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Historically, economic development has been strongly correlated with increasing energy use and growth of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Renewable energy (RE) can help decouple that correlation, contributing
to sustainable development (SD). In addition, RE offers the opportunity to improve access to modern energy
services for the poorest members of society, which is crucial for the achievement of any single of the eight Millennium
Development Goals.

Theoretical concepts of SD can provide useful frameworks to assess the interactions between SD and RE.
SD addresses concerns about relationships between human society and nature. Traditionally, SD has been framed in
the three-pillar model—Economy, Ecology, and Society—allowing a schematic categorization of development goals,
with the three pillars being interdependent and mutually reinforcing. Within another conceptual framework, SD can
be oriented along a continuum between the two paradigms of weak sustainability and strong sustainability. The two
paradigms differ in assumptions about the substitutability of natural and human-made capital. RE can contribute to
the development goals of the three-pillar model and can be assessed in terms of both weak and strong SD, since RE
utilization is defined as sustaining natural capital as long as its resource use does not reduce the potential for
future harvest.

The relationship between RE and SD can be viewed as a hierarchy of goals and constraints that involve
both global and regional or local considerations. Though the exact contribution of RE to SD has to be evaluated
in a country specific context, RE offers the opportunity to contribute to a number of important SD goals: (1) social
and economic development; (2) energy access; (3) energy security; (4) climate change mitigation and the reduction of
environmental and health impacts. The mitigation of dangerous anthropogenic climate change is seen as one strong
driving force behind the increased use of RE worldwide. The chapter provides an overview of the scientific literature
on the relationship between these four SD goals and RE and, at times, fossil and nuclear energy technologies. The
assessments are based on different methodological tools, including bottom-up indicators derived from attributional
lifecycle assessments (LCA) or energy statistics, dynamic integrated modelling approaches, and qualitative analyses.

Countries at different levels of development have different incentives and socioeconomic SD goals to
advance RE. The creation of employment opportunities and actively promoting structural change in the economy are
seen, especially in industrialized countries, as goals that support the promotion of RE. However, the associated costs
are a major factor determining the desirability of RE to meet increasing energy demand and concerns have been voiced
that increased energy prices might endanger industrializing countries’ development prospects; this underlines the need
for a concomitant discussion about the details of an international burden-sharing regime. Still, decentralized grids
based on RE have expanded and already improved energy access in developing countries. Under favorable conditions,
cost savings in comparison to non-RE use exist, in particular in remote areas and in poor rural areas lacking centralized
energy access. In addition, non-electrical RE technologies offer opportunities for modernization of energy services,

for example, using solar energy for water heating and crop drying, biofuels for transportation, biogas and modern
biomass for heating, cooling, cooking and lighting, and wind for water pumping. RE deployment can contribute to
energy security by diversifying energy sources and diminishing dependence on a limited number of suppliers, therefore
reducing the economy’s vulnerability to price volatility. Many developing countries specifically link energy access and
security issues to include stability and reliability of local supply in their definition of energy security.

Supporting the SD goal to mitigate environmental impacts from energy systems, RE technologies can
provide important benefits compared to fossil fuels, in particular regarding GHG emissions. Maximizing
these benefits often depends on the specific technology, management, and site characteristics associated with each
RE project, especially with respect to land use change (LUC) impacts. Lifecycle assessments for electricity generation
indicate that GHG emissions from RE technologies are, in general, considerably lower than those associated with
fossil fuel options, and in a range of conditions, less than fossil fuels employing carbon capture and storage (CCS).
The maximum estimate for concentrating solar power (CSP), geothermal, hydropower, ocean and wind energy is less
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than or equal to 100 g CO,eq/kWh, and median values for all RE range from 4 to 46 g CO,eq/kWh. The GHG balances
of bioenergy production, however, have considerable uncertainties, mostly related to land management and LUC.
Excluding LUC, most bioenergy systems reduce GHG emissions compared to fossil-fuelled systems and can lead to
avoided GHG emissions from residues and wastes in landfill disposals and co-products; the combination of bioenergy
with CCS may provide for further reductions. For transport fuels, some first-generation biofuels result in relatively
modest GHG mitigation potential, while most next-generation biofuels could provide greater climate benefits. To
optimize benefits from bioenergy production, it is critical to reduce uncertainties and to consider ways to mitigate the
risk of bioenergy-induced LUC.

RE technologies can also offer benefits with respect to air pollution and health. Non-combustion-based RE power
generation technologies have the potential to significantly reduce local and regional air pollution and lower associated
health impacts compared to fossil-based power generation. Impacts on water and biodiversity, however, depend

on local conditions. In areas where water scarcity is already a concern, non-thermal RE technologies or thermal RE
technologies using dry cooling can provide energy services without additional stress on water resources. Conventional
water-cooled thermal power plants may be especially vulnerable to conditions of water scarcity and climate change.
Hydropower and some bioenergy systems are dependent on water availability, and can either increase competition or
mitigate water scarcity. RE specific impacts on biodiversity may be positive or negative; the degree of these impacts
will be determined by site-specific conditions. Accident risks of RE technologies are not negligible, but the technologies’
often decentralized structure strongly limits the potential for disastrous consequences in terms of fatalities. However,
dams associated with some hydropower projects may create a specific risk depending on site-specific factors.

The scenario literature that describes global mitigation pathways for RE deployment can provide some
insights into associated SD implications. Putting an upper limit on future GHG emissions results in welfare losses
(usually measured as gross domestic product or consumption foregone), disregarding the costs of climate change
impacts. These welfare losses are based on assumptions about the availability and costs of mitigation technologies

and increase when the availability of technological alternatives for constraining GHGs, for example, RE technologies,

is limited. Scenario analyses show that developing countries are likely to see most of the expansion of RE production.
Increasing energy access is not necessarily beneficial for all aspects of SD, as a shift to modern energy away from, for
example, traditional biomass could simply be a shift to fossil fuels. In general, available scenario analyses highlight

the role of policies and finance for increased energy access, even though forced shifts to RE that would provide access
to modern energy services could negatively affect household budgets. To the extent that RE deployment in mitigation
scenarios contributes to diversifying the energy portfolio, it has the potential to enhance energy security by making

the energy system less susceptible to (sudden) energy supply disruption. In scenarios, this role of RE will vary with

the energy form. With appropriate carbon mitigation policies in place, electricity generation can be relatively easily
decarbonized through RE sources that have the potential to replace concentrated and increasingly scarce fossil fuels in
the building and industry sectors. By contrast, the demand for liquid fuels in the transport sector remains inelastic if no
technological breakthrough can be achieved. Therefore oil and related energy security concerns are likely to continue to
play a role in the future global energy system; as compared to today these will be seen more prominently in developing
countries. In order to take account of environmental and health impacts from energy systems, several models have
included explicit representation of these, such as sulphate pollution. Some scenario results show that climate policy can
help drive improvements in local air pollution (i.e., particulate matter), but air pollution reduction policies alone do not
necessarily drive reductions in GHG emissions. Another implication of some potential energy trajectories is the possible
diversion of land to support biofuel production. Scenario results have pointed at the possibility that climate policy could
drive widespread deforestation if not accompanied by other policy measures, with land use being shifted to bioenergy
crops with possibly adverse SD implications, including GHG emissions.
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The integration of RE policies and measures in SD strategies at various levels can help overcome existing
barriers and create opportunities for RE deployment in line with meeting SD goals. In the context of SD,
barriers continue to impede RE deployment. Besides market-related and economic barriers, those barriers intrinsically
linked to societal and personal values and norms will fundamentally affect the perception and acceptance of RE
technologies and related deployment impacts by individuals, groups and societies. Dedicated communication efforts are
therefore a crucial component of any transformation strategy and local SD initiatives can play an important role in this
context. At international and national levels, strategies should include: the removal of mechanisms that are perceived
to work against SD; mechanisms for SD that internalize environmental and social externalities; and RE strategies that
support low-carbon, green and sustainable development including leapfrogging.

The assessment has shown that RE can contribute to SD to varying degrees; more interdisciplinary research
is needed to close existing knowledge gaps. While benefits with respect to reduced environmental and health
impacts may appear more clear-cut, the exact contribution to, for example, social and economic development is more
ambiguous. In order to improve the knowledge regarding the interrelations between SD and RE and to find answers

to the question of an effective, economically efficient and socially acceptable transformation of the energy system, a
much closer integration of insights from social, natural and economic sciences (e.g., through risk analysis approaches),
reflecting the different (especially intertemporal, spatial and intra-generational) dimensions of sustainability, is required.
So far, the knowledge base is often limited to very narrow views from specific branches of research, which do not fully
account for the complexity of the issue.
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9.1 Introduction

Sustainable development (SD) emerged in the political, public and aca-
demic arena in 1972 with the Founex report and again in 1987 with the
publication of the World Commission on Environment and Development
(WCED) report Our Common Future—also known as the ‘Brundtland
Report'. This Special Report on Renewable Energy Sources and Climate
Change Mitigation follows the Brundtland definition that SD meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future genera-
tions to meet their own needs (WCED, 1987; Bojé et al., 1992). Due to
the difficulty of putting such a concept into operation, many competing
frameworks for SD have been put forward since then (Pezzey, 1992;
Hopwood et al., 2005). In this chapter, some SD concepts will be intro-
duced, links between SD and RE will be elucidated, and implications for
decision making will be clarified.

SD was tightly coupled with climate change (and thence the IPCC) at
the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED) held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in 1992 that sought to stabilize
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases at levels considered to
be safe. As a consequence, and building on the IPCC’s First Assessment
Report that focused on the technology and cost-effectiveness of mitiga-
tion activities, the Second Assessment Report included equity concerns
in addition to social considerations (IPCC, 1996a). The Third Assessment
Report addressed global sustainability comprehensively (IPCC, 2007b)
and the Fourth Assessment (AR4) included chapters on SD in both
Working Group (WG) Il and Il reports with a focus on a review of both
climate-first and development-first literature (IPCC, 2007a,b).

9.1.1 The concept of sustainable development
Traditionally, sustainability has been framed in the three-pillar model:
Economy, Ecology and Society are all considered to be interconnected
and relevant for sustainability (BMU, 1998). The three-pillar model
explicitly acknowledges the encompassing nature of the sustainability
concept and allows a schematic categorization of sustainability issues.
The United Nations General Assembly aims for action to promote the
integration of the three components of SD—economic development,
social development and environmental protection—as interdependent
and mutually reinforcing pillars (UN, 2005a). This view subscribes to an
understanding where a certain set of actions (e.g., substitution of fossil
fuels with RE sources) can fulfil all three development goals simultane-
ously. The three-pillar model has been criticized for diluting a strong
normative concept with vague categorization and replacing the need to
protect natural capital with a methodological notion of trans-sectoral
integration (Brand and Jochum, 2000).

Within another conceptual framework, SD can be oriented along a con-
tinuum between the two paradigms of weak sustainability and strong
sustainability. The two paradigms differ in assumptions about the sub-
stitutability of natural and human-made capital (Hartwick, 1977; Pearce
et al., 1996; Neumayer, 2003). Weak sustainability has been labelled the

substitutability paradigm (Neumayer, 2003) and is based on the idea
that only the aggregate stock of capital needs to be conserved—natural
capital can be substituted with man-made capital without compromis-
ing future well-being. As such, it can be interpreted as an extension
of neoclassical welfare economics (Solow, 1974; Hartwick, 1977). For
example, one can argue that non-renewable resources, such as fossil
fuels, can be substituted, for example, by renewable resources and tech-
nological progress as induced by market prices (Neumayer, 2003). Weak
sustainability also implies that environmental degradation can be com-
pensated for with man-made capital such as more machinery, transport
infrastructure, education and information technology.

Whereas weak sustainability assumes that the economic system flexibly
adapts to varying availability of forms of capital, strong sustainability
starts from an ecological perspective with the intent of proposing guard-
rails for socioeconomic pathways. Strong sustainability can be viewed as
the non-substitutability paradigm (Pearce et al., 1996; Neumayer, 2003),
based on the belief that natural capital cannot be substituted, either for
production purposes or for environmental provision of regulating, sup-
porting and cultural services (Norgaard, 1994). As an example, limited
sinks such as the atmosphere’s capacity to absorb GHG emissions may be
better captured by applying the constraints of the strong sustainability
concept (Neumayer, 2003; IPCC, 2007b). In one important interpreta-
tion, the physical stock of specific non-substitutable resources (so-called
‘critical natural capital’) must be preserved (not allowing for substi-
tution between different types of natural capital) (Ekins et al., 2003).
Guardrails for remaining within the bounds of sustainability are often
justified or motivated by nonlinearities, discontinuities, non-smoothness
and non-convexities (Pearce et al., 1996). As a typical correlate, natural
scientists warn of and describe specific tipping points, critical thresholds
at which a tiny perturbation can qualitatively alter the state or develop-
ment of Earth systems (Lenton et al., 2008). The precautionary principle
argues for keeping a safe distance from guardrails, putting the burden
of proof for the non-harmful character of natural capital reduction on
those taking action (Ott, 2003).

RE can contribute to the development goals of the three-pillar model
and can be assessed in terms of both weak and strong sustainabil-
ity. Consumption of non-RE sources, such as fossil fuels and uranium,
reduces natural capital directly. RE, in contrast, sustains natural capi-
tal as long as its resource use does not reduce the potential for future
harvest.

9.2 Interactions between sustainable

development and renewable energies

The relationship between RE and sustainability can be viewed as a hier-
archy of goals and constraints that involve both global and regional or
local considerations. In this chapter, and consistent with the conclusion
of the AR4, a starting point is that mitigation of dangerous anthropo-
genic climate change will be one strong driving force behind increased
use of RE technologies worldwide. To the extent that climate change
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stabilization levels (e.g., a maximum of 550 ppm CO,eq atmospheric
GHG concentration or a maximum of 2°C temperature increase with
respect to the pre-industrial global average) are accepted, there is an
implicit acknowledgement of a strong sustainability principle, as dis-
cussed in Section 9.1.

RE is projected to play a central role in most GHG mitigation strate-
gies (Chapter 10), which must be technically feasible and economically
efficient so that any cost burdens are minimized. Knowledge about tech-
nological capabilities and models for optimal mitigation pathways are
therefore important. However, energy technologies, economic costs and
benefits, and energy policies, as described in other chapters of this report,
depend on the societies and natural environment within which they are
embedded. Spatial and cultural variations are therefore another impor-
tant factor in coherently addressing SD. Sustainability challenges and
solutions crucially depend on geographic setting (e.g., solar radiation),
socioeconomic conditions (e.g., inducing energy demand), inequalities
within and across societies, fragmented institutions, and existing infra-
structure (e.g., electric grids) (Holling, 1997; NRC, 2000), but also on a
varying normative understanding of the connotation of sustainability
(Lele and Norgaard, 1996). Analysts therefore call for a differentiation of
analysis and solution strategies according to geographic locations and
specific places (e.g., Wilbanks, 2002; Creutzig and Kammen, 2009) and
a pluralism of epistemological and normative perspectives of sustain-
ability (e.g., Sneddon et al., 2006).

These aspects underline the need to assess both the social and envi-
ronmental impacts of RE technologies to ensure that RE deployment
remains aligned with overall SD goals. Some of these important caveats
are addressed in this chapter, like the extent to which RE technologies
may have their own environmental impact and reduce natural capital,
for example, by upstream GHG emissions, destroying forests, binding

land that cannot be used otherwise and consuming water. Evaluating
these impacts from the perspectives of the weak and strong sustainabil-
ity paradigms elucidates potential tradeoffs between decarbonization
and other sustainability goals.

Hence, efforts to ensure SD can impose additional constraints or selec-
tion criteria on some mitigation pathways, and may in fact compel
policymakers and citizens to accept trade-offs. For each additional
boundary condition placed on the energy system, some development
pathways are eliminated as being unsustainable, and some technically
feasible scenarios for climate mitigation may not be viable if SD matters.
However, as also discussed in this chapter, the business-as-usual trajec-
tories to which climate mitigation scenarios are compared are probably
also insufficient to achieve SD.

9.2.1 Framework of Chapter 9 and linkages to other

chapters of this report

This chapter provides an overview of the role that RE can play in advanc-
ing the overarching goal of SD. Chapter 1 in this report introduces RE and
makes the link to climate change mitigation, and Chapters 2 through 7
assess the potential and impacts of specific RE technologies in isolation.
Chapter 8 focuses on the integration of renewable sources into the cur-
rent energy system, and Chapters 10 and 11 discuss the economic costs
and benefits of RE and climate mitigation, and of RE policies, respectively.
As an integrative chapter, this chapter assesses the role of RE from a
SD perspective by comparing and reporting the SD impacts of different
energy technologies, by drawing on still limited insights from the sce-
nario literature with respect to SD goals, and by discussing barriers to and
opportunities of RE deployment in relation to SD. Figure 9.1 illustrates the
links of Chapter 9 to other chapters in this report.

