
Comments of Belgium on data used for CAFE baseline calculations

1. Energy data

We have further worked on the differences between the regional energy data, the data of our federal Ministry of Economic Affairs and the PRIMES data that will be used for the CAFE baseline. We have clarified a number of issues and can limit our comments to three specific points.

1. The only remaining difference between the regional energy data and the data of our federal Ministry of Economic Affairs (and thus remaining internal Belgian issue to be clarified ) is the figure for non energetic use of fuels. The figure in the federal statistics is 241 PJ (239.5 PJ in the CAFE data) but the  correct figure (resulting from regional energy statistics) is 309 PJ. The non energetic use is the sum of feedstocks in the chemical sector (nafta, natural gas, propane,butane, LPD) and the non energetic use of a number of  products as white spirit, bitumen, lubricants in the Flemish region. In the federal statistics there is an underestimation mainly of the non energetic use of nafta in the chemical sector.  The new figure is based on inquiries on the sector and is more realistic. We can take the necessary steps to officialize this figure and to try to correct the figure in the federal statistics (in autumn). 

2. The figures used in the CAFE baseline differ from the official Belgian statistics (of the federal Ministry of Economic Affairs, MEA) on the use of petroleum products. CAFE uses a figure of 918.88 PJ while the figure of MEA is 992 PJ. The differences are found in the domestic use (CAFE 203 PJ, MEA 249 PJ) and in the transformation sector (CAFE 49 PJ, MEA 70 PJ). The reason of this difference has to be clarified. Belgium asks to use the MEA figures for the domestic sector and the transformation sector.

3. Minor inconsistencies are found in the CAFE-tables themselves; differences were found between the CAFE-summary tables and the sum of the detailed figures of the CAFE-NFR-tables (e.g. for natural gas). This has to be clarified by EC/IIASA. 

2. Energy scenarios

2.1. Validation CAFE-PRIMES values for electricity production sector

Electricity Generation in GWhe

According to the Belgian Federation of Electricity Producers the gross electricity production in 2000 amounts to 83894 GWhe and the net production to 80159 GWhe. The total electricity generation in 2000 that is used in the PRIMES-scenarios amounts to 82639 GWhe. It is unclear whether gross production or net production is meant with this value in PRIMES.

According to different sources in Belgium (CREG and Federal Planning Bureau) and to reporting for the UNFCCC the electricity demand growth is underestimated in PRIMES (e.g. PRIMES-scenario without CP: 1,2% for 2000-2010; 0,9% for 2010-2020; 0,7% for 2020-2030)

a)
CREG (Commission for Regulating Electricity and Gas):

2002-2011 : + 1,9 % in Bau-scenario and 1,3 % in scenario with climate policy.

b)
Federal Planning Bureau:

2000-2012 : + 2,1 % in reference scenario and 1,5 % up to 2 % in scenario with fiscal and non fiscal measures

2005-2010 : + 1,9 % in reference scenario

2010-2020 : + 1,8 % in reference scenario

Reference studies:

· Energievooruitzichten 2000-2020 (jan. 2001)

· Demande d’énergie et demande d’électricité en Belgique (sept. 2002)

· La demande d’électricité en Belgique à l’horizon 2010-Analyse comparative de projections réalisées entre 1999 et 2001 (mai 2003)

c)
For the medium term projections (up to 2012) reported in Belgium’s Third National Communication under the United Nations Framework Convention an annual growth of electricity production is assumed of 1,8 %. 

PRIMES considers a nuclear phase-out, starting after 2015 and until 2030. This is not fully in compliance with the decision of our Parliament. According to this decision the phase-out should start in 2015 and end in 2025.

Scheduled phase-out:


Year
Capacity MW

Doel 1
2015
392,5

Doel 2
2015
392,5

Doel 3
2022
1006

Doel 4
2025
985

Tihange 1
2015
962

Tihange 2
2023
1008

Tihange 3
2025
1015

a) PRIMES still considers all nuclear reactors to be active in 2015 (45.009 GWhe in 2015 for the scenario without CP). Emission targets for 2015 for the electricity sector will be more difficult to achieve if the closing down of the first nuclear reactors and the replacement of these reactors (partially) by thermal production is not taken into account.

b)
PRIMES still considers 2367 MW of nuclear capacity to be active in 2025 (still 18,5 % nuclear energy in 2025). Also this is not according to the scheduled phase-out decided by the Parliament.

Fuel Inputs for Thermal Power Generation

The gas penetration in 2015 amounts to 85 % according to the PRIMES scenario without climate policies and even up to more than 90 % between 2015 and 2025 according to the PRIMES scenario with climate policies.

These calculated penetrations are high considering that dependence on one type of fuel needs to be avoided. In the PRIMES scenario with climate policies no coal power plants are considered for Belgium between 2015 and 2025. This means that all current coal plants will be closed down and no new coal plants will be installed. This is not a current option for the Belgian electricity sector. After 2010 still about 1500 MWe of the current coal power plants will be in operation.

