INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN 2010 REV 2 – FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE

The draft Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) 2010 Revision 2 has been published for public comment and feedback.  Considering the anticipated volumes of submissions it is imperative that all submissions have to be submitted on this submission framework questionnaire which is based on the draft IRP.

Note: Whilst additional submissions will be registered and noted, it is not possible to analyse them to the extent that will be done on the submissions using this framework.

Please use this questionnaire to provide inputs into the draft IRP.  

KEY CRITERIA USED TO DEVELOP THE DAFT IRP 2010 

	Proposed Criteria
	Q1. To what extent do you believe the draft IRP meets this criterion? If you believe it did not, explain why.
	Q2. How would you weight the criterion (in the range 0 to 10)?

	(a) Least cost to the consumer
	Universal access to electricity has not be considered. Tariff structures which make the poor pay most need to be reviewed.
	10

	(b) Lowest greenhouse gas emissions
	Not to consider the emissions from imported coal is a mistake.
	10

	(c) Lowest water consumption
	Considering climate change taking place already, affecting water supply in Southern Africa, this criterion is under-estimated.
	10

	(d) Least risk or uncertainty
	Nuclear: The risk of significant cost escalation as clearly evidenced by numerous past & current global deals is not addressed.
	10

	(e) Greatest localisation potential
	RE has the greatest localisation potential, however the IRP2010 makes an assumption that RE cannot meet base load energy needs when we have not even given RE the kind of research & development support given to other outmoded energy technologies.
	10

	(f) Greatest regional development
	Looking on large scale hydro and imported coal is not sufficient. Neighbouring countries have good solar and wind potential too.

RE has the biggest potential for regional development. It’s fast, it’s clean, it’s cheap to operate and it creates jobs locally.
	8


Q 3. What additional criteria do you believe should have been added in evaluating the scenarios?

	Additional criteria
	Why?
	Weight (in the range 0 to 10)

	Better demand parameters; inclusion of price elasticity of demand; inclusion of EEDSM-effects already in the demand forecast.
	A thorough look at demand figures will significantly change what ‘base and peak load’ looks like.
	10

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


SCENARIOS

Q 4. What additional scenarios do you believe should have been run and explain why?

	· Run all scenarios with SO-Low or CSIR-Mod. There is no justification, why SO-Mod should be preferred over CSIR-Mod.

· 50% Renewable Energy in 2030. Why: Maximising Jobs. Universal access to affordable electricity by distributed systems. Climate Change. Rather than just dismiss RE potential, look at it properly.

· Maximising EEDSM and considering the impact of PEoD (-0.55) in the demand forecast.

· A scenario without nuclear (considering ambitious EEDSM and PEoD).


RISKS

Q 5. What additional risks do you see as a result of the draft IRP, and how would these be mitigated?

	Nuclear: The risk of significant cost escalation as clearly evidenced by numerous past and current global deals is not addressed.

Mitigation: Do not build more nuclear power stations, invest in RE state of the art technologies and intensify research & development for RE.


PROCESS

Q 6. What improvements would you recommend for the IRP determination process?

	Full transparency for all information regarding energy and electricity sector. It is not acceptable that e.g. ESKOM can conclude confidential contracts with any client or supplier, the advisory committee to the IRP process is loaded with business interests and there is no civil society representation.

All advisory boards / technical committees / etc need to represent the diversity of the population; i.e. beside big industrial players others like: civil society organisations that work with poor communities, representatives from labour, health and environmental organisations need to be represented and endowed with the same voice, weight and powers in these committees to allow a fair and balanced consideration & determination process.


GENERAL

Q 7. To what extent do you feel the expected demand provides a realistic view of future consumption? If you believe it does not please explain why.

	The demand forecast chosen for the modelling (SO-MOD) is unrealistically high. There was no justification or explanation given for going ahead with the SO (=ESKOM) forecasts, when CSIR came to significantly different results.

The disregard of price elasticity of demand (PEoD), which is internationally at -0.48 and for South Africa at -0.55 (Source: R. Inglesi, A. Pouris: 10/09/2009: Aggregate electricity demand in South Africa: Conditional forecasts to 2030. ) is not acceptable.

[image: image1.emf]Price increases of above 100% in a few years will have significant effects to the demand and the rate of the uptake of energy saving options, both at residential, commercial and industrial users.

The potential of EEDSM to reduce demand has also been neglected (IRP2010 draft, page 33): “Research conducted by Eskom indicates that this programme may only scratch the surface of the

potential market for EEDSM”.

We request that both price elasticity and EEDSM are realistically included in the demand forecast and the scenarios are re-modelled accordingly.


Q 8. To what extent do you feel the proposed IRP provides a practical solution to the energy needs of the country? If you believe it does not please explain why.