Figure 9.1 | Framework of Chapter 9 and linkages to other chapters.
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For a conclusive and comprehensive assessment of sustainable RE
deployment pathways, this chapter would need to integrate infor-
mation on each specific energy technology, including associated
economic costs and benefits and existing energy policies, as provided
in the other chapters of this report. As a result, SD opportunities
associated with RE deployment could be clearly outlined, informing
policymakers about pathways and how to realize them while avoiding
unintended side effects. However, given the diverse range of possible
opportunities and the limitations of current modelling capacities, such
comprehensive integrated assessments are not yet practicable. This
chapter will focus its assessment on the clearly defined set of opportu-
nities outlined in Section 1.4.1:

e Social and economic development,

e Energy access,

*  Energy security, and

e C(limate change mitigation and reduction of environmental and
health impacts.

This set of opportunities can be viewed as goals that should be
achieved for RE to contribute to SD. As will be discussed in the follow-
ing section, the potential of RE to increase access to modern energy
technologies can facilitate social and economic development. Energy
access and social and economic development measures relate to cur-
rent well-being and to some extent to intra-generational equity and
sustainability, for example, through an emphasis on energy-related
equity questions, including gender equity and empowerment. The
potential contribution of RE to energy security, climate change miti-
gation and the reduction of environmental impacts addresses more
explicitly the intertemporal and intergenerational well-being aspect
inherent in sustainability. Energy access, social and economic develop-
ment and energy security concerns are very often considered under
the weak sustainability paradigm, because trade-offs are taken into
account allowing for a balance between these goals. Environmental
impacts, on the other hand, are usually evaluated under the strong
sustainability paradigm because they are very often understood
as constraints for transformation pathways. To enable responsible
decision making, it is crucial to understand the implications and
possible trade-offs of SD goals that result from alternative energy
system choices.

This chapter provides an overview of the scientific literature on the
relationship between these four SD goals and RE and, at times, fossil
and nuclear energy technologies. SD aspects that need to be included
in future and more comprehensive assessments of potential develop-
ment pathways are outlined in a quantitative as well as in a qualitative
and more narrative manner. Section 9.3 focuses on static bottom-up
indicators based on currently available data (e.g., LCA) to assess the
socioeconomic and environmental impacts of individual RE and other
energy technologies. Section 9.4, on the other hand, aims to assess
the interactions of future RE deployment and SD pathways in a more

dynamic, top-down and integrated manner. Pathways are primarily
understood as scenario results that attempt to address the complex
interrelations among the different energy technologies at a global scale.
Therefore the chapter mainly refers to global scenarios derived from
large integrated models, which are also at the core of the analysis in
Chapter 10. The analysis concludes with Section 9.5, which aims to ana-
lyze barriers and opportunities for RE in the context of SD.

To conclude, when evaluating RE with respect to the multi-dimensional
challenge of SD, no single global answer is possible. Many solutions
will depend strongly on local, regional and cultural conditions, and the
approaches and emphases of developing and developed countries may
also be different. Therefore, it is not possible for this chapter to provide
a clear set of recommendations for a pathway towards SD using RE.

9.2.2 Sustainable development goals for renewable

energy and sustainable development indicators

Energy indicators can assist countries in monitoring progress made in
energy subsystems consistent with sustainability principles. Measurement
and reporting of indicators not only gauges but also spurs the imple-
mentation of SD and can have a pervasive effect on decision making
(Meadows, 1998; Bossel, 1999). However, measuring energy sustainabil-
ity is surrounded by a wide range of conceptual and technical issues
(Sathaye et al., 2007) and may require updated methodologies (Creutzig
and Kammen, 2009).

Over the past two decades, progress has been made towards developing
a uniform set of energy indicators for sustainable development which
relate to the broad themes of economy, society and environment (Vera
and Langlois, 2007). For RE technologies, quantitative indicators include
price of generated electricity, GHG emissions during the full lifecycle of
the technology, availability of renewable sources, efficiency of energy
conversion, land requirements and water consumption (Evans et al.,
2009). Other approaches develop a figure of merit to compare the differ-
ent RE systems based upon their performance, net energy requirements,
GHG emissions and other indicators (Varun et al., 2010).

Due to the need to expand the notion of economic development beyond
the ubiquitously used gross domestic product (GDP), a variety of SD
indicators have been suggested. Aggregate indicators of weak sustain-
ability include green net national product, genuine savings (Hamilton,
1994; Hamilton and Clemens, 1999; Dasgupta, 2001), the index of sus-
tainable economic welfare (ISEW) and the genuine progress indicator
(GPI) (e.g., Daly, 2007), with the ISEW and GPI proposed as interme-
diate steps by proponents of strong sustainability. Notably, indicators
that extend GDP, such as the latter two, tend to deviate qualitatively
from the GDP since the 1970s or 1980s, stagnating (or in case of the
UK decreasing) in many Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) countries (Lawn, 2003). Indicators more consistent
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with strong sustainability include carrying capacity, ecological footprint
and resilience (Pearce et al., 1996), sustainable national income and sus-
tainability gaps (Hueting, 1980; Ekins and Simon, 1999).

The use of aggregated indicators for economic development (e.g., the
Human Development Index (HDI) or ISEW (Fleurbaey, 2009)), however,
poses significant challenges. Resulting values are indexed with high
uncertainty and are often challenged on methodological and episte-
mological grounds (Neumayer, 2003). Rigorous justification for specific
choices for weighting the components of aggregate indicators is difficult
to make and as many indicators are proxies, they may also convey a
message of false quantitative accuracy. Also, it is often difficult to obtain
reliable and internationally consistent data series across components
of the composite indicator. Aggregate indicators of sustainability inte-
grate many aspects of social and economic development, and hence,
are ignorant of the specific sustainability impact of RE deployment.
Sustainability assessment may instead require a well-identified dash-
board of indicators (Stiglitz et al., 2009).

Section 9.3 evaluates RE in terms of static bottom-up measures while
being cognizant of their limitations. The four SD goals, as defined in sec-
tion 9.2.1, are used as guidelines to assess the contribution of RE to SD.
Since sustainability is an open-boundary concept, and is confronted with
tipping elements of unknown probability, doubts can be raised regard-
ing the possibility of an ultimate coherent quantitative evaluation.
Quantitative indicators, which might be adjusted as new challenges
emerge and new data become available, reflect a suitable framework to
assess the existing literature, but cannot close the considerable gaps in
achieving a comprehensive and consistent measure of SD.

Social and economic development

The energy sector has generally been perceived as key to economic
development with a strong correlation between economic growth and
expansion of energy consumption. Indicators such as GDP or per capita
GDP have been used as proxies for economic development for several
decades (such as in integrated models, see Section 9.4.1) and the HDI
has been shown to correlate well with per capita energy use (see Section
9.3.1). The HDI is used to assess comparative levels of development in
countries and includes purchasing power parity-adjusted income, liter-
acy and life expectancy as its three main matrices. The HDI is only one of
many possible measures of the well-being of a society, but it can serve
as a proxy indicator of development.

Due to the availability of data time series for these parameters (GDP,
HDI), they will be used as indicators in this chapter (Sections 9.3.1.1
and 9.3.1.2). However, a key point is that aggregate macroeconomic
parameters (GDP), or even extended versions of these economic indi-
cators (HDI), are insufficient for obtaining a complete picture of the
sustainability of social and economic development. A further indicator
of technological development is decreasing energy intensity, that is, a
decrease in the amount of energy needed to produce one dollar of GDP.
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Beyond indicators that describe the efficiency characteristics of an
economy, additional macroeconomic benefits are potentially associ-
ated with RE, for example, increased employment opportunities (see
Section 9.3.1.3). Furthermore, under agreements such as that reached
in Copenhagen in 2009, financial pledges have been made by wealthier
nations to aid developing countries with climate change mitigation
measures (see Section 9.3.1.4). Each of these latter points may have
either positive or negative effects, depending on regional context and
on the particular policies that are implemented.

Energy access

Access to modern energy services, whether from renewable or non-
renewable sources, is closely correlated with measures of development,
particularly for those countries at earlier development stages. Indeed,
the link between adequate energy services and achievement of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) was defined explicitly in the
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation that emerged from the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002 (IEA, 2010b). As empha-
sized by a number of studies, providing access to modern energy (such
as electricity or natural gas) for the poorest members of society is crucial
for the achievement of any single of the eight MDGs (Modi et al., 2006;
GNESD, 2007a; Bazilian et al., 2010; IEA, 2010b).

Over the past few centuries, industrialized societies have transformed
their quality of life by exploiting non-renewable fossil energy sources,
nuclear energy and large-scale hydroelectric power. However, in 2010
almost 20% of the world population, mostly in rural areas, still lack
access to electricity. Twice that percentage cook mainly with traditional
biomass, mostly gathered in an unsustainable manner (IEA, 2010b). In
the absence of a concerted effort to increase energy access, the absolute
number of those without electricity and modern cooking possibilities is
not expected to change substantially in the next few decades.

Concrete indicators to be discussed in more detail in Section 9.3.2 are
per capita final energy consumption related to income, as well as break-
downs of electricity access (divided into rural and urban areas), and data
for the number of those using coal or traditional biomass for cooking.
Implicit in discussions of energy access is a need for models that can
assess the sustainability of future energy system pathways with respect
to decreasing the wide disparity between rural and urban areas (e.g., in
terms of energy forms and quantities used or infrastructure reliability)
within countries or regions (see Section 9.4.2).

Energy security

There is no commonly accepted definition of the term “energy security’
and its meaning is highly context-dependent (Kruyt et al., 2009). At
a general level it can best be understood as robustness against (sud-
den) disruptions of energy supply (Grubb et al., 2006). Thinking broadly
across energy systems, one can distinguish between different aspects
of security that operate at varying temporal and geographical scales
(Bazilian and Roques, 2008). Two broad themes can be identified that
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are relevant to energy security, whether for current systems or for the
planning of future RE systems: availability and distribution of resources,
and variability and reliability of energy supply. Given the interdepen-
dence of economic growth and energy consumption, access to a stable
energy supply is a major political concern and a technical and economic
challenge facing both developed and developing economies, since
prolonged disruptions would create serious economic and basic func-
tionality problems for most societies (Larsen and Senderberg Petersen,
2009).

In the long term, the potential for fossil fuel scarcity and decreasing
quality of fossil reserves represents an important reason for a transi-
tion to a sustainable worldwide RE system. The issue of recoverable
fossil fuel resource amounts is contentious, with optimists (Greene
et al., 2006) countered by more pessimistic views (Campbell and
Laherrére, 1998) and cautious projections of lacking investments fall-
ing between the two poles (IEA, 2009). However, increased use of RE
permits countries to substitute away from the use of fossil fuels, such
that existing reserves of fossil fuels are depleted less rapidly and the
point at which these reserves will eventually be exhausted is shifted
farther into the future (Kruyt et al., 2009).

Concerns about limited availability and distribution of resources are
also a critical component of energy security in the short term. All else
being equal, the more reliant an energy system is on a single energy
source, the more susceptible the energy system is to serious disrup-
tions. Examples include disruptions to oil supply, unexpectedly large
and widespread periods of low wind or solar insolation (e.g., due to
weather), or the emergence of unintended consequences of any sup-
ply source.

Dependence on energy imports, whether of fossil fuels or the technol-
ogy needed for implementation of RE, represents a potential source of
energy insecurity for both developing and industrialized countries. For
example, the response of member states of the International Energy
Agency (IEA; itself created in response to the first oil shock of the
1970s) to vulnerability to oil supply disruption has been to mandate
that countries hold stocks of oil as reserves in the amount of 90 days
of net imports. Compared to fossil fuels, RE resources are far more
evenly distributed around the globe (WEC, 2007) and in general less
traded on the world market; increasing their share in a country’s
energy portfolio can thus diminish the dependence on actual energy
imports (Grubb et al., 2006). Hence, the extent to which RE sources
contribute to the diversification of the portfolio of supply options and
reduce an economy'’s vulnerability to price volatility (Awerbuch and
Sauter, 2006) represent opportunities to enhance energy security at
the global, the national as well as the local level (Awerbuch, 2006;
Bazilian and Roques, 2008).

The introduction of renewable technologies that vary on different
time scales, ranging from minutes to seasonal, adds a new concern
to energy security. Not only will there be concerns about disruption

of supplies by unfriendly agents, but also the vulnerability of energy
supply to the vagaries of chance and nature (such as extreme events
like drought). However, RE can also make a contribution to increasing
the reliability of energy services, in particular in remote and rural areas
that often suffer from insufficient grid access. Irrespective, a diverse
portfolio of energy sources, together with good management and sys-
tem design (for example, including geographical diversity of sources
where appropriate) can help to enhance security.

Specific indicators for security are difficult to identify. Based on the
two broad themes described above, the indicators used to provide
information about the energy security criterion of SD are the magni-
tude of reserves, the reserves-to-production ratio, the share of imports
in total primary energy consumption, the share of energy imports in
total imports, as well as the share of variable and unpredictable RE
sources.

Climate change mitigation and reduction of environmental

and health impacts

As discussed in Chapter 1, reducing GHG emissions with the aim of miti-
gating climate change is one of the key driving forces behind a growing
demand for RE technologies. However, to evaluate the overall burden
from the energy system on the environment, and to identify potential
trade-offs, other impacts and categories have to be taken into account
as well. Mass emissions to water and air, and usage of water, energy and
land per unit of energy generated must be evaluated across technologies.
Whereas some parameters can be rigorously quantified, for others com-
prehensive data or useful indicators may be lacking. In addition, deriving
generic impacts on human health or biodiversity is a challenging task, as
they are mostly specific to given sites, exposure pathways and circum-
stances, and often difficult to attribute to single sources.

There are multiple methods to evaluate environmental impacts of proj-
ects, such as environmental impact statements/assessments and risk
assessments. Most are site-specific, and often limited to direct environ-
mental impacts associated with operation of the facility. To provide a
clear framework for comparison, lifecycle assessment (LCA) has been
chosen as a bottom-up measure in Section 9.3.4, complemented by a
comparative assessment of accident risks to account for burdens result-
ing from outside normal operation. Most published LCAs of energy
supply technologies only assemble lifecycle inventories; quantifying
emissions to the environment (or use of resources) rather than report-
ing effects (or impacts) on environmental quality. A similar approach
is followed in Section 9.3.4, as literature reporting lifecycle impacts or
aggregate sustainability indicators is scarce. Partly, this is due to the
incommensurability of different impact categories. Attempts to com-
bine various types of indicators into one overall score (for example by
joining their impact pathways into a common endpoint, or by moneti-
zation) have been made; however uncertainties associated with such
scoring approaches are often so high that they preclude decision mak-
ing (Hertwich et al.,, 1999; Rabl and Spadaro, 1999; Schleisner, 2000;
Krewitt, 2002; Heijungs et al., 2003; Sundqvist, 2004; Lenzen et al.,
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2006). Nevertheless, social costs are discussed in Chapter 10.6, and
part of the analysis in Section 9.4.4 is based on monetization of
impacts. The latter section analyzes the extent to which environmental
impacts are represented in scenario analyses for RE deployment with a
macro-perspective, with a focus on land use change and related GHG
emissions, as well as local air pollution.

9.3 Social, environmental and economic

impacts: global and regional assessment

Countries at different levels of development have different incentives to
advance RE. For developing countries, the most likely reasons to adopt
RE technologies are providing access to energy (see Section 9.3.2.),
creating employment opportunities in the formal (i.e., legally regulated
and taxable) economy, and reducing the costs of energy imports (or, in
the case of fossil energy exporters, prolong the lifetime of their natu-
ral resource base). For industrialized countries, the primary reasons to
encourage RE include reducing carbon emissions to mitigate climate
change (see Chapter 1), enhancing energy security (see Section 9.3.3.),
and actively promoting structural change in the economy, such that job
losses in declining manufacturing sectors are softened by new employ-
ment opportunities related to RE. For a conceptual description of the
four SD goals assessed in this chapter, see Section 9.2.2.

