This is a submission by Climate Change Balmain-Rozelle against the proposed Bayswater B power station.

1. Who we are

Climate Change Balmain-Rozelle (CCBR) is a volunteer group that is not funded or steered by any private or government body.  We have no political alignment.  See http://www.climatechangebr.org/.

2. Our position

The basis of our objection is our opinion that expanding the use of carbon-based fossil fuels now is incompatible with the economic, health, environmental and social well-being of Australia on timescales greater than 30 years.  This is based on the latest and most reliable scientific data and modelling available.

See e.g.

http://www.climatechangeinaustralia.gov.au/resources.php
http://www.ecolsoc.org.au/Position_papers/ClimateChange.htm
http://www.climatechange.gov.au
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg2/ar4-wg2-chapter11.pdf
Moreover, we wish to draw your attention to significant errors and omissions in the Environmental Assessment.  We contend that correcting these leads to the following conclusions:

· that a decision to build such a power station should be deferred for 12 months;

· that a feasibility study into emulating and scaling up the Spanish Andasol project should be commenced forthwith;

We are also concerned that the decision on coal-fired versus gas-fired is to be left open until tenders are in.  Since 

a. gas-fired generates only half the GHG emissions,  

b. the proposal documents provide no strong reasons to prefer coal, and 

c. there is no commitment to using CCS, 

it is curious that coal is even being considered.

3. Logical and factual errors in the Environmental Assessment

Sec 2.1.3

“2008 projections represent a more realistic forecast given that the 2009 projections were heavily influenced by the GFC”

Unsupported by the data.  The major difference between the growth curves is already present in the forecast for 2008/2009, a date at which the 2009 “projection” is surely the more reliable.  Both sets of projections show an increase in demand of 4000 GWh of “native” generation between now and 2014/2015.

Sec 2.1.5

“the power shortfall is projected to occur in 2016/17”

False.  Current actual figures extrapolated on the basis of the 2008 projection show the shortfall occurring mid 2018.  Given that the current economic climate is worse than when the 2008 projection was drawn up, the likely date is more like 2019.  

Further, the calculation of the shortfall does not appear to take into account the government's target of 20% renewables by 2020.  Given that the current level is only 6%, that represents an additional 1385MW, which pushes the shortfall out beyond 2020.

With the uncertainties in the economic outlook, the CPRS, CCS technology, and developments in renewables, delaying a commitment to fossil fuels for 12 months would appear prudent.

Sec 3.3.2

“Solar and wind ... generate electricity in an inherently intermittent manner.”

False.  Solar thermal with molten salt storage has been demonstrated (Andasol) to provide base load.

Sec 3.3.2

“The comparative energy densities of both wind and solar have not been included as the values are low”

Energy densities in MJ/kg are only interesting because of the cost of bringing the fuel to the power station.  This is irrelevant for solar and wind.

Sec 3.4.2

“[Solar] technology is not available for baseload generation, because commercially available storage technology would not be available within the next decade”

False.  The Andasol project (http://www.flagsol.com/andasol_projects.htm) in Spain generates 100MW base load today.  Scaling up by a factor of 20 does not take 10 years.  The new plant is for anticipated need from 2016, and it would not be necessary to have all 2000MW available by then.

Sec 10.3.2, Table 10-8

Total Annual National Emissions 2015 (Start of Operations) 614,480,000

Total Annual National Emissions 2044 (End of Operations) 973,700,000

An increase of 50% in national emissions from 2015 to 2044 is not an appropriate assumption.

4. Omissions from the Environmental Assessment

Impact via Climate Change

The impact assessments on flora, fauna, economy and society make no attempt to quantify the damage via climate change.  Given the acknowledged risks from climate change, that is nothing short of negligent.  While the percentage of worldwide emissions for one power station is minute, it affects the whole world.  In the Kingsnorth UK protesters' trial, Professor Jim Hansen, one of the world's leading climate scientists, told the court that, of the expected species extinctions, the share corresponding to 20,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide emitted daily is around 400. (http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2008/sep/11/activists.kingsnorthclimatecamp)

An easy-to-use model, C-ROADS (http://climateinteractive.org/simulations/C-ROADS/overview), is available for such purposes.

Operating cost comparison

As mentioned above, since MJ/kg is meaningless for solar thermal, no appropriate comparison has been included.  Indeed, MJ/kg is only an appropriate way of comparing a limited subset of the technologies.  The obvious comparison of operating cost per kWh (which should include the cost of permits) seems to be missing entirely.