Biomass consumption for electricity production assumes coal plants in Belgium (co burning of biomass). In PRIMES the coal plants will be closed down, which means less biomass consumption than predicted by PRIMES.

Generation capacity

Comments on nuclear phase-out: see above (electricity generation). 

As mentioned above no coal power plants are foreseen between 2015 and 2025 in the PRIMES scenario with climate policies. According to MARKAL calculations performed by the university of Leuven and used as input for Belgium’s Third National Communication under the United Nations Framework Convention, nuclear plants will - even in the Kyoto scenario - still partially be replaced by coal power plants from 2015 onwards. In the MARKAL scenario with no additional climate policy measures than those already implemented before 2000 all nuclear energy will (mainly) be replaced by coal power plants from 2015 onwards. 

According to PRIMES the generation capacity of gas turbines combined cycle will be tripled at 2010 – 2015 (up to 8000 MWe) . Each year the capacity of gas turbines combined cycle grows with almost 10%. This does not look realistic for the Belgian electricity producers. According to a study performed by the Flemish environmental administration a total capacity of about 4000 MWe of gas turbines combined cycle is calculated for 2010.

In the scenario with climate policies the generation capacity foreseen for wind mills amounts to almost 3000 MWe in 2030. This will be difficult to accomplish due to the lack of open space in Belgium. A capacity of 1000 to 2000 MWe seems more realistic.

CONCLUSIONS

· The scheduled phase out of nuclear plants in Belgium as decided by our Parliament is 2015-2025. In PRIMES the phase out starts after 2015 and ends in 2030. This needs to adjusted in the PRIMES scenarios.

· Electricity demand growth is underestimated in the PRIMES scenarios. In the third variant (set of national projections) an annual growth of  ( 1,8 % is assumed.

· The replacement of nuclear energy by coal power plants is strongly underestimated in the PRIMES scenarios. This should be adjusted in PRIMES. In any case, in the third variant (set of national projections) other assumptions are made: less gas penetration and more coal. 

2.2. National scenario for the third variant

Unfortunately and as indicated before Belgium does not dispose of a scenario that complies with all conditions that are imposed by the Commission to be accepted as a national scenario for the third variant of the baseline. Such a scenario will only be available by mid 2004.

The Commission indicated that in this case a scenario taken up in the third national communication in the framework of the UNFCCC will be used. In the third national communication of Belgium two scenarios have been taken up:

1)medium term projections until 2010 with the HERMES model (paragraph 5.3.1. p. 73-75 and figure 5.1 p.79  in the National communication). Belgium asks to use the scenario “with additional measures” of these medium term HERMES calculations for the third variant of the CAFE BASELINE calculations. The reasons for this choice are the following:

-This scenario is the most ambitious among these medium term calculations. The scenario “with measures” includes all planned measures but will not be sufficient; the scenario “with additional measures” could represent a more ambitious climate policy. This will already be a difficult objective, since recent calculations show that the CO2eq emissions in the scenario with measures will be 5 Mton higher than predicted in the National Communication. 

-We realise that this scenario does not comlpy with the Kyoto target. This is coherent with the fact that in current climate plans in Belgium there is still a gap between the reduction that can be reached and the Kyoto target. Although there has not been a formal political decision taken, it is likely that the gap will have to be closed with flexible mechanisms. Political negociations on the federal level, which are not yet finalised for the moment, seem to tend in that direction. 

-The Hermes calculations are taken up in the national  Belgian Climate plan (approved by the federal government and the regions), which is not the case for the long term MARKAL calculations of point 2.

2)long term projections with the MARKAL model (paragraph 5.3.2 and figure 5.2) We want that these results are not used for the CAFE baseline calculations since this scenario doesn’t take into account flexible mechanisms. Furthermore this scenario assumes that the Kyoto target will be reached by fiscal measures which are not approved yet on the Belgian level neither (unfortunately) at the European level.  It is thus expected that this scenario will not fit with the Belgian options on climate policy.

In annex we send you an excel table that we received of our Federal Planning and that gives the underlying figures of the scenario with additional measures( the scenario that we want to be used for the third variant). We hope that these figures will be useful for your calculations. We realise that it might be a problem that they do not reach until 2020. Furthermore, the remarks as formulated in paragraph 2.1 of these Belgian comments should be taken up in extrapolating this figures until 2020. We would like to consult with you on what is the best way to proceed with this issue. (whether you process this information or we provide new tables and in the latter case, on which term it would be possible and on which level these data should be approved)

3. Transport data and scenarios

Energy fuel data for the transport sector seams, in general terms, to be in correlation with our own data. However, a few questions and differences remain:

1. Road transportation
· Passengers kilometres and ton kilometres are difficult to compare with national figures. We would like to receive the assumptions on vehicle occupancy and load factors used.