9.3.1 Social and economic development

This section assesses the potential contributions of RE to sustainable
social and economic development. Due to the multi-dimensional nature
of SD neither a comprehensive assessment of all mitigation options
nor a full accounting of all relevant costs can be performed. Rather, the
following section identifies key issues and provides a framework to dis-
cuss the relative benefits and disadvantages of RE and fossil fuels with
respect to development.

9.3.1.1 Energy and economic growth

With the ability to control energy flows being a crucial factor for
industrial production and socioeconomic development (Cleveland et
al., 1984; Krausmann et al., 2008), industrial societies are frequently
characterized as ‘high-energy civilizations’ (Smil, 2000). Globally,
per capita incomes are positively correlated with per capita energy
use and economic growth can be identified as the most relevant
factor behind increasing energy consumption in the last decades.
Nevertheless, there is no agreement on the direction of the causal
relationship between energy use and increased macroeconomic out-
put, as the results crucially depend on the empirical methodology
employed as well as the region and time period under study (D. Stern,
1993; Asafu-Adjaye, 2000; S. Paul and Bhattacharya, 2004; Ang, 2007,
2008; Lee and Chang, 2008).
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Industrialization brings about structural change in the economy
and therefore affects energy demand. As economic activity expands
and diversifies, demands for more sophisticated and flexible energy
sources arise: while societies that highly depend on agriculture derive
a large part of primary energy consumption from traditional biomass
(Leach, 1992; Barnes and Floor, 1996), coal and liquid fuels—such
as kerosene and liquid petroleum gas—gain in importance with ris-
ing income, and electricity, gas and oil dominate at high per capita
incomes (Gribler, 2004; Marcotullio and Schulz, 2007; Burke, 2010;
see Section 9.3.2 and Figure 9.5). From a sectoral perspective, coun-
tries at an early stage of development consume the largest part of
total primary energy in the residential (and to a lesser extent agri-
cultural) sector. In emerging economies the manufacturing sector
dominates, while in fully industrialized countries services and trans-
port account for steadily increasing shares (Schafer, 2005; see Figure
9.2). Furthermore, several authors (Jorgenson, 1984; Schurr, 1984)
have pointed out that electricity—which offers higher quality and
greater flexibility compared to other forms of energy—has been a
driving force for the mechanization and automation of production
in industrialized countries and a significant contributor to continued
increases in productivity.

Despite the fact that as a group industrialized countries consume sig-
nificantly higher amounts of energy per capita than developing ones,
a considerable cross-sectional variation of energy use patterns across
countries prevails: while some countries (such as, e.g., Japan) display
high levels of per capita incomes at comparably low levels of energy
use, others are relatively poor despite extensive energy consumption,
especially countries abundantly endowed with fossil fuel resources,
in which energy is often heavily subsidized (UNEP, 2008b). It is often
asserted that developing and transition economies can ‘leapfrog’, that
is, adopt modern, highly efficient energy technologies, to embark on less
energy- and carbon-intensive growth patterns compared to the now
fully industrialized economies during their phase of industrialization
(Goldemberg, 1998). For instance, one study for 12 Eastern European
EU member countries finds that between 1990 and 2000, convergence
in per capita incomes (measured at purchasing power parity) between
fully industrialized and transition economies has been accompanied
by significant reductions of energy intensities in the latter (Markandya
et al, 2006). For industrialized countries, one hypothesis suggests
that economic growth can largely be decoupled from energy use by
steady declines in energy intensity as structural change and efficiency
improvements trigger the ‘dematerialization’ of economic activity
(Herman et al., 1990). However, despite the decreasing energy intensi-
ties (i.e., energy consumption per unit of GDP) observed over time in
almost all regions, declines in energy intensity historically often have
been outpaced by economic growth and hence have proved insufficient
to achieve actual reductions in energy use (Roy, 2000). In addition, it
has been argued that decreases in energy intensity in industrialized
countries can partially be explained by the fact that energy-intensive
industries are increasingly moved to developing countries (G. Peters
and Hertwich, 2008; Davis and Caldeira, 2010) and, as observed energy
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Figure 9.2 | Energy use (EJ) by economic sector. Note that the underlying data are cal-

culated using the IEA physical content method, not the direct equivalent method' (IEA,
2008¢). Note: RoW = Rest of World.

Note: 1. Historical energy data have only been available for energy use by economic sec-
tor. For a conversion of the data using the direct equivalent method, the different energy
carriers used by each economic sector would need to be known.

efficiency improvements are largely driven by shifts to higher quality
fuels, they cannot be expected to continue indeterminately (Cleveland
et al., 2000; R.K. Kaufmann, 2004).

9.3.1.2 Human Development Index and energy

As already mentioned in Section 9.2.2, the industrialized societies’
improvements in the quality of life have so far been mainly based on
the exploitation of non-RE sources (while noting the important role
of hydropower during the early stages of industrialization, as well as

for many developing countries today). Apart from its significance for
productive purposes, access to clean and reliable energy constitutes
an important prerequisite for fundamental determinants of human
development including health, education, gender equality and envi-
ronmental safety (UNDP, 2007).

Figure 9.3 depicts the correlation between the HDI (see Section 9.2.2)
and primary energy use per capita for 135 countries. The graph reveals
a positive correlation between energy use and the HDI. In particular,
countries with the highest levels of human development are also
among the largest energy consumers. For countries with a relatively
low energy demand (<84 GJ per capita), the picture is more diverse:
while some are constrained to low HDI levels (<0.5), others display
medium ones (between 0.5 and 0.8) at comparable energy consump-
tion. With rising levels of energy consumption, saturation of the
positive relationship between energy use and HDI sets in (Martinez
and Ebenhack, 2008), which means that a certain minimum amount
of energy is required to guarantee an acceptable standard of living.
Goldemberg (2001) suggests 42 GJ per capita, after which raising
energy consumption yields only marginal improvements in the quality
of life.

9.3.1.3 Employment creation

According to a recent study prepared by UNEP (2008a), RE already
accounts for about 2.3 million jobs worldwide and in many countries
job creation is seen as one of the main benefits of investing in RE
sources. A study by the German Environment Ministry finds that in
2006, about 236,000 people were employed in RE, up from roughly
161,000 two years earlier (BMU, 2009). Examples of the use of RE
in India, Nepal and parts of Africa (Cherian, 2009) as well as Brazil
(Goldemberg et al., 2008; Walter et al., 2011) indicate that in many
parts of the developing world, RE can stimulate local economic and
social development. Numerous governments have included substan-
tial spending on clean energy technologies in their stimulus packages
that were put into place in response to the financial and economic cri-
sis (N. Bauer et al., 2009; Bowen et al., 2009). For the USA, one study
(Houser et al., 2009) suggested that every USD, . 1 billion spent on
green fiscal measures had the potential to create about 33,000 jobs;
another one, prepared by the Center for American Progress (Pollin
et al., 2008), estimated that a green stimulus of USD, . 90.7 billion
could create roughly 2 million jobs. The Council of Economic Advisors
to the US administration projects that the USD, . 82 billion spending
on clean energy included in the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act will create or safeguard 720,000 job-years through 2012. From a
more long-term perspective, many national green growth strategies,
for example, in China, Korea, Japan, the EU and the USA (UNEP, 2010),
have stressed the deployment of RE as an important contribution to
job creation and one study (Barbier, 2009) argues that a ‘Global Green
New Deal’ could in the long run create more than 34 million jobs in
low-carbon transportation and related activities alone.
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Figure 9.3 | Correlation between total energy use per capita (GJ) and the countries’ Human Development Index (HDI). Note that the underlying data on energy use are calculated using
the IEA physical content method, not the direct equivalent method." Based on UNDP (2010) and World Bank (2010).

Note: 1. Historical energy data have only been available for energy use per capita by country. For a conversion of the data using the direct equivalent method, the different energy

carriers used by each country would need to be known.

Other studies that also observe possible negative employment effects
are more critical in this regard (Frondel et al., 2010) and the assertion
of positive employment effects is further weakened by disagreements
about the methodology used to calculate them (Sastresa et al., 2009).
Evaluating the labour market effects of RE policies is in any case a
challenging task that requires an assessment of how value chains and
production patterns adjust in the mid-term and how structural adjust-
ment and innovative activity respond in the long term (Fankhauser
et al., 2008). RE should not be regarded as an instrument that can
be employed to cure underlying inefficiencies in labour markets. For
a comprehensive assessment, it would be necessary to factor in all
social costs and benefits of a given technology (including interactions
with labour market frictions) to be able to appropriately compare RE
and fossil fuels on a level playing field. This includes the costs of sup-
port schemes for RE as well as subsidies for fossil fuels (see Section
9.5.2).

9.3.1.4 Financing renewable energy

An evaluation of the specific benefits of RE discussed in this section can
only be undertaken in a country-specific context. Especially for devel-
oping countries, the associated costs are a major factor determining
the desirability of RE to meet increasing energy demand, and concerns
have been voiced that increased energy prices might endanger indus-
trializing countries’ development prospects (Mattoo et al., 2009). Yet,
as will be discussed in more detail in Section 9.3.2, RE has been shown
to bring about potential cost savings compared to fossil fuels (such
as diesel generators) in poor rural areas without grid access (Casillas
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and Kammen, 2010). Nevertheless, in general the purely economic
costs of RE exceed those of fossil fuel-based energy production in most
instances (see Sections 2.7, 3.8,4.7,5.8, 6.7, 7.8 and 10.5) and further
financial barriers to the adoption of RE are discussed in Section 11.4.3.

Overall, cost considerations cannot be discussed independently of
the burden-sharing regime adopted, that is, without specifying who
assumes the costs for the benefits brought about from reduced GHG
emissions, which can be characterized as a global public good (N.
Stern, 2007). For instance, the Copenhagen accord recognized that for
the period 2010 to 2012 USD, 26 billion should be made available
for climate measures in developing countries (including mitigation
and adaptation), and that this sum should be scaled up to USD,
86 billion per year by 2020 (UNFCCC, 2009). Estimates of mid- to
long-term financial flows to developing countries show considerable
variation, depending to a high degree on the GHG stabilization level
and burden-sharing scheme assumed to be in place. According to esti-
mates assuming a 450 ppm atmospheric CO, stabilization scenario
with an equal per capita distribution of emission permits, financial
inflows related to climate finance could reach up to 10% of GDP for
sub-Saharan Africa and up to 5% for India around 2020 (IMF, 2008).
Obviously, such sizeable financial inflows can play an important role in
supporting the transition towards RE-based energy systems. However,
the appropriate governance of substantial financial inflows is also criti-
cally important, ensuring that these transfers result in actual SD benefits
instead of undermining development by inducing rent-seeking behav-
iour and crowding out manufacturing activity (Strand, 2009). Insights
from the governance of resource rents and aid flows can provide guid-
ance on these issues, for example, by identifying best practices with
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regard to transparency and revenue management. Hence, this discus-
sion emphasizes again that the decision to adopt RE cannot be based
on a single criterion, but has to factor in a variety of aspects, including
economic costs, ancillary benefits (such as energy access, energy secu-
rity and reduced impacts on health and the environment), as well as
additional funding possibilities by the means of climate finance.

9.3.2 Energy access

Significant parts of the global population today have no or limited access
to modern and clean energy services. From a SD perspective, a sustain-
able energy expansion needs to increase the availability of energy
services to groups that currently have no or limited access to them: the
poor (measured by wealth, income or more integrative indicators), those
in rural areas and those without connections to the grid. For households,
the impacts from polluting and inefficient energy services on women
have often been recognized (A. Reddy et al., 2000; Agbemabiese, 2009;
Brew-Hammond, 2010).

Table 9.1 provides an estimate of the number of people without access
to electricity, which totalled more than 1.4 billion in 2009. The regional
distribution indicates that it is entirely a developing country issue, par-
ticularly in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.

A recent report from the UN Secretary General's advisory group on
energy and climate change (AGECC, 2010) stresses the importance of
universal access to modern energy sources by 2030 as a key part of
enhancing SD. AGECC also suggests a new understanding of the term
‘access’, and identifies the specific contributions of RE to SD that go
beyond the effects of increased energy access based on grid expansion
or fossil technologies like diesel plants. This approach defines energy

access as “access to clean, reliable and affordable energy services for
cooking and heating, lighting, communications and productive uses”
(AGECC, 2010) and illustrates the incremental process (Figure 9.4)
involved in moving from servicing basic human needs to creating a self-
sustaining process of SD.

Even a basic level of energy access, such as the provision of electricity
for lighting, communication, healthcare and education, can result in sub-
stantial benefits for a community or household, including cost savings.
However, AGECC argues for a broader definition of energy access and
proposes that energy levels should provide not only for basic services but
also for productive uses in order to improve livelihoods in the poorest
countries and drive local economic development (see Figure 9.4). For a
further discussion of energy access concepts, such as numerical minimum
requirements for social and economic criteria, see Modi et al. (2005).

Access issues need to be understood in a local context' and in most
countries there is a marked difference between electrification in urban
and rural areas (Baumert et al., 2005; Bhattacharyya, 2005; World Bank,
2008b; UNDP and WHO, 2009; Brew-Hammond, 2010; IEA, 2010a). While
this is especially true in the sub-Saharan African and South Asian regions,
statistics show that rural access is still an issue of concern in developing
regions with high overall national levels of electrification, illustrating that
the rural-urban divide in modern energy services is still quite marked (see
Table 9.1).

Decentralized grids based on RE are generally more competitive in rural
areas with significant distances to the national grid (Baumert et al.,
2005; Nouni et al., 2008; Deichmann et al., 2011) and the low levels
of rural electrification offer significant opportunities for RE-based mini-
grid systems. The role of RE in providing increased access to electricity
in urban areas is less distinct. This relates either to the competitiveness

Table 9.1 | Millions of people without access to electricity in 2009 by region; projections to 2015 and 2030 under the IEA World Energy Outlook 2010, New Policies Scenario; and
percentage of total populations with future access as a result of anticipated electrification rates (IEA, 2010b).

2009 2015 2030 2009 2015 2030
REGION
Rural Urban Total Total Total % % %
Africa 466 121 587 636 654 Zy) 45 57
Sub-Saharan Africa 465 120 585 635 652 31 35 50
Developing Asia 716 82 799 725 545 78 81 88
China 8 0 8 5 0 99 100 100
India 380 23 404 389 293 66 70 80
Other Asia 328 59 387 331 252 65 72 82
Latin America 27 4 31 25 10 93 95 98
Developing Countries’ 1,229 210 1,438 1,404 1213 73 75 81
World? 1,232 210 1,441 1,406 1213 79 81 85

Notes: 1. Includes Middle East countries. 2. Includes OECD and transition economies.

1 See also the Earth trends database on electricity access: earthtrends.wri.org/search-
able_db/index.php?theme=6.
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Figure 9.4 | Incremental level of access to energy services (AGECC, 2010; based on IEA data and analysis). Note: kgoe = kilogram(s) of oil equivalent.

with other grid supply options or to local social and economic issues at
household or community levels; here, access is hampered by legal land
issues or affordability.

Today, around 2.7 hillion people rely on traditional biomass like wood,
charcoal and dung for cooking energy and it is estimated that another
half billion use coal (Table 9.2). Uncertainty in these estimates is high,
but the span is limited across the different data sources (IEA, 2010a). In
addition to the more than 1.4 billion with no access to electricity around
another 1.3 billion people still use biomass, kerosene, coal or liquid pro-
pane gas (LPG) for energy-demanding services such as cooking despite
having access to some form of electricity (Bravo et al., 2008; Karekezi et
al., 2008; Dhingra et al., 2009, IEA, 2010b).

More detailed analysis of these statistics is generally hampered by
very poor data about energy consumption among the poor in many

Table 9.2 | Number of people (millions) relying on traditional biomass for cooking in
2009 (IEA, 2010b).

REGION Total
Africa 657
Sub-Saharan Africa 653
Developing Asia 1,937
China 423
India 855
Other Asia 659
Latin America 85
Developing Countries' 2,679
World? 2,679

Notes: 1. Includes Middle East countries. 2. Includes OECD and transition economies.
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developing countries. While an increasing number of national cen-
suses include energy-related data, the coverage is still very limited
for poor peri-urban and rural households with no official registration
or land ownership (GNESD, 2008; Dhingra et al., 2009). The analytical
constraints are compounded by the lack of well-defined and generally
accepted indicators (IEA, 2010a).

The very dominant, and mainly indoor, use of traditional biomass fuels
for cooking purposes has a number of documented negative effects.
These include health impacts (Barnes et al., 2009; see Section 9.3.4.3),
social effects, like the time spent gathering fuel or the high shares
of income paid for small amounts of commercial biomass, and envi-
ronmental aspects, like deforestation in areas where charcoal and
market-based biomass are the dominant fuels.