	The IRP2010 represents a continuation of a centralised electricity system, including the proposed approach to Renewable Energy. The exclusion of costs for transmission and distribution in the modelling automatically excludes a shift towards a distributed electricity system. Areas where households are currently not connected to the grid and will not be in the foreseeable future could benefit quite quickly from hybrid island solutions, which are more cost effective. These adjustments could all have a significant impact on current energy modelling. 

The excessive demand forecast will lead to a costly implementation of unnecessary large scale infrastructure at a time when we still need to address deep levels of poverty and inequality, which in turn will create overcapacity and end up as stranded investments in years ahead - just as happened in the 1980s and early 1990s. We are in the position to avoid the repeat of such a future waste of limited resources NOW.

The financial commitments to Renewable Energy supply  are not at all comparable to that of Coal & Nuclear supply. South Africa is endowed with the world’s best resources in solar radiation, has good resources for wind on- and off-shore and has a good potential for ocean energy. There are other countries that do not have the natural resources we do and yet they have passed us in their RE implementation. Significant and ambitious efforts in R&D and industrial development for RE are needed to put South Africa back on track, otherwise South Africa will be left behind in the global shift to Renewable energy supply.

Nuclear energy is a bad choice for many reasons:

· Costs for nuclear are unpredictable and always escalate significantly during construction (as they also do for coal power plants, e.g. Medupi).

· The argument that Nuclear energy can provide cheap and low carbon energy is flawed in that cheap electricity invariably leads to high consumption of energy and energy intensive lifestyles which in turn leads to escalating greenhouse gas emissions.

· The worldwide unresolved issue of long-term storage for highly radio-active nuclear waste. 

· South Africa will not be able to create an export nuclear industry from scratch, with the Nuclear industry’s extremely high requirements on quality of materials and manufacturing, which is most difficult to achieve. The highest job creation potential in the energy industry lies in exporting, not only local supply. We believe a RE industry, which already lines up, with local manufacturing and engineering has a bigger job creation potential, both on short, mid and long term, including exports to Southern Africa and overseas markets.


Q 9. To what extent do you feel the proposed IRP supports the economic development of the country? If you believe it does not please explain why.

	EEDSM is an undisputed cost saver for residential, commercial and industrial energy consumers and a significant job creator, that can avoid the need for costly huge infrastructural investments and which can be kick-started with immediate effect. 

The widely accepted potential for RE as contributor to economic development is not sufficiently attributed in the IRP2010.

Hence we think that the IRP2010 draft does not support the full range of economic development sufficiently.


Q 10. Given the assumptions identified in the table below, do you feel these were: too high, too low, or acceptable?  Please provide comment.

	Assumption
	Too High
	Acceptable
	Too Low
	If not acceptable, why?

	Gross Domestic Product
	
	
	
	

	Electricity intensity
	
	
	
	South African electricity consumers have been used to low tariffs for a long time, which is changing now and the consumers behaviour will also have to change – industrial, commercial, public and residential.

	Demand Side Management
	
	
	
	The potential is much higher – as the IRP2010 also mentions: The committed potential on EEDSM is just “scratching” the surface.

	Own generation
	
	
	
	That’s an international trend. E.g.: Industries and commercial buildings have installed big capacities of backup diesel generators, which could be used to shave peak with minor retrofitting.

Generally all industrial potential for own and co-generation should be utilised.

	Climate change
	
	
	
	???

	Carbon tax
	
	
	
	We expect carbon tax to come in any case. All scenarios should be tested against a carbon tax regime.

	Water
	
	
	
	It is not considered that climate change and temperature increase will have negative effects on water supply. ???

	Cost of unserved energy
	
	
	
	Probably too low. The analysis of the costs to the economy of the nationwide blackouts in the past (caused by the over-preference of electricity supply to the smelters) point in the direction that the considered CoUE is too low.

	Discount rate
	
	
	
	No idea??? – I am not an economist.

	Renewable energy
	
	
	
	For many reasons: Solar has base load character, when considered appropriately. Job creation potential. Wind potential. Short lead times, no cost escalations. Etc.

	Exchange rate
	
	
	
	No idea??? – I am not an economist.

	Co-generation
	
	
	
	Generally all industrial potential for own and co-generation should be utilised.

	Nuclear
	
	
	
	Nuclear is not needed.

	Imports
	
	
	
	Import hydro options seem to be too ambitious. It is not clear how the partner countries in the region will be able and willing to implement the SA-electricity policy?

	Generation lifecycle costs
	
	
	
	An unfair approach has been chosen:

Cost for coal and nuclear have been considered rather at the lower end and costs for RE rather at the higher end.

In addition coal and nuclear will not become cheaper to build, operate and decommission, but RE will. These learning curves for RE have not been considered and need to be included in order to get a fair and balanced picture of generation lifecycle costs.
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