· There are differences between the share of diesel and petrol for road traffic. These differences are higher in the 2010 figures. The CAFE baseline results e.g. in a decrease of 7% for petrol and an increase of 18% for diesel. Calculations in the different Belgian regions give a decrease by 22 to 33% for petrol and an increase by 35 tot 45% for diesel between 2000 and 2010. These underestimations by PRIMES were also reported by CONCAWE at the stakeholders meeting and have to be clarified. 

· There is difference in energy growth for passengers transport and for goods transport. As mentioned at the stakeholders meeting SCENES gives a higher growth for passengers and goods transportation. Also our own figures give differences. 

These points  should be clarified during the consultation of the experts in September as announced by the Commission. In the meantime, we have a reservation on these data.

2. Inland navigation 

· Our regional energy statistics report 5,96 PJ for diesel consumption in 2000, instead of 3,045 PJ reported in the CAFE baseline. These calculations are based on tonkm on inland waterways, between and in harbours and on the Schelde to Antwerp. Federal statistics give a consumption of 3,7 PJ. We are trying to clarify the difference.

· Consumption of heavy fuel takes place in navigation between and in harbours and to Antwerp. The CAFE figure for heavy fuel is correct.

· In the regional balances fisheries are included in the agriculture sector. It is not clear if fishery is included in the CAFE baseline and in what category.

3. Other transport (TRA_OT_AGR, TRA_OT_CNS, TRA_OT_LD2, TRA_OT_LB)

a. We found an inconsistency between the data given in the RAINS-table by IIASA (20,945 PJ for the consumption of energy in those 4 sectors of other transport) and the data of NFR-CAFE (19,3 ,PJ for the consumption of energy in those 4 sectors of other transport).

b. TRA_OT_AGR

· In Belgium the consumption of energy by agricultural tractors and machines isn’t 80% of the total consumption in the agriculture sector. This percentage (80%) is correct for the Walloon region, but in the Flemish region only 17 to 23 % of the consumption of energy in agriculture is due to agricultural tractors and machines (when we exclude the horticulture sectors this percentage become 54%).

· The data of the consumption of energy in agriculture in Belgium in 2000 was:




PJ, 2000


Flemish region





Arable farming
2,330



Perennial crops
0,188



Cattle rearing
1,308



Horticulture
0,960


Walloon region





Agriculture
3,420


Total

8,206







Flemish region





Fisheries
2,236

· The rest of the consumption of energy in agriculture is due to the heating of greenhouses and stables (we provide detailed data in this matter in the EGTEI-databank).

· We don’t have at one’s disposal the data about forestry. Can you provide us an estimation of the consumption of energy by tractors and machines in forestry (on the base of the data provided by countries)?

· Can you give us information where the data of consumption of energy in fisheries in the RAINS-tables are included? In our view, the figure for fisheries should be used in the category off road. 

· The figure for  greenhouse horticulture is included in an other sector. A part of the energy use in horticulture is consumed by stationary motors. We will give our comments when we receive the first draft of the baseline scenario.

· We suggest to reduce the data given in the RAINS-table from 16,037 PJ to 10 PJ (8,2 PJ for agriculture and 1,8 PJ as an estimation for forestry).

c. TRA_OT_CNS

· We can’t find data to compare the data of the RAINS-tables. Can you provide us information about the source of the data (gasoil used in the categories ‘engineering and other metal industry’ and ‘other industries’)? Where in the RAINS-tables the other 50% (which have not been moved to TRA_OTH_CNS) are taken into account?

· We suppose the data given in the RAINS-tables of 4,758 PJ are right.

d. TRA_OT_LD2

· We can’t find data to compare the data of the RAINS-tables.

· We suppose the data given in the RAINS-tables of 0,15 PJ are right.

e. TRA_OT_LB

· Why is the consumption in this sector 0 PJ, in 2000 and also for the following years?

4. Agriculture
Belgium wants to draw the attention to a difference in approach with respect to the following issues:

1. Subdivision with respect to animal housing systems
The share of slurry-based systems is overestimated for the Belgian situation:

Animal type
Share of slurry based systems (%)


RAINS-data
Belgian data

Dairy cattle
65
53 (only dairy cows)

Non-dairy cattle
65
35

Swine
95
89

The emission inventories reported are based upon the Belgian data.

2. N-fertiliser use
Belgium reports higher total amounts of N-fertiliser used, based upon N-fertiliser use figures reported by farmers in the national agricultural accounting system. It would be preferable to use the reported Belgian data in the calculation of the emission ceiling.

Year
N-fertiliser use (Gg N)


RAINS-data
Belgian data

1990
166
211

1995
149
199

2000
142
165

In the future, however, Belgium will try to streamline its approach with the EFMA approach or with the new EGTEI approach discussed at the Paris meeting of June, 11th and 12th 2003. As long as this is not decided yet, we want to keep our data. This issue can be discussed at the meeting of agricultural experts in september (as announced by the Commission).

3. NH3-emissions caused by traffic
The emissions caused by traffic are increasing yearly. They should be taken into account in the emission ceiling calculation.

5. Non energetic activity data (based on PM module)
Will be provided next week
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