A major challenge is to reverse the pattern of inefficient consump-
tion of biomass by changing the present, often unsustainable, use to
more sustainable and efficient alternatives. As illustrated by Figure
9.5 there is a strong correlation between low household income and
use of low-quality fuels, illustrating that it is the poorest parts of the
population who are at risk. The introduction of liquid or gaseous RE
fuels, such as ethanol gels, to replace solid biomass for cooking could
play a critical role whilst improving the health of millions of people
(Lloyd and Visagle, 2007). While LPG has already displaced charcoal
in some regions, it is a costly option for the majority of poor peo-
ple and only a few countries have achieved significant penetration
(Goldemberg et al., 2004). Replacing biomass or LPG with dimethyl
ether produced from biomass shows some potential (Larson and Yang,
2004). The scale of liquid biofuel production required to meet cook-
ing fuel demands is less than that for meeting transport fuel demand
(Sections 8.2.4 and 8.3.1).
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Figure 9.5 | The relationship between per capita final energy consumption and income

in developing countries (IEA, 2010b). Data refer to the most recent year available during
the period 2000 to 2008. Note: LPG = liquid petroleum gas.

Table 9.3 | Transition to renewable energy in rural (off-grid) areas (REN21, 2010).

Apart from the specific relevance of RE for electrification in remote
areas, it is not well understood how contributions from RE sources can
make a specific difference with regard to providing energy access in a
more sustainable manner than other energy sources.

A study by the Global Network on Energy for Sustainable Development
examined the options for RE technologies in making specific contri-
butions to rural development (GNESD, 2007b). Several non-electrical
technologies like using solar energy for water heating and crop drying,
biofuels for transportation, biogas and modern biomass for heating,
cooling, cooking and lighting, and wind for water pumping, etc. were
found to serve priority household and productive energy needs (cook-
ing, water heating, heating, water pumping) in areas with no access to
electricity. This is also illustrated by the overview in Table 9.3, which
outlines possible ways RE can provide basic energy services in rural off-
grid areas. However, many of the options apply equally to the increasing
number of slum communities in peri-urban areas where many house-
holds are not able to gain legal or economic access to even nearby
electricity grids (Jain, 2010).

Energy access through some of these technologies allows local com-
munities to widen their energy choices. As such, these technologies
stimulate economies, provide incentives for local entrepreneurial efforts
and meet basic needs and services related to lighting and cooking,
thus providing ancillary health and education benefits. For example,
the non-electrical technologies outlined above were found to exhibit
a high potential for local job generation and increased economic activ-
ity through system manufacture and renewable resource extraction and
processing (GNESD, 2007a).

Rural Energy Service

Existing Off-Grid Rural Energy Sources

Examples of New and Renewable Energy Sources

Lighting and other small electric needs (homes, schools,

street lighting, telecom, hand tools, vaccine storage) carting batteries to grid

Candles, kerosene, batteries, central battery recharging by

Hydropower (pico-scale, micro-scale, small-scale)
Biogas from household-scale digester

Small-scale biomass gasifier with gas engine
Village-scale mini-grids and solar/wind hybrid systems
Solar home systems

Communications (televisions, radios, cell phones) batteries to grid

Dry cell batteries, central battery recharging by carting

Hydropower (pico-scale, micro-scale, small-scale)
Biogas from household-scale digester

Small-scale biomass gasifier with gas engine
Village-scale mini-grids and solar/wind hybrid systems
Solar home systems

Cooking (homes, commercial stoves and ovens) -
efficiency

Burning wood, dung, or straw in open fire at about 15%

e Improved cooking stoves (fuel wood, crop wastes) with
efficiencies above 25%

Biogas from household-scale digester

Solar cookers

Heating and cooling (crop drying and other agricultural
processing, hot water)

Mostly open fire from wood, dung, and straw

Improved heating stoves

Biogas from small- and medium-scale digesters
Solar crop dryers

Solar water heaters

Ice making for food preservation

Fans from small grid renewable system

Process motive power (small industry) Diesel engines and generators

e Small electricity grid systems from microhydro, gasifiers, direct
combustion, and large biodigesters

Water pumping (agriculture and drinking water) Diesel pumps and generators

e Mechanical wind pumps

e Solar PV pumps

e Small electricity grid systems from microhydro, gasifiers, direct
combustion, and large biodigesters.
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Implementation of RE-based energy access programs is expanding
quite rapidly, but research on the sustainability-related aspects is still
quite limited and there is hardly any literature on large-scale imple-
mentation. Instead, analysis has to rely on a few specific examples of
actions where elements of energy access have been provided with a
specific focus on the combination of social and productive services
utilizing the potential for local job creation through small-scale busi-
ness development (van der Vleuten et al., 2007; Nouni et al., 2008;
Kaundinya et al., 2009; J. Peters et al., 2009; Urmee et al., 2009; Jonker
Klunne and Michael, 2010). The assessment and case examples avail-
able, however, show that energy access is key for achievement of the
MDGs and for economic development in general. RE technologies have
the potential to make a significant contribution to improving the pro-
vision of clean and efficient energy services. But in order to ensure full
achievement of the potential SD benefits from RE deployment, it is
essential to put in place coherent, stable and supportive political and
legal frameworks. The options for and barriers to such frameworks are
further assessed in Chapter 11.

As a final caveat, it should also be noted that different RE facilities, that
is, distributed versus central supply, face very different constraints, with
the latter experiencing similar barriers as conventional energy systems,
that is, high upfront investments, siting considerations, infrastructure
and land requirements as well as network upgrade issues. Like for any
other new technology, the introduction of RE will also face social and
cultural barriers and implementation will need to be sensitive to social
structures and local traditions like, for example, diets and cooking hab-
its. There are many examples of improved stove programs failing due to
lack of understanding of culture, staple food types and cooking habits
(Slaski and Thurber, 2009).

9.33 Energy security

In addition to reducing energy consumption and improving energy effi-
ciency, RE constitutes a further option that can enhance energy security.
This section assesses the evidence for the potential contribution of RE
technologies to energy security goals based on the two broad themes of
energy security outlined in Section 9.2.2: availability and distribution of
resources, and variability and reliability of energy sources.

The potential of RE to substitute for fossil energy—that is, theoretical
and technical RE potentials—is summarized in Section 1.2 and dis-
cussed in detail in the respective technology chapters (Sections 2.2,
3.2,4.2,5.2,6.2 and 7.2). Moreover, Section 11.3.3 discusses aspects of
energy policies related to energy security.

9.3.3.1 Availability and distribution of resources

The ratio of proven reserves to current production (R/P), that is, for how
many years production at current rates could be maintained before
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reserves are finally depleted, constitutes a popular measure to illustrate
potential fossil fuel scarcities. According to this metric, recent estimates
suggest that scarcity of coal (with a global R/P ratio of more than 100
years) is not a major issue at the moment, but at the current rate of
production, global proven conventional reserves of oil and natural gas?
would be exhausted in 41 to 45 and 54 to 62 years, respectively (BGR,
2009; BP, 2010; WEC, 2010).> While these figures only intend to give
a sense of the magnitude of remaining fossil fuel reserves, they do
not provide an assessment of when current reserves will actually be
depleted. Proper interpretation of R/P ratios has to take many aspects
into account, including the methodology of how reserves are classi-
fied and calculated, future changes in production and discovery of new
reserves, as well as deterioration in the quality of reserves (Feygin and
Satkin, 2004). A recent report that includes these factors in the analysis
concludes with the projection of a likely peak of conventional oil before
2030 and a significant risk of a peak before 2020 (Sorrell et al., 2009).

As has been highlighted by the IEA (2008b) in its World Energy Outlook
2008, accelerated economic growth in many parts of the developing
world is likely to raise global energy demand, which could further
shorten the lifespan of remaining fossil fuel resources. Even though
technological progress allows tapping reservoirs of oil from so-called
non-conventional sources (such as, e.g., oil sands), usually large invest-
ments are required, which raise extraction costs and the price of oil
and gas (Bentley, 2002). In addition, increasing amounts of energy are
needed to produce a given quantity of usable energy from depleted
conventional as well as from non-conventional reserves. Published esti-
mates of the ratio of energy output-to-input (Energy Return on Energy
Invested: EROEI, see Section 9.3.4) for conventional oil indicate that
when the quality of reserves is taken into account there has been a
substantial decline over time: while the EROEI reached its maximum of
about 19 in 1972, it dropped to roughly 11 (i.e., about 42% lower) in
1997 (Cleveland, 2005). For non-conventional resources the EROEI is
even lower (IEA, 2010b; Seljom et al., 2010). Thus, it is not surprising
that the fossil fuel industry, particularly in the case of oil, has seen sharp
increases in extraction costs over the past decade, although equip-
ment, raw materials and labour demand have also played a role (EIA,
2009). Correlated with the increasing amounts of input energy to extract
resources are the lifecycle carbon emissions from these resources.

As there is relatively little overlap between the location of fossil fuel
reserves and the place of their consumption, fossil fuels are heavily
traded and many countries with relatively scarce endowments rely to a
large extent on imports of energy to meet desired levels of consumption.

2 Recent improvements in extraction technologies for shale gas and coal-bed methane
are expected to result in notable production of natural gas from these non-conventional
resources in the near future (IEA, 2008b).

3 Since 1990, proven conventional reserves of oil and natural gas have moderately grown
due to revisions in official statistics, new discoveries and increased recovery factors.
However, new discoveries have lagged behind consumption. Ultimately recoverable
reserves (which include reserves that are yet to be discovered) are considerably larger
than proven reserves; their actual size crucially depends on future oil prices and devel-
opment costs (IEA, 2008b).
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Due to the fact that a substantial share of global energy trade is chan-
nelled through a rather small number of critical geographical areas
(so-called ‘chokepoints’), it is highly vulnerable to accidents or terror-
ist attacks and importers face a considerable risk of supply disruption
or price hikes (E. Gupta, 2008). Figure 9.6 shows that currently the
European Union (EU-27), North America, and Asia and the Pacific region
are net oil importers® supplying 85, 32, and 61% of their oil consumption
from foreign producers, respectively. The EU-27 also relies on imports to
meet more than half of its gas consumption, while for the Asia-Pacific
region the import share is below 15% and North America almost fully
meets demand for gas through domestic production. The Middle East,
the Former Soviet Union (FSU), Africa and to some lesser extent Latin
America are the most important exporters of oil and gas (for Africa,
exports of both oil and gas exceed domestic consumption). Even though
the EU-27 and the Middle East also rely on imports of coal,® energy
security concerns are less salient: the former possesses reserves that
exceed its annual consumption by a factor of more than 90, while for

the latter coal only accounts for a marginal fraction of total energy use
(BGR, 2009). This particular constellation of pronounced global imbal-
ances in energy trade leads to a situation in which countries that heavily
depend on energy imports frequently raise concerns that their energy
consumption might be seriously affected by possible supply disruptions
(Sen and Babali, 2007).

The spatial distribution of reserves, production and exports of fossil fuels
is very uneven and highly concentrated in a few regions. Over 60% of
coal reserves are located in just three regions (the USA, China and the
FSU (BP, 2010)), and in 2009 China alone accounted for about half of
global production of hard coal (IEA, 2010b). Over 75% of natural gas
reserves are held by OPEC nations and states of the FSU, and 80% of the
global gas market is supplied by the top 10 exporters (IEA, 2010b). This
heavy concentration of energy resources, many of which are located
in regions in which political events can have an adverse impact on the
extraction or export of fossil fuel resources, creates a dependency for
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Figure 9.6 | Energy imports as the share of total primary energy consumption (%) for coal (hard coal and lignite), crude oil and natural gas for selected world regions in 2008. Negative

values denote net exporters of energy carriers. Based on BGR (2009).

4 It should be noted that there is considerable heterogeneity within single regions
(e.g., while the USA is a net oil importer, Canada is a net exporter).

5  Coal imports are hard coal; due to high transportation costs, lignite coal is in general
not traded.
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importers and raises the danger of energy supply disruptions (E. Gupta,
2008). That said, it should also be noted that exporting countries have
a vested interest in maintaining income streams from the continued
sale of fossil fuel supplies, so they are unlikely to limit exports for a
prolonged period of time.

Further, for a number of countries (Moldova, Pakistan, Trinidad and
Tobago, Madagascar, India, Ukraine, Tajikistan) the share of energy
imports in total imports exceeded 25% for the period 2000 to 2005
and it was as high as 45% for Bahrain and 40% for Sierra Leone (World
Bank, 2007b). A related indicator is the share that energy imports con-
stitutes of export earnings and overall GDP. For example, Kenya and
Senegal spend more than half of their export earnings for importing
energy, while India spends over 45% (GNESD, 2010; Jain, 2010). Such
dependence on energy imports exposes the affected economies to a
potential risk of price fluctuations. The Energy Sector Management
Program (ESMAP) of the World Bank has assessed the impacts
of higher oil prices on low income countries and the poor (ESMAP,
2005).° Table 9.4, which summarizes these findings, illustrates that
oil-importing developing countries are significantly affected by oil price
increases and that a rise in oil prices of USD, ... 10 per barrel might
result in GDP losses of almost 1.5% for the poorest countries (with per
capita income less than USD, ,, , ., 300). The ESMAP national case stud-
ies also showed that the poorest households experienced the highest
percentage changes in expenditures for commercial energy purchases
of, for example, kerosene, LPG and diesel.

For these countries, increased uptake of RE technologies could further be
an avenue to redirect foreign exchange flows away from energy imports
towards imports of goods that cannot be produced locally, such as high-
tech capital goods. For other developing countries that are net exporters
of energy, promoting the domestic use of RE can extend the lifetime of
their fossil resource base and prolong the time to diversify the scope of
economic activities by decreasing the dependence on resource exports
while strengthening their manufacturing and service sectors.

Governments frequently try to limit the impacts of international price
increases in the short term by adjusting subsidies or providing targeted
cash support to the poorest households, rationing supply or forcing

Table 9.4 | Percentage change in GDP resulting from a USD

1999-2001

supply companies to absorb some of the short-term effects (ESMAP,
2005, 2006, 2008). Since this may have significant effects both on state
budgets and companies’ abilities to maintain stable delivery (UNEP,
2008b), longer-term responses are focused more on efficiency mea-
sures and diversification. In this context, it needs to be noted that
import dependencies do not only occur with respect to specific energy
sources; the technologies needed for implementation of RE have their
own specific risks for potential supply disruptions and price volatility
(see Box 9.1).

9.33.2 Variability and reliability of energy supply

Besides the advantageous properties discussed above, renewable energy
sources also possess some drawbacks. The variable long- or short-term
availability of some RE due to seasonal, diurnal or weather changes can
be addressed by storage and technical balancing to meet heat or power
demand changes. In addition, institutional settings for energy markets
can be optimized, such as regionally integrated electricity markets in
which local fluctuations can be smoothed by means of geographic diver-
sification (Roques et al., 2010), and a range of other solutions including
grid flexibility may be implemented (see Section 8.2.1). The solutions to
overcome variability constraints on an energy supply system can involve
additional costs that should be taken into account when comparing the
relative benefits of RE with conventional energy technology projects.

Analysis and operating experience primarily from certain OECD coun-
tries suggest that, at least for low to medium levels of wind electricity
penetration (defined as up to 20% of total annual average electrical
energy demand), the integration of wind energy generally poses no
insurmountable technical barriers and is economically manageable.
Nevertheless, concerns about (and the costs of) wind energy integration
will grow with wind energy deployment and, even at lower penetration
levels, integration issues must be actively managed. At low to medium
levels of wind electricity penetration, the available literature suggests
that the additional costs of managing electric system variability and
uncertainty, ensuring generation adequacy and adding new transmis-
sion to accommodate wind energy will be system specific but generally
in the range of US cents, 0.7 to 3/kWh (Section 7.5).

2005

10 per barrel rise in oil prices' (analytical results grouped by income levels) (ESMAP, 2005).

Net Oil Importers

Net Oil Exporters

Income per capita (USD, .0 ,00,) AGDP (%) Income per capita (USD, ;0 ,00,) AGDP (%)
<300 -1.47 <300 +5.21
300-900 -0.76 900-9,000 +4.16
900-9,000 -0.56
>9,000 -0.44

Note: 1. As the grouping of countries in this table does not correspond to any regional grouping, it was not possible to convert monetary values to year 2005 USD due to a lack of

appropriate conversion factors.

6 Itshould be noted that the data are based on a large number of country case studies
and thus are not necessarily universally valid.
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Box 9.1 | Access to raw materials for future renewable resources deployment.

