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Dear Ms Williams, 
 
Consultation on a framework for the development of clean coal 
 
We are writing jointly to respond on behalf of the national Campaign to Protect 
Rural England (CPRE) and CPRE Kent to DECC’s consultation on clean coal. 
CPRE is a national charity with local branches in each county committed to 
protecting the beauty, diversity and tranquillity of the countryside. We support 
the Government’s commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions by at 
least 80% by 2050 and believe that effective Carbon Capture and Storage 
(CCS) can play a short to medium-term role in reducing emissions, if it proves 
to be commercially and environmentally viable. All new fossil fuelled power 
stations need to have similar levels of CCS in order to ensure a level playing 
field between fossil fuelled technologies. 
 
General comments 
 
We support the Government’s push to develop viable CCS technology, but we 
feel that this support should be accompanied by an explicit recognition that 
CCS is an interim technology that should not be developed at the expense of 
more sustainable energy technologies. In particular, we remain concerned that 
an overly enthusiastic push for new coal power will deprive renewables of 
investment and lock the UK into a technology that requires unsustainable 
mineral extraction and waste burial. There are significant short, medium and 
long term constraints on CO2 sequestration, and coal mining – particularly 
opencast coal mining which disturbingly has seen a significant increase over 
the past 10 years – remains deeply environmentally damaging. 
 
Alongside the need to recognise the limited potential for CCS, we are 
concerned that the Government is being overly lenient in its demands for a 
CCS demonstration. This could have perverse and highly damaging effects.  
We believe that the proposal to capture emissions from just 300MW (net) of a 
future power station’s capacity creates an incentive to build larger power 
plants. This is because the percentage of emissions to be captured will decrease 
as the total capacity of a new power plant increases, decreasing the comparative 
cost of CCS demonstration while similarly decreasing the amount of overall 
emissions being captured. A new power plant on the scale of Drax, for 
example, would only be required to capture a maximum of 10% of its 
emissions. We believe the Government should add an additional clause calling 
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for ALL emissions to be captured by new fossil fuel plants, such as that proposed at Kingsnorth 
in Kent. Otherwise, there is a real danger that these new plants will lock us into to ‘dirty’ carbon 
technology for the next 30-40 years. The work by the IPCC and UKCIP indicates that the impacts 
of this would be intolerable and affect the most vulnerable communities first and hardest.  
 
We have similar concerns about the interpretation of ‘commercial viability’, which will be used 
to determine when CCS becomes mandatory for all coal power stations. While we understand the 
enthusiasm to overcome market failures and develop export markets for CCS technology, it is 
unclear why the Government does not appear to have applied similar enthusiasm and 
commitment for renewable energy sources given that they offer better long term energy and 
economic benefits for the UK and globally, whilst giving the UK Government stronger 
legitimacy in UN negotiations, such as the forthcoming Copenhagen Summit. 
 
Specific comments 
 
Question 4.1 
 
CPRE agrees that any new coal power stations should be required to demonstrate CCS. 
According to the Committee on Climate Change, meeting the UK’s 80% cut will require an 
almost total decarbonisation of the power sector by 20301. Given that power stations built in the 
next few years will be expected to operate beyond 2030, it is imperative that any new stations 
contribute to demonstrating the commercial and environmental viability of CCS. We firmly 
believe that new power stations, such as the proposed station at Kingsnorth, should not be 
permitted on the weak promise of being ‘carbon capture ready’ (CCR) as there are too many 
technical and financial uncertainties that might lead to a CCR plant being operated without CCS.  
 
Question 4.2 
 
We welcome the recognition that decisions on planning applications for new coal plants must by 
taken independently of any allocation of funding for CCS demonstration, and support many of 
the proposals in this section. However, as mentioned above, we are concerned that restricting 
demonstration of CCS to just 300MW (net) of power station output creates perverse incentives to 
build power stations that will substantially increase emissions, and we believe that planning rules 
should be designed to prevent a major increase in new coal power stations which will have a 
largely unabated output. 
 
In addition, we feel that planning conditions should be explicit about the duty of potential power 
station owners to consult and contribute to public understanding of CCS technology so that local 
opposition to carbon transport and sequestration can be addressed effectively and democratically.  
This would help to avoid the sort of situation that has arisen at the German ‘Schwarze Pumpe’ 
CCS demonstration plant, where local opposition has prevented captured CO2 from being stored 
underground. We also feel that there is a role for Government in proactively addressing 
legitimate concerns about the transport and storage of CO2. 
 
Question 4.5 
 
CPRE believes that power stations that are unable to operate a CCS chain should be shut down. 
Providing such regulatory certainty will provide a powerful incentive make CCS effective. In 
view of the medium-term need to completely decarbonise the power sector, we feel that allowing 
failed CCS demonstration plants to operate within either the EU ETS limit or within a CCS-
specific emissions cap would not be consistent with the action needed to meet the Government’s 

                                                      
1 http://www.theccc.org.uk/pdf/7980-TSO%20Book%20Chap%205.pdf. Note that the consultation document suggests that this will 
need to be done by 2050 (p48), which would not be quick enough to meet the UK’s proposed carbon budgets. 
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carbon budgets. This is because emissions from unabated coal plants, calculated on a per MWh 
basis, will not decline even if there is an overall cap on emissions from any particular plant. It 
would therefore be misleading to allow investors and power companies to make investment 
decisions on the basis that failed CCS demonstration plants will be able to continue to operate. 
 
Question 4.6 
 
CPRE believes that all coal power stations, including existing stations, should explicitly be 
required to retrofit CCS or shut down. As mentioned above, the regulatory certainty that such a 
policy will create will help to ensure that UK emissions reductions targets are met. Additionally, 
a substantial part of the justification for CCS is that the UK needs to develop and demonstrate 
technologies that will help to deliver emissions reductions from existing coal power stations in 
China and India. Allowing existing or future coal power stations in the UK to continue to operate 
without CCS substantially undermines this argument. 
 
Question 4.7 
 
CPRE believes that the decisive criterion for assessing the viability of CCS should be whether it 
proves to be technically and environmentally viable. We recognise that potential investors in coal 
power stations will want to be reassured that they are not taking on undue risk. We believe that 
the Government should provide regulatory certainty through effective support for CCS 
demonstration, and we hope that CCS will prove to be commercially viable. The Government 
should not suggest, however, that investors consider the possibility that unabated coal power 
plants will be allowed to run into the 2020s as a basis for investment.   
 
Question 4.12 
 
In line with our response to questions 4.5 and 4.6 above, we feel that coal power stations that 
cannot use CCS should not be allowed to operate after the viability of CCS has been determined.  
 
Question 4.13 
 
We are concerned, in line with our response to questions 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7, that a poorly designed 
contingency plan may be interpreted as an implicit promise to allow unabated coal power stations 
to continue to operate into the 2020s, when it is clear that meeting our emissions targets would be 
incompatible with such a promise. We therefore recommend that any contingency plan should 
incorporate a clear commitment to not allowing unabated coal power stations to operate should 
CCS not be viable by 2020. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
   
 
Dustin Benton  Sean Furey 
Policy Officer  Deputy Director 
Campaign to Protect Rural England  CPRE Kent 
 
 
 
 


