theurl MC, Lauk C, Erb K‐H, Haberl H. Natural climate solutions versus 

bioenergy: Can carbon benefits of natural succession compete with bioenergy from short rotation 

coppice? GCB Bioenergy. 2019;11:1283– 1297. https ://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12626 
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9 APPENDIX E: “A REVIEW OF THE ROLE OF FOSSIL FUEL BASED CARBON 

CAPTURE AND STORAGE IN THE ENERGY SYSTEM”, DECEMBER 2020, 

TYNDALL CENTRE FOR CLIMATE CHANGE RESEARCH AT MANCHESTER 

UNIVERSITY  

   

Supplied as separate document 

 

 