While renewable resources can be a powerful instrument to mitigate fossil fuel depletion, scarcity of other raw materials may pose con-
straints to enhanced deployment of RE technologies. Securing access to required scarce inorganic mineral raw materials (IRM), above all
precious rare earth and some specialty metals, at reasonable prices is an upcoming challenge for all industries. For the complex renewable
energies sector no specific assessment of the structure and quantity of IRM demand is available. To identify potential areas of concern

for future renewable resources deployment, a large set of technologies and possible technology pathways has to be considered; several
reports are available as starting points for such analyses (Frondel et al., 2007; Reuscher et al., 2008; Angerer et al., 2009; Ziemann and
Schebek, 2010; US DOE, 2010; EC, 2010; Kristof and Hennicke, 2010; Teipel, 2010).

The IRM supply chain has to be understood as a vulnerable system and is subject to various threats. Sources of potential market distor-
tions are concentration processes and political instability of some major mining countries. Currently, 97% of rare earth elements, 60%
of indium and 30% of gallium production are located in China, 56% of the global chromium supply is controlled by South Africa and
Kazakhstan and 55% of cobalt is mined in politically instable regions in Africa (USGS, 2010).

With some notable exceptions (e.g., silver), future IRM constraints will be caused by imbalances of demand and supply rather than by
depletion of geological resources (Angerer, 2010). Some metals are derived as by-products, mostly from ores of major or carrier metals in
which they are present in low concentrations. Their production levels depend on the demand for the major metal as the main economic
driver of extraction (Hageliiken and Meskers, 2010). Typical by-product metals are gallium, germanium, indium, tellurium and selenium.
In some deposits, groups of metals may occur as ‘coupled elements’ without a real carrier metal. Notable examples include the platinum
group metals and rare earth elements that generally have to be mined and processed together. In such cases, it may not be economically
viable to increase production in response to rising demand for a certain element. As a result, complex price patterns and supply risks
emerge. Market tensions also occur in response to unexpected changes in demand, for example, as a result of fast-rising prosperity in
emerging and developing countries, or technology breakthroughs that cause a demand surge or drop.

In the future, demands for certain metals are projected to multiply significantly. Indicators that relate raw material demand by emerging
technologies in 2030 to today's total world production show that as a result of expected technical innovations the demand for gallium
and neodymium may be 6 and 3.8 times higher, respectively (Angerer et al., 2009; see Table 9.5). Demand drivers for gallium are thin-
layer photovoltaics and high-speed integrated circuits, and for neodymium high-performance permanent magnets used in generators of
wind turbines and energy efficient electric motors.

The vulnerability of industrial sectors is especially large if there is
no possibility for substitution. Current examples for such a lack
of substitutes include chromium in stainless steels (e.g., for tidal

Table 9.5 | Estimated global demand for selected metals by emerging technologies
in 2030 as a multiple of world production in 2006 (Angerer et al., 2009).

Element Multiple power plants), cobalt in wear-resistant super alloys, scandium
Gallium 6 in lightweight alloys, indium in transparent indium-tin-oxide
Neodymium 38 electrodes for photovoltaic panels and neodymium in strong

Indium 33 permanent magnets. At the same time there are also competing
Germanium 24 uses of raw materials between industries. Cobalt, for instance,
Scandium 23 is needed for the varied and growing applications of lithium-ion
Platinum 1.6 rechargeable batteries, for catalysts in the Fischer-Tropsch process
Tantalum 1 that may be used to produce future synthetic fuels from biomass,
Silver Tin 0.8 and is an essential component of extremely wear-resistant parts in
Cobalt 0.4 automotive, mechanical and medical engineering. Table 9.6 gives
Palladium, titanium 03 an overview of critical raw materials in some essential components

of renewable resources technologies.

An important future contribution to a secure IRM supply is the set-up of effective recycling systems. End-of-life products such as electron-
ics, batteries or catalysts contain in total significant amounts of comparably enriched metals. For RE technologies it might become crucial
to develop closed loop recycling concepts from the very beginning. Besides several environmental advantages, this could enhance the
supply situation and long-term supply security of scarce raw materials and reduce dependency on (usually more energy intensive) primary
supply while mitigating metal price volatility (Hageliiken and Meskers, 2010).
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Table 9.6 | Critical raw materials content of renewable resources technologies.

Application Component

Critical raw materials content

Permanent magnets of synchronous generator

Neodymium, dysprosium, praseodymium, terbium

Wind and hydropower plants
Corrosion-resistant components

Chromium, nickel, molybdenum, manganese

Transparent electrode

Indium

Thin film semiconductor

Indium, gallium, selenium, germanium, tellurium

Photovoltaics —
Dye-sensitized solar cell

Ruthenium, platinum, silver

Electric contacts Silver
Concentrating solar power (CSP) Mirror Silver
Hydrogen fuel cell Platinum

Fuel cell-driven electric vehicles
Electric motor

Neodymium, dysprosium, praseodymium, terbium, copper

Biomass to liquid (BtL) Fischer-Tropsch synthesis

Cobalt, rhenium, platinum

Redox flow rechargeable battery

Vanadium

Electricity storage
Lithium-ion rechargeable battery

Lithium, cobalt

Electricity grid

Low-loss high-temperature super-conductor cable

Bismuth, thallium, yttrium, barium, copper

A number of emerging regional power collaborations in East, West and
Southern Africa, South and Central America and South East Asia aim
to enhance the reliability of electricity grids and therefore local supply.
ESMAP (2010) studied 12 sub-regional integration schemes and found
that for most schemes energy security was one of the motivating factors.
Larger integrated networks may also provide benefits in terms of cost
efficiency, trade and more general economic development.

Many developing countries specifically include providing adequate and
affordable access to all parts of the population as part of their defi-
nition of energy security and in this way link the access and security
issues while broadening the concept to include stability and reliability
of local supply. While regional interconnections may be an interesting
way to ensure better supply security at the national level, it does not
automatically 'trickle down’ to the poorer segments of the population
in terms of increased access or even stable and affordable supply for
those who are connected. GNESD (2004) examined the effects of power
sector reforms on access levels and found that only when there was
strong political commitment to improve access to electricity for poor
households did reforms deliver results. An explicit focus on poor house-
holds was found essential along with specific protection of funds for
electrification.

While electricity connection is often used as a key indicator for access
to modern energy services, it is important to underline that household
connections have restrictions in terms of capacity, stability and outage
problems, as illustrated by the data from the World Bank in Table 9.7.

Energy security at the micro level in developing countries may therefore
have a number of social and economic effects that go beyond direct
impacts of fuel price increases (Jain, 2010). Improving access to afford-
able and reliable energy supply will therefore not only provide improved
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energy services, but it may also broadly increase productivity and avoid
parallel investments in infrastructure, from small-scale generation
equipment to parallel lighting and cooking systems, where most house-
holds have at least two different options to hedge against unstable
supply. However, decentralized RE is competitive mostly in remote and
rural areas, while grid-connected supply generally dominates denser
areas where the majority of households reside (Deichmann et al., 2011).

9.34 Climate change mitigation and reduction of

environmental and health impacts

SD must ensure environmental quality and prevent undue environ-
mental harm. No large-scale technology deployment comes without
environmental trade-offs, and a large body of literature is available
that assesses various environmental impacts of energy technologies
from a bottom-up perspective.

The goal of this section is to review and compare available evidence
about the environmental impacts associated with current and near-
future energy technologies, including the full supply chain. This review
is largely based on literature from lifecycle assessments (LCA). LCA
does not attempt to determine a socially optimal energy supply portfo-
lio; its aim is to aid technology comparisons in terms of environmental
burden. While the development of sustainable strategies and portfolios
needs to be viewed from a top-down, macro-economic and systemic
perspective, bottom-up evidence from LCA provides valuable insights
about the environmental performances of different technologies
across categories. Similarly, the energy payback time (EPT, see Box
9.3) provides a measure for the lifecycle energy efficiency of individ-
ual technologies, which is helpful for identifying high-quality energy
sources, but must additionally be viewed in the broader economic and
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Table 9.7 | Indicators of the reliability of infrastructure services (World Bank, 2007a).

Sub-Saharan Africa Developing countries
Delay in obtaining electricity connection (days) 79.9 27.5
Electrical outages (days per year) 90.9 28.7
Value of lost output due to electrical outages (percent of turnover) 6.1 44
Firms maintaining own generation equipment (percent of total) 475 31.8

social context. As the following sections review the results of hundreds
of LCA studies, the major characteristics and challenges of LCA in the
context of energy technologies are introduced below (Box 9.2).

LCA allows a detailed investigation into the environmental con-
sequences that are associated with manufacture, operation and
decommissioning of a specific technology evaluated in the context of
the current energy system. In doing so, LCAs complement economic
assessments that focus on current costs, for example, the levelized
cost of energy (LCOE; see Section 10.5.1). In the same way as future
costs of RE technologies might decline (e.g., due to research and
development (R&D) and learning by doing; see Section 10.5.2), the
way future RE technologies are manufactured, operated and decom-
missioned might change as well. As a consequence, a comprehensive
assessment of different RE expansion strategies should try to take
these expected modifications into account. While marginal changes
in the background energy system can be addressed by consequen-
tial LCA (see Box 9.2), non-marginal changes due to the ongoing
evolution of the background systems can be accounted for in sce-
nario analyses (see Sections 10.2 and 10.3). By extending scenario
analyses to include lifecycle emissions and the energy requirements
to construct, operate and decommission the different technologies
explicitly, integrated models could provide useful information about
the future mix of energy systems together with its associated life-
cycle emissions and the total environmental burden.

It is not possible to cover all relevant environmental impacts’ associ-
ated with energy supply technologies within the scope of this chapter.
This section concentrates mostly on electricity generation and liquid
transport fuels, as these areas are most frequently reported in the
literature, including the technology chapters of this report. Heating
and household energy are included in the assessments on air pol-
lution and health, but omitted from most other sections due to a
paucity of published work. Regarding the lifecycle impacts of heating
fuels, the upstream impacts of fuel extraction and processing are in
many cases similar to those of the corresponding transport or electric-
ity generation chains. However, some renewable technologies such
as heat pumps or passive solar may exhibit different properties. The
discussion of transport fuels focuses on biofuels, as they are currently

7 Within this subsection, the term impacts is not used in the strict sense of its defini-
tion within the field of LCA.

the only renewable fuels that can be considered mature and avail-
able for large-scale application. A discussion of renewable electricity
generation for charging of electric battery vehicles, and other future
pathways is provided in Section 8.3.1. A broader discussion of tech-
nology integration options is provided in Chapter 8.

Data available for different impact categories vary widely regarding
the number and quality of sources. GHG emissions are generally well
covered (Section 9.3.4.1). A significant number of studies report on air
pollutant emissions (Section 9.3.4.2), related health impacts (Section
9.3.4.3) and operational water use (Section 9.3.4.4), but evidence is
scarce for (lifecycle) emissions to water, land use (Section 9.3.4.5) and
health impacts other than those linked to air pollution. Discussion of
impacts on biodiversity and ecosystems is limited to qualitative sum-
maries of potential areas of concern (Section 9.3.4.6), as no quantitative
basis for comparison is available. To account for burdens associated with
accidents as opposed to normal operation, Section 9.3.4.7 provides an
overview about risks associated with energy technologies.

9.3.4.1 Climate change

This section reviews available estimates of lifecycle GHG emis-
sions from renewable and non-renewable electricity generation
technologies and liquid transportation fuels. Positive and negative
emissions related to land use change (LUC) are omitted from both
reviews, and discussed separately, albeit with a focus on biofuels.

LUC-related GHG emissions are potentially relevant to any tech-
nology, but are most significant for technologies that transform
substantial amounts of land, and induce changes in carbon stocks of
that land. For bioenergy systems, LUC impacts could reduce, negate or
enhance potential GHG emission reduction benefits depending on the
circumstance and assumptions. Methane emissions from submersed
biomass or organic sediments may produce substantial emissions for
certain hydropower reservoirs. However, the state of the science regard-
ing actual net emissions from hydropower reservoirs is unresolved (see
Section 5.6.3 for details). Research on LUC related to resource extraction
for fossil fuels, for example, mountaintop-removal coal mining (Fox and
Campbell, 2010) or oil production (Yeh et al., 2010), is nascent (Gorissen
etal.,, 2010).
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Box 9.2 | Lifecycle assessments of energy technologies.

LCA studies provide a well-established and comprehensive framework to compare RE with fossil-based and nuclear energy technologies.
LCA methodologies have been evolving for a few decades and are now supported by international initiatives (UNEP and SETAC, 2010)
and governed by standards (Cowie et al., 2006; SO, 2006). Although LCA is increasingly applied to energy technologies, some method-
ological challenges persist (Udo de Haes and Heijungs, 2007).

The majority of the available literature on energy technologies is based on so-called attributional LCAs, which investigate the environ-
mental impacts associated with the average product or technology lifecycle (Figure 9.7). A resulting key limitation is that changes in the
energy system that might result from the decision to install additional renewable capacity are excluded. For instance, for wind power and
solar PV, variability and limited predictability leads to an increased need for balancing reserves, and possibly efficiency penalties in the
case of fossil power plants providing these reserves (R. Gross et al., 2007; Pehnt et al., 2008; see also Sections 3.5.4 and 7.6.1.3). In con-
trast, the recently developed approach of consequential LCA considers the marginal effects of implementing a technology, and displacing
and changing the operation of other technologies, as reflected
by market dynamic interactions between technologies and
industries (Rebitzer et al., 2004; Brander et al., 2008; Finnveden
et al., 2009). However, consequential LCAs form the minority
of studies in the literature, and context dependency precludes
the incorporation of the limited results available into the
broader assessments presented here. Assumptions and chang-
Pesntiree Extraction Resaifc= Brtrachion f Proceiction ing characteristics of the background energy system (e.g., its
Material Manufacturing Processing / Conversion carbon intensity) in turn particularly affect LCAs of most RE
Component Manufacturing Delivery to Site technologies, since their lifecycle impacts stem almost entirely
Construction from component manufacturing (see Lenzen and Wachsmann,
2004). Further challenges include the potential for double-
counting when assessing large interconnected energy systems
(Lenzen, 2009), and system boundary problems (Suh et al.,
2003; Lenzen, 2008).

Background Economy

Upstream Fuel Cycle

Substantial variability in published LCA results (as seen, for

Operation Downstream example, in Figure 9.8) is also due to technology character-
istics (e.g., design, capacity factor, variability, service lifetime
Combustion Dismantling and vintage), geographic location, background energy system
Maintenance Decommissioning characteristics, data source type (empirical or theoretical),
Operations Disposal and differences in LCA technique (e.g., process-based LCA or input-
Recycling output LCA) and key methods and assumptions (e.g., co-prod-

uct allocation, avoided emissions, study scope). Given these
significant caveats, emphasis will be placed on the underlying
reasons for uncertainties and variations when describing the

Figure 9.7 | lllustration of generalized lifecycle stages for an energy technology. Fuel .
. | 2 Y 0 b i results for selected energy technologies.

cycle applies to fossil and nuclear chains and bioenergy.

LUC-related GHG emissions are excluded from the reviews for the the manufacture, operation and decommissioning of the technology
following reasons: itself.

1) significant gaps in available evidence for the full range of power Uncertainty in LUC estimates stems from many sources that are cur-
technologies and fuels evaluated in this section preclude consistent  rently unresolved and inconsistent, including: modelling and estimation
comparisons; and methods; data and modelling resolution (spatial, temporal, categorical);

system boundary and vintage; allocation of impacts among primary

2) uncertainties in estimating GHG emissions from LUC are high relative  products, co-products and residues; assumptions about the policy con-
to the understanding of GHG emissions more directly associated with ~ text and market size and characteristics; projections of technological
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Box 9.3 | Energy payback of electricity generation.

The role of high-quality energy sources in the development of modern civilizations is widely recognized. The energy payback time (EPT)
and similar concepts described below provide a measure for energetic efficiency of technologies or fuels. The following characterizes

the balance between the energy expended for the manufacture, operation and decommissioning of electricity generating plants (the
‘embodied’ energy) and their energy output in terms of an EPT, that is, the operational time it would take the technology to recover its
own embodied energy. For combustion technologies, this includes the energy requirements of fuel extraction and processing, but not the
energy content of the fuel itself. The EPT is closely related to other common metrics such as the energy return on energy invested (EROEI)
or the energy ratio. The latter quantities depend on assumptions about the expected lifetime of a plant, which is also shown below (see
Annex Il for definitions and further explanations). For some RE technologies, for example, wind and PV, EPTs have been declining rapidly
over the last years due to technological advances and economies of scale. Fossil and nuclear power technologies are characterized by the
continuous energy requirements for fuel extraction and processing. This might become increasingly important as qualities of conventional
fuel supply decline and shares of unconventional fuels rise (Farrell and Brandt, 2006; Gagnon, 2008; Lenzen, 2008).

