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Draft Climate Change Plan 

Peter Batten 

The author welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the Committees’ 
scrutiny of RPP3. It is acknowledged that RPP3 is, quite properly, wide-
ranging in nature. The following comments are specific to one section of 
RPP3 to which the author’s experience is germane. They complement oral 
evidence given to the ECCLR Committee, and cover an area which overlaps 
with the EJFW Committee’s brief. 

RPP2 (para 4.2.3) set a target (“the RPP2 target”) to reduce the carbon 
intensity of electricity generation in Scotland to 50 g CO2 (kWh)

-1
 by 2030. 

RPP3 Table 7.8 reports that, following the closure of Longannet, the RPP2 
target is already close to being achieved in 2017. 

The “policy outcomes” at RPP3 para 7.3 and Table 7.7 foresee further 
progress against and beyond the RPP2 target, achieving that target ten years 
early (policy outcome 1) and reaching negative carbon intensity in electricity 
generation by 2030 (policy outcome 2). It is understood that policy outcome 2 
depends on initiatives in CCS and bioenergy. The comments below explore 
some detailed aspects of this commendable ambition. 

1. It would be preferable if RPP3 could make clear which emissions are 
included in the “emissions basket” of the RPP2 target and the RPP3 policy 
outcomes. It seems likely that emissions at the point of generation are 
included, but is less clear whether the “basket” also includes: emissions 
arising from (a) manufacturing and (b) transport to site of renewables and 
transmission infrastructure; or (c) peatland emissions caused by constructing 
energy infrastructure on peat. 

2. As a corollary, it should be clarified whether the RPP2 target and the 
RPP3 policy outcomes are for CO2 only, or for CO2 equivalent of all 
greenhouse gases. It is understood that emissions related to peatlands 
include methane. 

3. Oral evidence to the ECCLR Committee on 31 January 2017 
highlighted some concerns about the viability by 2030 of the CCS/bioenergy 
approach. It is also understood that there is wider community stakeholder 
debate about the risk of leaks from CCS and the land use implications of 
bioenergy. The author is not in a position to offer evidence on these points. 

4. If, however, it is accepted that negative carbon intensity by 2030 
(RPP3 Section 7 policy outcome 2) can be achieved, then the 
appropriateness of further development of some categories of renewables 
should be reconsidered. Renewables are not wholly “carbon-free” because of 
the ancillary emissions mentioned at point 1. Perhaps CCS can be 
incorporated into renewables infrastructure manufacture, but it seems 
inevitable that transport to site will incur emissions. 
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5. A particular concern would apply to energy developments on 
peatlands. It is noted that the SG Draft Peatland and Energy Policy 
Statement, previously issued for informal consultation in June 2016, is now 
incorporated for formal consultation alongside the recently published Draft 
Onshore Wind Policy Statement. 

6. The Draft Onshore Wind Policy Statement mentions the Carbon 
Calculator, rehosted online in June 2016, to which reference was also made 
in the ECCLR Committee evidence session on 7 February 2017. Since 
version 2.8 of the former spreadsheet model, the calculator has estimated the 
holistic carbon (CO2 equivalent) intensity - over a 25-year lifespan - of 
peatland wind energy proposals. 

7. The following example values of “expected” carbon intensity have 
been extracted from selected Section 36 windfarm proposals in the Highlands 
and Shetland currently in the planning process. 

 

Location 

 

Date 

 

Calculation by 

 

Calculator 

version 

Expected 

carbon intensity 

g CO2 eq. (kWh)
1
 

Strathy 
South 

Nov 14 
Applicant (for Public Local 
Inquiry) 

2.9.0 32 

Strathy 
South 

Mar 15 
RSPB Scotland 
(“version 7” for PLI

1
) 

2.9.0 206 

West Garty Aug 15 Applicant (addendum) 2.9.0 19 

Caplich Oct 15 Applicant (addendum) 2.9.0 60 

Beaw Field Mar 16 Applicant 2.9.1 27 

Limekiln 
resubmissio
n 

Jun 16 Applicant 2.9.0 46 

Drum 
Hollistan 

Oct 16 Applicant Online 25 

 
8. It would appear likely that some, and possibly all, of these 
applications would, if consented, make an adverse contribution to RPP3 
Section 7 policy outcome 2. 

9. It would seem logical to introduce, within RPP3 para 7.3, an additional 
policy to limit (to a low value) the carbon intensity, as estimated by the carbon 
calculator, acceptable as a material consideration in the consent process for 
peatland wind farms. Not to do so may be incompatible with the RPP3 
Climate Change Plan. A target for carbon payback period could, and perhaps 
should, also be introduced. It may even be considered appropriate to stop 
consenting any further development of wind farms on peatland. 

Peter Batten 

                                                           
1
    RSPB Scotland contested several of the Applicant’s modelling assumptions, including one 

arising from the application site being on afforested peatland.  The site also includes “Class 5” 
peatland, considered by RSPB Scotland to be restorable (cf. evidence to ECCLR Committee 7 
February 2017). 
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The author is a former operational research consultant, now retired and living 
in the Highlands, with professional experience in quality assurance of 
research based on mathematical models. He has an interest in, and 
experience of, the use of the Scottish Government Carbon Calculator model 
in assessing carbon emission benefits and disbenefits (“carbon balance”) of 
wind farms on peatlands. 


