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Sent: 10 June 2015 16:23
To: Caroline Ford
Cc: Jane Durney; Jenny Barker
Subject: NW Bicester Exemplar Local Centre Energy Statement - 15/00760/F

Dear Caroline

We have reviewed the Energy Statement for NW Bicester Exemplar Local Centre (application number: 15/00760/F) prepared by Hyder for A2Dominion (Report No: UA005241-5110, April 2015) and have the following comments:


Building footprint/GIA
1. P6 Table 3.1 provides the proposed non-residential uses in the local centre. The total GIA of these uses adds up to 3,066 m2, 350 more than the 2,716 m2 stated. The Energy Centre GIA appears to have been omitted from the total.

1. No assumptions are provided for translating the total floor area of building types to GIA in table 3.1. Different land uses have different ratios of GIA to Total Area, presumably due to outdoor space and multi-storey buildings. It would be helpful if the assumptions were stated. 

Energy demand baseline (p6)
1. Hyder has used CIBSE TM46 benchmarks to calculate the CO2 emissions from each of the proposed uses. This is appropriate. However, as the energy statement does not state which specific benchmarks are being used for each business use  we are unable to re-perform the calculation of predicted CO2 emissions.

1. Hyder has used CIBSE Guide F to calculate the energy demand. As above, the specific benchmarks used from CIBSE Guide F for each business use are not provided. This means we are unable to re-perform the calculation of estimated energy demand. The specific benchmarks used would need to be provided to gain a better understand of the accuracy of the projected energy demand.

1. We are unsure why Hyder are using two different benchmarks sources from two different documents to calculate energy demand (kWh) and carbon emissions (CO2). We suggest that Hyder could have used CIBSE guide F to calculate the energy demand and then multiplied this by a carbon factor to obtain the predicted emissions.

1. As stated above, without knowing the individual benchmarks used, we are unable to re-perform Hyder’s calculations and see how Hyder has arrived at an estimate of total energy consumption and total carbon emissions. However, using a best estimate as to which benchmarks have been used, we have calculated that the estimated energy demand could be considerably higher. This would have implications for the amount of renewable energy required on site.

1. Checking table 6.1, The sub total for the BR2013 Building Emissions (111,086 plus 70,082) should be 181,167 kgCO2 not 188,051 kgCO2, a difference of 6,884kg. 

“Be Lean” – Lean measures
1. The percentage reduction for lean measures is not provided (using the figures in section 8.3 (181,168 kgCO2 and Hyder’s stated baseline demand of 188,051 kgCO2 it is approx. 3.7%). However, using the correct subtotal for table 6.1 carbon emissions (181,167 kgCO2), it would appear that the ‘Be Lean’ measures are embedded in the calculation of Baseline Energy Demand and Carbon Emission. No breakdown is given of how this ‘lean’ reduction is achieved.

“Be clean” - CHP
1. Section 8.3.3 states that the power to heat ratio is 1.03:1. Appendix A specification sheets show the thermal output to be greater than the electrical output so  this ratio should be reversed with power to heat as 1:1.03.

1. It is not clear how the annual thermal demand of 238,588 kWh in table 2.2 has been arrived at.

1. It is assumed that the CHP will run at 100%. The load factor will affect the efficiency of the CHP as set out in the CHP specification sheet.

1. The efficiency of the heat distribution network appears to have been factored into the fuel requirements for the CHP but not the gas boiler. This means that CO2 emissions associated with the gas boiler are likely to have been understated. The efficiency of the heat distribution has not been stated. In the overall Exemplar energy strategy, thermal losses in the heat network were assumed to be 28% (i.e. 72% efficient).

1. It is not clear how FCHP (Gas fuel to run CHP) of 694,489 kWh has been arrived at.

1. The Electricity generated from CHP in table 2.2 appears to be 90% of what it should be when we re-performed the calculation (Gas fuel x CHP electrical efficiency).

1. It is not clear how the reduction in CO2 emissions associated with the CHP of 43,051kgCO2 below table 2.2 on p23 has been arrived at. This means that we cannot verify the further CO2 savings to be achieved by PV.

“Be green” - PV
1. No information is provided on the breakdown of the area of the PV installed across roofs and the car park. Without this information it is not possible to replicate Hyder’s calculations.

1. There is a lower PV output (1 kWp vs 1.41kWp at 850kWh pa) for the car-park mounted PV (1kWp/10m2) instead of 1.41kWp/10m2 for roof mounted. A specification sheet for the PV technology used for the car parks would be beneficial. A websearch suggests that the ‘Solar Cloth Company’  power parking solution could be the solution referred to in the energy statement.  http://www.thesolarclothcompany.com/

Please feel free to ring me or set up a meeting if you want to go through any of these points.

Many Thanks

Lewis


Lewis Knight
Bicester Eco Town Project Manager