In addition to the common causes of variability in estimates of impacts from LCAs (Box 9.2), the ranges in Table 9.8 are mainly caused by
variations in:

* Fuel characteristics (e.g., moisture content), cooling method, ambient and cooling water temperatures, and load fluctuations
(coal and gas);

e Uranium ore grades and enrichment technology (nuclear);

 Crystalline or amorphous silicone materials (PV solar cells);

* Economies of scale in terms of power rating (wind); and

* Storage capacity and design (concentrating solar).

In addition, the location-specific capacity factor has a major bearing on the EPT, in particular that of variable RE technologies.

Table 9.8 | Energy payback times and energy ratios of electricity-generating technologies. Electricity from biomass is excluded, as the literature almost exclusively documents
GHG instead of energy balances for this technology, and mostly covers the biofuel cycle only (Lenzen, 1999, 2008; Voorspools et al., 2000; Lenzen and Munksgaard, 2002;
Lenzen et al.,, 2006; Gagnon, 2008; Kubiszewski et al., 2010).

Technology Energy payback time (years) Mosltifit:?r:z(z;:!);::)a ted Energy ratio (kWh /kWh . )
Low value High value Low value High value

Brown coal, new subcritical 1.9 3.7 30 2.0 5.4
Black coal, new subcritical 0.5 3.6 30 2.5 20.0
Black coal, supercritical 1.0 26 30 29 10.1
Natural gas, open cycle 1.9 3.9 30 1.9 5.6
Natural gas, combined cycle 1.2 3.6 30 25 8.6
Heavy-water reactors 24 2.6 40 29 5.6
Light-water reactors 0.8 3.0 40 25 16.0
Photovoltaics 0.2 8.0 25 0.8 47.4
Concentrating solar 0.7 7.5 25 1.0 10.3
Geothermal 0.6 36 30 25 14.0
Wind turbines 0.1 1.5 25 5.0 40.0
Hydroelectricity 0.1 35 70 6.0 280.0

performance, background energy system and comparison reference  Other uncertainties related to estimation of GHG emissions from bio-
case; and evaluation time horizon (Cherubini et al., 2009; Kline et al., ~ energy in particular include N,O emissions from fertilization and soils
2009; Hertel et al., 2010). (Crutzen et al., 2008; E. Davidson, 2009), how technologies perform

731



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Chapter 9

Electricity Generation Technologies Powered by Renewable Resources

Electricity Generation Technologies
Powered by Non-Renewable Resources
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Figure 9.8 | Estimates of lifecycle GHG emissions (g CO,eq/kWh) for broad categories of electricity generation technologies, plus some technologies integrated with CCS. Land-use
related net changes in carbon stocks (mainly applicable to biopower and hydropower from reservoirs) and land management impacts are excluded; negative estimates' for biopower
are based on assumptions about avoided emissions from residues and wastes in landfill disposals and co-products. References and methods for the review are reported in Annex 1. The
number of estimates is greater than the number of references because many studies considered multiple scenarios. Numbers reported in parentheses pertain to additional references
and estimates that evaluated technologies with CCS. Distributional information relates to estimates currently available in LCA literature, not necessarily to underlying theoretical or

practical extrema, or the true central tendency when considering all deployment conditions.

Note: 1. 'Negative estimates’ within the terminology of lifecycle assessments presented in this report refer to avoided emissions. Unlike the case of bioenergy combined with CCS,

avoided emissions do not remove GHGs from the atmosphere.

in practice compared to models and regulations now and in the
future, lack of commercial-scale lignocellulosic feedstocks and fuels
production, and other potentially significant indirect effects such as
rebound effects in energy consumption due to changes in the price
of energy after introduction of RE (Rajagopal et al., 2010). These
uncertainties—along with the LCA-related caveats discussed in Box
9.2—should be kept in mind when considering the evidence pre-
sented in Section 9.3.4.1.
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Lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of electricity generation
technologies

This section synthesizes evidence from a comprehensive review of
published LCAs covering all regions of the world (literature collec-
tion, screening and analytical methods are described in Annex I1).
Without considering LUC, lifecycle GHG emissions normalized per
unit of electrical output (g CO,eq/kWh) from technologies powered
by renewable resources are generally found to be considerably less
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than from those powered by fossil fuel-based resources (Figure
9.8). Nuclear power exhibits a similar inter-quartile range (IQR;
75th minus 25th percentile values) and median as do technologies
powered by renewable resources. The maximum estimate for CSP,
geothermal, hydropower, ocean and wind energy is less than or
equal to 100 g CO,eq/kWh and median values for all RE range from
4 to 46 g CO,eq/kWh, although the number of references examin-
ing several of these technologies is small. The upper quartile of the
distribution of estimates for photovoltaics and biopower extend 2 to
3 times above the maximum for other RE technologies, as it does for
nuclear, mainly owing to differences in background energy system,
assumed uranium ore grade (nuclear) and cases of suboptimal pro-
duction processes (PV, biopower). Nevertheless, only the very highest
estimates for biopower overlap with the range of a fossil-fuelled
technology, and the central tendencies of all RE are between 400
and nearly 1,000 g CO,eq/kWh lower than their fossil-fuelled coun-
terparts (without CCS).

Cases of post-combustion carbon capture and storage (CCS) repre-
sent the emissions associated with the base technology plus CCS. As
expected, their lifecycle GHG emissions are considerably lower than
those of the base technology, and for fossil-fuelled technologies, can
bring total lifecycle GHG emissions near the range of several RE tech-
nologies. Biopower with CCS can display significantly negative GHG
emissions (without considering LUC). Because CCS is still not a mature
technology, assumptions regarding the duration of sequestration and
leakage rates contribute to the variability seen in Figure 9.8.

The proportion of GHG emissions from each lifecycle stage differs for
technologies powered by renewable and non-renewable resources. For
fossil-fuelled technologies, fuel combustion during operation of the
facility emits the vast majority of GHGs. For nuclear and RE technolo-
gies, the majority of GHG emissions are upstream of operation. Most
emissions for biopower are generated during feedstock production,
where agricultural practices play an important role. For nuclear power,
fuel processing stages are most important, and a significant share of
GHG emissions is associated with construction and decommissioning.
For other renewable technologies, most lifecycle GHG emissions stem
from component manufacturing and, to a lesser extent, facility con-
struction. The background energy system that, for instance, powers
component manufacturing, will evolve over time, so estimates today
may not reflect future conditions.

Variability in estimates of lifecycle GHG emissions from the evalu-
ated technologies is caused both by factors related to methodological
diversity in the underlying literature (see Box 9.2), and factors relating
to diversity in the evaluated technologies. Expanding on the latter, for
combustion technologies (fossil fuels and biopower), variability is most
prominently caused by differences in capacity factor (which influences
GHG emissions for many other technologies as well), combustion effi-
ciency, carbon content of the fuel, and conditions under which the fuel
is grown/extracted and transported. Biopower additionally is affected

by assumptions regarding the reference use of the biomass feedstock;
for instance, if landfilling of organic material can be avoided, the use
of that biomass for power generation can be considered as avoiding
methane emissions (seen in the non-CCS, negative emission estimates
in Figure 9.8). Variability for PV stems from the rapidly evolving and
multiple solar cell designs. For solar, geothermal,® ocean and wind
technologies, the quality of the primary energy resource at the site
significantly influences power output.

The state of knowledge on lifecycle GHG emissions from the electricity
generation technologies was found to vary. The following synopses are
based on an assessment of the number of references and estimates,
the density of the distribution of estimates (IQR and range relative
to the median), and an understanding of key drivers of lifecycle GHG
emissions. Lifecycle GHG emissions from fossil-fuelled technologies
and wind appear well understood.® Reasonably well known, but with
some potentially important gaps in knowledge and a need for corrob-
orative research, are those for biopower, hydropower, nuclear, some
PV technologies and CSP. The current state of knowledge for geother-
mal and ocean energy is preliminary.

Lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of selected petroleum fuels
and biofuels

In this section, literature-derived estimates of lifecycle GHG emissions
for first-generation biofuels (i.e., sugar- and starch-based ethanol, and
oilseed-based biodiesel and renewable diesel (RD)), and selected next-
generation biofuels derived from lignocellulosic biomass (i.e., ethanol
and Fischer-Tropsch diesel (FTD)) are compared. Ranges of emissions
for first-generation biofuels represent state-of-the-art technologies and
projections of near-term technological improvements while those for
next-generation ethanol and FTD from lignocellulosic biomass represent
conceptual designs envisioned for commercial-scale biorefineries.

Emissions are reported on the basis of 1 MJ of fuel produced and used
to propel a passenger vehicle. These results are nearly equivalent to a
comparison per vehicle km travelled because the vehicle fuel efficiency
(distance travelled per MJ) is virtually unchanged when considering
the evaluated biofuels and the petroleum fuels they displace used in
the same vehicle (Beer et al., 2002; Sheehan et al., 2004; CARB, 2009).
Emissions from direct and indirect LUC are excluded for all fuels, and
discussed in the following subsection (see also Sections 2.3.1 and 2.5.3).
Readers should refer to Section 8.3.1 for a comparison of lifecycle GHG
emissions of various fuels (including hydrogen and electricity) used in
different vehicle configurations. Note that electric vehicles could have

8  Also, some existing formations may have high operational emissions of CO, due to
configuration and high dissolved CO, concentrations in geothermal fluids, which are
not reflected in LCA literature assessed. See Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.2 for details.

9 Inlate 2010, some controversy emerged over potential revisions to the GHG pro-
file of natural gas. Some observers believe that methane leakage associated with
upstream production and transport of natural gas is higher than historically catego-
rized. See EPA (2010a) and Lustgarten (2011) for views of this emerging controversy.
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lower lifecycle GHG emissions compared to vehicles fuelled with exist-
ing biofuels if electricity from renewable sources is used, or higher
emissions than petroleum-based fuels if carbon-intensive fossil-based
power generation is used (Creutzig et al., 2009; van Vliet et al.,, 2011).

Results from the studies reviewed suggest that, without considering
potential LUC-related GHG emissions, first- and next-generation biofu-
els have lower direct lifecycle GHG emissions compared to petroleum
fuels from a variety of crude oil sources (Figure 9.9). By comparison,
the range in estimates for biofuels is much wider than that for gasoline
and diesel. This can be attributed to many factors, including the types of
feedstocks utilized; variations in land productivity, crop management
practices, conversion process, and process energy source; uncertainty in
N,0 emissions from fertilization; and methodological choices in LCAs,

Gasoline and its Bio-Based Substitutes

Chapter 9

for example, co-product allocation approaches and definition of system
boundaries' (Williams et al., 2009; Hoefnagels et al., 2010; Cherubini
and Stremman, 2011; see also Box 9.2).

Although there is significant overlap in the ranges of lifecycle GHG emis-
sions for virtually all biofuels, not all biofuel systems are equally efficient
in reducing GHG emissions compared to their petroleum counterparts.
For example, ethanol from Brazilian sugarcane has lower GHG emissions
than that produced from wheat and corn (von Blottnitz and Curran,
2007; S. Miller, 2010). Estimates are reasonably comparable for bio-
diesel derived from rapeseed and soybean (Hill et al., 2006; CONCAWE,
2008; Huo et al., 2009a; Hoefnagels et al., 2010). Without LUC, palm oil
biodiesel could have similar lifecycle GHG emissions as rapeseed and
soybean biodiesel when the palm plantation and palm oil mill effluent

Diesel and its Bio-Based Substitutes
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Figure 9.9 | lllustrative ranges in lifecycle GHG emissions of petroleum fuels, first-generation biofuels and selected next-generation lignocellulosic biofuels without considering land
use change. (Sources for estimates plotted: Wu et al., 2005; Fleming et al., 2006; Hill et al., 2006, 2009; Beer et al., 2007; Wang et al., 2007; CONCAWE, 2008; Macedo and Seabra,
2008; NETL, 2008, 2009; CARB, 2009; Hoefnagels et al., 2010; Hsu et al., 2010; Kaliyan et al., 2010; Larson et al., 2010; Neely et al 2010). Note: FTD = Fischer-Tropsch diesel; RD =
Renewable diesel (RD is different from biodiesel in processing and product properties). For common feedstock and fuel categories shown in both Figure 2.10 and above (e.g., sugarcane

ethanol, FTD), the references cited and the ranges of GHG emission estimates are identical.
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(POME) are properly managed, or higher emissions if methane release
from POME is not captured (Beer et al., 2007; CONCAWE, 2008; Wicke
et al,, 2008; Achten et al., 2010; Hoefnagels et al., 2010). The range in
GHG estimates for Jatropha biodiesel is comparable to that for palm oil
biodiesel (Whitaker and Heath, 2010).

The lack of commercial-scale lignocellulosic feedstocks and fuels pro-
duction leads to a high degree of uncertainty in estimates of lifecycle
GHG emissions for these systems. Uncertainty analysis indicates that the
GHG emissions of some projected lignocellulosic biofuel supply chains
could be higher than shown in Figure 9.9 assuming a combination of
worst-case conditions in different elements of the supply chain (e.g.,
poorly managed biomass production practices, and energy-intensive
biomass pre-processing) (Soimakallio et al., 2009; Hsu et al., 2010).
However, lignocellulosic biofuels under well-managed conditions can
have lower GHG emissions than grain ethanol and oilseed biodiesel.

The total lifecycle GHG emissions of fuels critically depend on the sign
and magnitude of direct and indirect LUC effects, which could potentially
negate or exceed any GHG reduction benefit from the displacement of
petroleum fuels by biofuels discussed in this section (Berndes et al., 2010).

Land use change-related greenhouse gas emissions and
bioenergy

Conversion from one land cover type or use to another directly and
indirectly affects terrestrial GHG stocks and flows, and historically has
been a significant contributor to global GHG emissions (IPCC, 1996b; Le
Quere et al,, 2009). Agriculture and forestry systems are important driv-
ers of these land use changes, with energy systems (especially bioenergy
but also reservoir hydropower, mining and petroleum extraction) being
an additional stressor (Schlamadinger, 1997). While GHG emissions from
LUC are difficult to quantify, they are important to investigate and evalu-
ate, since any potential GHG emission reduction benefits from increased
use of bioenergy compared to fossil energy sources could be partially or
wholly negated when LUC-related GHG emissions are considered.

Direct LUC (dLUC) occurs when bioenergy feedstock production modifies
an existing land use, resulting in a change in above- and below-ground
carbon stocks. dLUC-related GHG emissions are dependent on site-
specific conditions such as the prior land use, soil type, local climate,
crop management practices and the bioenergy crop to be grown. In the
examples shown in Figure 9.10, the original land use is generally a more
important factor in determining dLUC-related GHG emissions than the
bioenergy feedstock type planted. The conversion of certain land types
(e.g., rainforest and peatland) can lead to very large GHG emissions;
conversely, the use of degraded land and sometimes former farmland
(e.g., when using lignocellulosic feedstocks) can enhance carbon stocks.
Any dLUC-related GHG emissions must be repaid over time before GHG

emission reduction benefits for the use of bioenergy can accrue (Gibbs
et al., 2008). Results reported in Figure 9.10 are totals averaged over a
30-year time horizon. Not considered in the analyses reviewed here is
the time signature of these GHG emissions (an initial pulse followed by
a long tail), which is an important determinant of GHG climate impacts.

Indirect LUC (iLUC) occurs when a change in the production level of an
agricultural product (i.e., a reduction in food, feed or fibre production
induced by agricultural land conversion to the production of bioenergy
feedstocks) leads to a market-mediated shift in land management activi-
ties (i.e,, dLUC) outside of where the primary driver occurs. iLUC is not
directly observable, and is complex to model and attribute to a single
cause. Important aspects of this complexity include model geographic
resolution, interactions between bioenergy and other agricultural systems,
how the systems respond to changes in market and policy, and assump-
tions about social and environmental responsibility for actions taken by
multiple global actors. For example, estimates of iLUC-induced GHG emis-
sions can depend on how land cover is modelled. Models using greater
geographic resolution and number of land cover types have tended to
produce lower estimates and tighter uncertainty ranges that those con-
sidering just, for example, pasture and forest, at lower resolution (Nassar
et al,, 2009; EPA, 2010b). Emission estimates also tend to increase if large
future bioenergy markets and high growth rates are assumed. Despite
similar evaluation methods, Al-Riffai et al. (2010) and Hiederer et al.
(2010) report a LUC (direct and indirect) impact of 25 and 43 g CO,eq/M),
respectively, for a similar set of biofuels, partly because they evaluated dif-
ferent magnitudes of biofuels market growth (0.3 and 0.9 EJ, respectively).

Despite challenges in modelling iLUC attributable to bioenergy systems,
improvements in methods and input biophysical data sets have been
made. Some illustrative estimates of representative LUC-related (includ-
ing d- and iLUC) GHG emissions are reported in Figure 9.11. See Section
2.5.3 for more published estimates and discussion of LUC.

The wide ranges of even the central tendency estimates reflect the uncer-
tainty and variability remaining in the estimation of LUC-induced GHG
emissions from bioenergy systems, but nonetheless point to a potentially
significant impact of LUC relative to non-LUC lifecycle GHG emissions for
many dedicated bioenergy systems. Thus, it is critical to continue research
to improve LUC assessment methods and increase the availability and
quality of information on current land use, bioenergy-derived products
and other potential LUC drivers. It is also critical to consider ways to
mitigate the risk of bioenergy-induced LUC, for instance Agro-Ecologic
Zoning systems (EMBRAPA, 2009) coupled with adequate monitoring,
enforcement and site-specific bioenergy carbon footprint evaluation;
improvement of agricultural management and yields, for example, by
intercropping and improved rotations systems; using lower LUC-risk lig-
nocellulosic feedstocks or replacing dedicated biomass with residues or
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Figure 9.10 | lllustrative direct LUC-related GHG emission estimates from selected land use types and first-generation biofuel (ethanol and biodiesel) feedstocks. Results are taken
from Hoefnagels et al. (2010) and Fargione et al. (2008) and, where necessary, converted (assuming a 30-year timeframe) to the functional units displayed using data from Hoefnagels
et al. (2010) and EPA (2010b). Ranges are based on different co-product allocation methods (i.e., allocation by mass, energy and market value).

wastes; and promoting the use of degraded or marginal lands or sustain-
ability certification systems (van Dam et al., 2009; Berndes et al., 2010; see
Sections 2.2.4,2.4.5,2.5.2 and 2.8.4).

9.3.4.2 Local and regional air pollution

This section presents data on selected air pollutants that are emitted
by energy technologies and that have the most important impacts on
human health as indicated by the World Health Organization (WHO,
2006). These include particulate matter'" (PM), nitrous oxides (NO),
sulphur dioxide (SO,) and non-methane volatile organic compounds
(NMVOC). Their dispersion in the atmosphere entails significant impacts
at the local and regional scale (up to a few thousand kilometres) (e.g.,
Hirschberg et al., 2004b). Black carbon, which constitutes a fraction of
total PM emissions, and other aerosols can also have impacts on global
and regional climate (see Box 9.4). The location-specific impacts from air
pollutants depend on exposure, their concentrations in the atmosphere,
as well as the concentrations of further pollutants acting as reactants,
for example, for formation of secondary particulates (e.g., Kalberer et al.,
2004; Andreani-Aksoyoglu et al., 2008; Hallquist et al., 2009). Air pollu-

11 PM emissions are specified as PM,, where the subscript d indicates the largest
diameter (in pm) of the particles that are included. Particles emitted by internal com-
bustion engines are all very small and almost entirely included in the PM, , measure.
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Box 9.4 | Black carbon and aerosols: Climate effects of air pollutants.

Black carbon (BC) is a short-lived air pollutant formed by incomplete combustion of fossil or biomass fuels. Prime sources of BC are
agricultural and forest fires, (diesel) combustion engines, in particular maritime vessels running on heavy oil, and residential use of heat-
ing and cooking fuels (Bond et al., 2004; Lack et al., 2008). BC emissions are particularly high in developing countries. BC has detrimental
health effects (see Section 9.3.4.3), and can accelerate climate change both through its heat-absorbing properties in the atmosphere, and
by reducing the albedo of cloud, snow and ice surfaces (Ramanathan and Carmichael, 2008; Flanner et al., 2009; Lau et al., 2010). BC is
emitted together with organic carbon (0C), and other aerosols like sulphates, that have a negative effect on radiative forcing. Therefore,
the net warming effect of aerosol emissions from combustion is source- and location-dependent, and still uncertain. Available literature
suggests that contained combustion of fossil fuels and residential combustion of solid biomass results in net warming, while the net
effects of open combustion (field fires) of biomass sources are negative, due to a higher ratio of reflective OC to absorptive BC aerosols
(Bond et al., 2004; M. Jacobson, 2004; Hansen et al., 2005; Koch et al., 2007). Both processes play a prominent role in the formation of
atmospheric brown clouds and other processes that exhibit strong regional climate impacts (Ramanathan et al., 2005, 2007), for example,
alteration of the Indian Monsoon (Auffhammer et al., 2006) or larger warming in elevated regions of the tropics (Gautam et al., 2009).

BC abatement has been proposed as a significant means not only for climate change mitigation, but also for addressing additional
sustainability concerns such as air pollution, inefficient energy services, and related health impacts on the poor (Grieshop et al., 2009). The
provision of energy efficient and smoke-free cookers and soot-reducing technologies for coal combustion in small industries could have
major benefits by reducing radiative forcing and combating indoor air pollution and respiratory diseases in urban centres (Ramanathan
and Carmichael, 2008; see Sections 2.5.4 and 9.3.4.3). A switch from diesel to LPG in the public transport system in Delhi has resulted in
net GHG savings and substantial reductions in BC loads (C. Reynolds and Kandlikar, 2008). However, it has been suggested that removing
the ‘'masking’ effect of reflective aerosols through air pollution control measures might accelerate the impacts from already-committed-to

warming (Ramanathan and Feng, 2008; Carmichael et al., 2009).

tion also varies significantly between urban and rural areas. Therefore,
cumulative lifecycle inventory results, that is, quantities of pollutants
emitted per unit of energy delivered, must be interpreted with care
regarding conclusions about potential impacts on human health and
the environment (Torfs et al., 2007). The following results can only act
as basic data for the estimation of specific impacts (see Section 9.3.4.3).
Indoor air pollution caused by solid fuels in traditional cookstoves is
discussed in Box 9.4 and Section 9.3.4.3.

Heat and electricity supply

For space heating and electricity production with fossil fuels and
biomass (wood) combustion, the dominant contributor to lifecycle
inventory results (per kWh of end-use energy) is the combustion stage,
with typically a 70 to almost 100% share of the overall emissions (e.g.,
Jungbluth et al., 2005; C. Bauer, 2007; Dones et al., 2007) (see Figure
9.12). However, in the case of long distance transport of coal, natural
gas, oil and wood fuel, the transport stage might become more impor-
tant (e.g., C. Bauer, 2007, 2008). In general, natural gas causes the
lowest emissions among fossil fuels. Contributions of different sections
of the energy chains as well as total emissions vary within orders of
magnitude with power plant technology, application of pollution con-
trol technologies (flue gas desulphurization, particulate filters, etc.) and
characteristics of fuel feedstock applied, as indicated by minimum and
maximum values in Figure 9.12.

In the case of space heating, for example, minimum and maximum fig-
ures represent the most and least efficient technology options among

the datasets evaluated. Additionally, the type of fuel (e.g., wood logs,
chips or pellets in case of biomass) affects the results. The figures for
solar heating are valid for a certain location in central Europe, and varia-
tion in solar irradiation is not considered in the range shown. In the case
of fossil electricity generation, the results include country-specific aver-
ages for current technology and fuel supply for all European and a few
other countries, such as the USA and China. Minimum and maximum
values therefore mainly represent the countries with the most and least
efficient power plant and pollution control technology, respectively.

The results from this assessment show that non-combustion RE tech-
nologies and nuclear power cause comparatively minor emissions of
air pollutants, only from upstream and downstream processes. Also,
the variations in the results, depending on both technologies applied
and site of power generation (in terms of, for example, solar irradia-
tion (Jungbluth et al.,, 2009) and wind conditions (EWEA, 2004)), are
in general much lower for RE and nuclear than for fossil power and
heating systems. The potential increase in overall emissions from the
power system due to a more flexible operation of fossil power plants
in response to feed-in of variable renewable electricity is not taken into
account. Although not shown in Figure 9.12, the type of electricity used
for the operation of the geothermal heat pump has a significant impact
on the performance of this technology (Heck, 2007).

LCA literature including results on air pollution in developing countries

is scarce, and available case studies could not be integrated into the
results displayed in a consistent way. However, emissions at the higher

737



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development Chapter 9

—_
Q
~

1
Heat ! Electricity
— 30 1
é 1
= |
2 i B No, minimum
1
1 [l NO, maximum
25 ! - = .
! . SO, minimum
1
: I 50, maximum
1
1
1
20 T .
1
1
1
1
1
1
15 1 -
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
10 1 . ;|
1
1
1
1
I
1
5 +—— s B | . |
1
1
I
1
1
I
0 N mm—
Boiler Boiler Boiler Wood, | Biogas, | Thermal Steam Steam Steam Steam Steam | Combined | Combined| Steam Gen I Wood, Biogas, | Run-of- PV, Solar On-& | Enhanced
Boiler Cogen | Collector | Turbine | Turbine, | Turbine | Turbine, | Turbine Cycle |Cycle, incl.| Turbine | Reactor | Steam Cogen | River & | Roof-Top | Thermal | Offshore | Geoth.
incl CCS incl CCS ccs Turbine Reservoirs System
Coal Oil | Natural Biomass Solar Hard Coal Lignite oil Natural Gas Nuclear Biomass Hydro Solar Wind | Geoth.
Gas
(b) !
1
— 1
é 25 1
= |
= ! B PM,, minimum
1
) B PM,, maximum
1
1 L [0 NMVOC minimum
2.0 ! .
| B NMVOC maximum
1
| X Not Analyzed
1
1
1
1
o B L
1.5 ]
1
1
1
1
1
1
n B L L
1.0 [
1
1
1
1
1
1
| |2 i & E || L |3
0.5 !
1
1
1
1
1
1
= ! X
0.0 Boiler Boiler Boiler Wood, Biogas, | Thermal Steam Steam Steam Steam Steam | Combined | Combined| Steam Gen Il Wood, Biogas, | Run-of- PV, Solar On-& | Enhanced
Boiler Cogen | Collector | Turbine | Turbine, | Turbine | Turbine, | Turbine | Cycle |Cycle, incl.| Turbine | Reactor | Steam Cogen | River & | Roof-Top | Thermal | Offshore | Geoth.
incl CCS incl CCS ccs Turbine Reservoirs System
Coal Oil  |Natural Biomass Solar Hard Coal Lignite 0il Natural Gas Nuclear Biomass Hydro Solar Wind | Geoth.
Gas

Figure 9.12 | Cumulative lifecycle emissions per unit of energy generated of (a) NOx and SO2 and (b) NMVOC and PM2.5 for current heat and electricity supply technologies
(C. Bauer, 2008; Viebahn et al., 2008; Ecoinvent, 2009); traditional biomass use not considered. Figures for coal and gas power chains with CCS are valid for near-future forecasts
(C. Bauer et al., 2009).
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end of the ranges shown may typically apply to developing econo-
mies that use older technologies, have less pollution control measures
in place and possibly consume lower-quality fuels. Also, lack of envi-
ronmental regulation in developing countries results in comparatively
higher emissions. Molina and Molina (2004) report outdoor urban air
pollution in cities from industry, energy and transport that is a factor
of 10 or higher than in developed nations; the location of the emission
sources in combination with the prevailing meteorological conditions
are important factors in this respect. Air pollution abatement has gained
importance since the early 1990s, in particular in China, resulting in a
slowdown of sulphur emissions in Asia (Carmichael et al., 2002). The
substantial potential of RE to contribute to air pollution abatement has
been studied in particular for emerging economies’ electricity and trans-
port sectors (Boudri et al., 2002; Aunan et al., 2004; Ramanathan and
Carmichael, 2008; Creutzig and He, 2009; see Sections 9.4.4 and 10.6).

Transport fuels

Under a lifecycle approach, well-to-wheels air pollutant emissions of
biomass fuel/vehicle systems differ significantly. These differences are
caused by the feedstock used for fuel production, biomass yields, fuel
production pathways and technologies, location of biomass growth and
harvesting, as well as fuel characteristics and vehicle technologies (von
Blottnitz and Curran, 2007; Cherubini and Stremman, 2011).

The use of gaseous fuels—both fossil and biomass origin—tends to
reduce air pollution compared to liquid fuels (Zah et al., 2007). The
effects of using biomass fuels and bioethanol and biodiesel blends
on tailpipe emissions have been examined by numerous authors with
varying results (Schifter et al., 2004, 2011; Niven, 2005; Coelho et al.,
2006; Fernando et al., 2006; Goldemberg et al., 2008; Graham et al.,
2008; Pang et al., 2008; Coronado et al., 2009; Costa and Sodré, 2009;
Demirbas, 2009; Hilton and Duddy, 2009; Roayaei and Taheri, 2009;
Yanowitz and McCormick, 2009; Yoon et al., 2009; Zhai et al., 2009; Park
et al., 2010). Fuel blends, combustion and ambient temperatures as well
as additives play a decisive role in air pollutant formation (Lucon et

al., 2005; Coelho et al., 2006; Graham et al., 2008; Ginnebaugh et al.,
2010). Overall, the studies tend to agree that carbon monoxide (CO) and
hydrocarbon emissions are reduced by use of both ethanol and biodiesel
blends compared to gasoline and diesel, respectively, while NO_emis-
sions seem to be higher. Increased NO_and evaporative emissions from
oxygenates of biofuel blends can lead to higher concentrations of tropo-
spheric ozone (Schifter et al., 2004; Agarwal, 2007). Increased aldehyde
emissions have been reported for bioethanol in Brazil, which are less
toxic than the formaldehydes originating from fossil fuels (Goldemberg
et al., 2008; Graham et al., 2008; Anderson, 2009). Second-generation
and future biofuels are expected to improve performance, when the
combustion system is specifically adapted (Pischinger et al., 2008; UBner
and Miiller-Langer, 2009).

Notter et al. (2010) and Zackrisson et al. (2010) suggested that future
electric or fuel cell vehicles (see Section 8.3.1) offer a substantial potential
for reductions in air pollution (as well as other environmental burdens)
if electricity or hydrogen from RE sources is used as the energy carrier.

Shifting emissions from urban to less-populated areas can result in less
exposure and therefore reduced impacts on human health (see Section
9.3.4.3). Despite increases in total emissions, some bioethanol blends
used in flex-fuel vehicles in Brazil contributed to reductions of up to 30%
in urban emissions, as most emissions originated from farming equip-
ment, fertilizer manufacture and ethanol plants located in rural areas
(Huo et al., 2009b). Similarly, the formation of secondary pollutants as
aerosols and ozone in towns might be reduced, depending on atmo-
spheric conditions including background concentrations of pollutants.

9.3.4.3 Health impacts

The most important energy-related impacts on human health are those
associated with air pollutant emissions by fossil fuel and biomass com-
bustion (Ezzati et al., 2004; W. Paul et al., 2007). Air pollution, even at

Table 9.9 | Health impacts of important air pollutants (adapted from Bickel and Friedrich, 2005).

Primary Pollutants’ S::I‘I):g ?1?;2 Impacts

Particles cardio-pulmonary morbidity (cerebrovascular and respiratory hospital admissions, heart failure, chronic bronchi-
(PM,, PM, ,, black carbon) tis, upper and lower respiratory symptoms, aggravation of asthma), mortality

SO, sulphates like particles®

NO, nitrates morbidity, like particles®

NO +VOC ozone respiratory morbidity, mortality

co cardiovascular morbidity, mortality

Polyaromatic Hydrocarbon cancers

Lead, Mercury morbidity (neurotoxic and other)

Notes: 1. Emitted by pollution source. 2. created by chemical reactions in the atmosphere. 3. lack of specific evidence, as most available epidemiological studies are based on mass

PM without distinction of components or characteristics.
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current ambient levels, aggravates morbidity (especially respiratory
and cardiovascular diseases) and leads to premature mortality (Table
9.9; Cohen et al., 2004; Curtis et al., 2006). Although the health effects
of ambient air pollution result from a complex mixture of combustion
products and are therefore difficult to attribute to a certain source
or pollutant, negative effects have been most closely correlated
with three species of pollutants in epidemiological studies: fine PM,
50,, and tropospheric ozone (Ezzati et al., 2004; Curtis et al., 2006).
Significant reductions in mass emissions of pollutants by deployment
of RE should yield increased health benefits, and opportunities for
policy measures combining climate change and (urban) air pollution
mitigation are increasingly recognized (see Sections 9.4.4.1, 10.6 and
11.3.1).

Household environmental exposures, including indoor air pollution
(IAP) from the combustion of solid heating and cooking fuels, gen-
erally decline with increased development, whereas community-level
exposures have been found to increase initially, and then gradually
decline, with important distinctions between rural and urban areas
(Smith and Ezzati, 2005; HEI, 2010). Exposure to IAP from the combus-
tion of coal and traditional biomass is recognized as one of the most
important causes of morbidity and mortality in developing countries
(Bruce et al.,, 2002; Ezzati et al., 2004; Smith and Ezzati, 2005; Zhang
and Smith, 2007). For example, comparative quantifications of health
risks showed that in 2000, more than 1.6 million deaths and over
38.5 million disability-adjusted life-years (DALYs) were attributable to
indoor smoke from solid fuels (WHO, 2002; Smith and Mehta, 2003;
Smith et al., 2004; Torres-Duque et al., 2008). Figure 9.13 illustrates
the magnitude of the health problems associated with IAP, which is
projected to exceed other major causes of premature deaths (e.g.,
HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis) by 2030 (IEA, 2010a).

Many health problems like chronic obstructive pulmonary disease,
cataracts and pneumonia are most severe for women and children,
which are most exposed to indoor emissions (Smith et al., 2000;
Pokhrel et al., 2005; Barnes et al., 2009; Haines et al., 2009; UNDP and
WHO, 2009), and generally affect the poorest segment of the popula-
tion (see Section 9.3.2).

In traditional uses, biomass-based fuels yield worse results with
respect to contaminant concentrations than charcoal or coal (Kim

25

Million premature Deaths

2008 2030 2008 2030 2008 2030 2008 2030
Malaria Tuberculosis Smoke from HIV/AIDS
Biomass

Figure 9.13 | Premature deaths from household air pollution and other diseases in 2008
and projected for 2030 (IEA, 2010a).

Oanh and Dung, 1999; Bailis and Cutler, 2004; Zhang and Smith,
2007). Mitigation options—besides the more costly switch to cleaner
fuels (see Section 9.3.2)—for health impacts from IAP include
improved cookstoves (ICS), ventilation and building design and
behavioural changes (Smith et al., 2000; Bruce et al., 2004; Mehta
and Shahpar, 2004; Palanivelraja and Manirathinem, 2010). Modern
bioenergy technologies (ICS, biogas) can provide health benefits with-
out fuel switching (Smith et al., 2007; Bailis et al., 2009), as well as
additional environmental and social advantages (Haines et al., 2009)
(see Section 2.5.7.2).

Non-combustion-related health impacts

Health impacts from energy technologies other than those described
above can be regarded as relatively minor. Table 9.10 provides an
overview of areas of concern for RE technologies as identified in this
report.

For nuclear power, radiotoxicity of spent fuels and uranium tailings,
including windblown radioactive dust dispersal, and radon gas from
the mining stage are the most prominent health concerns (OECD/NEA,
2002; Abdelouas, 2006; Al-Zoughool and Krewski, 2009). Increased
cancer risk for residents, particularly children, near nuclear power
plants has been studied with contrasting results in different countries
(Ghirga, 2010).

Table 9.10 | Overview of potential impacts on human health by RE technologies as reported in Sections 2.5, 4.6, 5.6 and 7.6. For solar and ocean technologies, no impacts were

identified.
RE Technology Potential Health Concerns
Depending on feedstock and agricultural management, direct and indirect exposure to agrochemicals and derivatives like pesticides or nitrates, or smoke due to
Bioenergy residue burning may cause local impacts

Health impacts related to air pollutant emissions by combustion’

Geothermal Energy

For some operations, hydrogen sulphide emission may cause local impacts

Reservoir Hydropower

Standing water bodies can lead to spread of vector-borne diseases in tropical areas
Concentrations of population and migrant workers during construction of large dams may cause public health concerns

Wind Energy Nuisance from noise and flickering

Note: 1. See previous subsection for details.
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9344 Water

Water is a critical and highly localized resource with multiple and
competing uses, including energy. The condition and amount of water
resources in a given location will influence the selection, design and
performance of an energy technology; impacts from energy technolo-
gies will also vary geographically and temporally. Hence, implications
for the water-energy nexus must be considered within a SD context.
Literature holistically evaluating the impacts of energy technologies on
water resources is limited, especially from a lifecycle perspective. While
some broad conclusions can be drawn from the evidence presented in
the following sections, additional research is needed to confirm many of
the results and fill existing knowledge gaps.

In 2006, the energy and industrial sectors accounted for 45% of freshwa-
ter withdrawals in Annex | countries and 10% of freshwater withdrawals
in non-Annex | countries (Gleick, 2008). As lesser-developed countries
industrialize and improve access to energy services, additional freshwa-
ter resources may be required to meet the water demands of increased
energy production. However, various metrics indicate that many devel-
oping countries already experience water scarcity problems, and climate
change may exacerbate water stress (Rijsberman, 2006; IPCC, 2008; Dai,
2011). Thermal power plants may be especially vulnerable to conditions
of water scarcity and climate change due to their continuous water
requirements. Also, hydropower and bioenergy are highly dependent on
water availability, and exhibit potentials for both increased competition
for and mitigation of water scarcity (see Sections 2.5.5.1 and 5.10).

Operational water use and water quality impacts of electricity
generation

Electricity sector impacts involve both water withdrawal and consump-
tion. Water withdrawal is the amount of water removed from the ground
or diverted from a water source, while consumption is the amount of
water that is lost through evaporation, transpiration, human consump-
tion and incorporation into products (Kenny et al., 2009). Both metrics
have an important impact on local water availability, and often with
trade-offs such that using existing technology only one impact can be
reduced at a time. Water consumption by industry and power plants,
while accounting for less than 4% of global water consumption, is an
important consideration for water-scarce regions; this is particularly rel-
evant in the context of future resource development, with water being
effectively removed from the system and not available for other uses, for
example, agriculture or drinking water (Shiklomanov, 2000).

While water is used throughout the lifecycle of most technologies,
operational cooling needs for thermal power plants result in the with-
drawal and consumption of more water than any other lifecycle phase,
with the exception of biomass feedstock production (Fthenakis and
Kim, 2010). Figure 9.14 depicts the variability in operational water con-
sumption rates associated with electricity generation units and cooling
technologies. Water consumption varies widely both within cooling
technology categories, but especially across categories. The choice of
cooling system is often site-specific and based on water availability,

local environmental regulations or quality impacts, parasitic energy
loads, costs, or other considerations (J. Reynolds, 1980; Bloemkolk and
van der Schaaf, 1996). Non-thermal technologies, with the exception of
hydropower, are found to have the lowest operational and lifecycle with-
drawal and consumptive water use values per unit electricity generated
(Tsoutsos et al., 2005; Fthenakis and Kim, 2010). Substantial evapora-
tion can occur from hydroelectric reservoirs, yet reservoirs often provide
other beneficial services besides power production (e.g., flood control,
freshwater supply, and recreation), and allocation schemes for deter-
mining water consumption from various reservoir uses can significantly
influence reported water consumption values (Gleick, 1993; LeCornu,
1998; Torcellini et al., 2003). Research may be needed to determine the
net effect of reservoir construction on evaporation in a specific water-
shed. Data shown in Figure 9.14 are from studies of US systems only, but
represent a wide range of technology vintages and climatic conditions,
both of which can affect water use rates (B. Miller et al., 1992), and thus
their results are applicable and comparable to water use rates in other
countries (EC, 2006).

Data for geothermal energy are not included in Figure 9.14 because in
most situations, geothermal fluids are utilized for cooling before reinjec-
tion, and therefore no freshwater is consumed (Franco and Villani, 2009;
see Section 4.5.3). Depending on technology, resource type and cool-
ing system used, geothermal operational water consumption can range
from near zero up to 15 m3/MWh (Fthenakis and Kim, 2010).

Reduced water levels or higher temperatures in water bodies may
require once-through cooled thermal power plants, which withdraw
large volumes of water but consume comparatively little, to run at
lower capacities or to shut down completely (Poumadere et al., 2005).
Addressing this vulnerability by utilizing recirculating cooling technologies,
which withdraw less water, could lead to increases in water consumption
(Figure 9.14), reductions in plant-level thermal efficiencies and increases
in operating and installed costs (Tawney et al., 2005). Ambient air tem-
perature increases may lead to reduced plant-level thermal efficiency and
cooling system performance, resulting in higher water use rates (B. Miller
et al.,, 1992; Turchi et al., 2010). Thermal power plant vulnerability can be
reduced by utilizing alternative water sources, such as municipal waste-
water, or by utilizing a dry-cooling system, yet there are cost, performance
and availability trade-offs and constraints (EPRI, 2003; Gadhamshetty et
al., 2006). Reservoirs and river levels may also be affected by climate
change, altering water availability and hydropower performance capa-
bilities and output (Harrison and Whittington, 2002; IPCC, 2008).

Electricity generation units can affect water quality through thermal
and chemical pollution. During normal operation, electricity generation
units with once-through cooling systems can elevate the tempera-
ture of water bodies receiving the cooling water discharge, which can
negatively affect aquatic ecosystems and reduce fish yields (Kelso and
Milburn, 1979; Barnthouse, 2000; Poornima et al., 2005; Greenwood,
2008; Kesminas and Olechnoviciene, 2008; Shanthi and Gajendran,
2009). Deposition of air pollutant emissions from the combustion of
fossil fuels to water bodies can also affect water quality (Larssen et
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Figure 9.14 | Ranges of rates of operational water consumption by thermal and non-thermal electricity-generating technologies based on a review of available literature (m*MWh).
Bars represent absolute ranges from available literature, diamonds single estimates; n represents the number of estimates reported in the sources. Note that upper values for hydro-
power result from few studies measuring gross evaporation values, and may not be representative (see Box 5.2). Methods and references used in this literature review are reported

in Annex Il

Notes: CSP: concentrating solar power; CCS: carbon capture and storage; IGCC: integrated gasification combined cycle; CC: combined cycle; PV: photovoltaic.

al., 2006). Hydroelectric facilities can impact both temperature and dis-
solved oxygen content of the released water while also altering the flow
regime, disturbing ecosystems and disrupting the sediment distribution
process (Cushman, 1985; Liu and Yu, 1992; Jager and Smith, 2008; see
Section 5.6). Tidal energy facilities located at the mouths of estuaries
could affect the hydrology and salinity of estuaries and ocean thermal
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energy conversion technologies can alter local water quality through
the accidental release of toxic chemicals, such as ammonia and chlo-
rine (Pelc and Fujita, 2002; Vega, 2002; see Section 6.5). Geothermal
facilities can affect both surface and ground water quality through
spillage of geothermal fluids at the surface during operation, leakage
from surface storage impoundments, and through contamination of
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nearby freshwater wells (Brophy, 1997; Dogdu and Bayari, 2004; see
Section 4.5).

Water use of upstream processes

Water use in upstream processes (see Figure 9.7) can be high for some
energy technologies, particularly for fuel extraction and biomass feed-
stock production (Fthenakis and Kim, 2010). Specifically, unconventional
fossil fuel (e.g., oil shale, shale gas) exploration and processing tech-
niques can have significantly greater water use rates than conventional
exploration techniques, and may require freshwater to be imported from
other watersheds (GAO, 2010; Kargbo et al., 2010; Parfitt, 2010; Veil,
2010). Further research is necessary to determine water use as a func-
tion of output energy content of the extracted fuel in unconventional
production to facilitate comparison to other conventionally produced
fuels.

Biomass feedstock may be used for electricity generation or converted
into liquid fuels. To account for both naturally variable precipitation and
irrigation freshwater required in feedstock production, the water foot-
print metric is used (Gerbens-Leenes et al., 2009). The water footprint of
feedstock production is highly dependent on feedstock type, geographic
region and local climatic conditions, and crop management practices
(Berndes, 2002, 2008; Gerbens-Leenes et al., 2009; Wu et al., 2009;
Harto et al., 2010; Stone et al., 2010). These factors may change from
year to year, and the water footprint for an individual case may differ
substantially from the global average. Estimates of water footprints for
biomass grown for multiple purposes can also vary significantly due to
the choice of allocation method (S. Singh and Kumar, 2011).

The current water footprint of biomass feedstock production for
electricity generation is approximately 70 to 400 times greater than
operational water consumption requirements for thermal power plants
(Gerbens-Leenes et al., 2009; S. Singh and Kumar, 2011). The current
global average water footprint (weighted by production mass) of
biofuel feedstock production ranges from about 60 to 600 litres per
MJ fuel (Gerbens-Leenes et al., 2009). Biodiesel feedstock water foot-
prints are nearly two to four times greater than the water footprint for
ethanol crops, because oilseed crops are less water efficient (Gerbens-
Leenes et al.,, 2009; S. Singh and Kumar, 2011). Refining and processing
biofuels require around 0.1 to 0.5 litres of water per MJ fuel, which is
far less than feedstock production requirements but still considerably
higher than those of conventional petroleum products (Berndes, 2002;
King and Webber, 2008; Wu et al., 2009; Harto et al., 2010; S. Singh
and Kumar, 2011).

Without proper management, increased bioenergy production could
therefore increase competition for water in critical areas (see Section
2.5.5.1; Dornburg et al., 2008; Berndes, 2010; Fingerman et al., 2010).
However, the proportion of irrigation freshwater to total water con-
sumed varies considerably, and the relationship between vegetation
and hydrological processes at the landscape scale is complex. Certain

feedstock production systems may drive land use towards systems
with higher water productivity and decreased water competition, as,
for example, woody crops grown in multi-year rotations. Some peren-
nials can improve water retention functions on degraded lands, and
considerable water efficiency gains are possible with improved agricul-
tural management.

Quality impacts of upstream processes

Feedstock production, mining operations and fuel processing can also
affect water quality (Larssen et al., 2006). Effluent from coal mining
can degrade local water quality by lowering pH and increasing concen-
trations of solids and heavy metals; leachate water from overburden
dumps can also have high metal concentrations (Tiwary, 2001). Effluent
from uranium mining for nuclear fuel can increase concentrations of
uranium, radium, selenium, molybdenum and nitrate in surrounding sur-
face- and groundwater (R.F. Kaufmann et al., 1976; van Metre and Gray,
1992; Au et al., 1995; Voitsekhovitch et al., 2006; Carvalho et al., 2007).
Radioactive water contamination can also occur from reprocessing of
spent nuclear fuel, although releases can be greatly reduced through
effective regulation (EC, 1999; Suzuki et al., 2008; Yamada and Zheng,
2008). Operational oil tanker discharges (i.e., dumping of oil during
tanker cleaning operations) are a continuous source of water pollution
(Jerneldv, 2010; Rogowska and Namiesnik, 2010). Most countries have
established strict limits and safety standards to prevent water pollution,
yet this does not always prevent accidents (see Section 9.3.4.7).

If conventional row-cropping production methods are used, bioenergy
feedstock production can have water quality impacts from fertilizer and
pesticide use similar to other row crops, yet second-generation feed-
stocks in many regions require lower chemical inputs for production
than non-energy row crops (Paine, 1996; McLaughlin and Walsh, 1998;
Lovett et al., 2009). Discharges of organic distillery wastes can pol-
lute local water bodies, but can be reduced through existing anaerobic
digestion technologies (Giampietro et al., 1997; Wilkie et al., 2000)

9.3.45 Land use

Most energy technologies have substantial land requirements when the
whole supply chain is included. However, literature reporting lifecycle
estimates for land use by energy technologies is scarce. The limited evi-
dence available suggests that lifecycle land use by fossil energy chains
can be comparable and higher than land use by RE sources (Hirschberg
et al., 2006; Fthenakis and Kim, 2009).

A variety of metrics has been used in the literature to describe and
compare land requirements by the dominating stage of different RE
technologies, that is, the area occupied by the generating facility or cul-
tivated for biomass feedstock. Examples are area occupied (m?/kW) and
percent effective land use (Trieb et al., 2009; Rovere et al., 2010) or land
footprint (m? per capita) (Denholm and Margolis, 2008). Aspects that
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need to be considered for a proper interpretation and comparison of
land requirements include:

e Properties and conditions of the land required (e.g., arable land or
brown-fields, close or remote to centres of demand);

e Quality of land use (exclusive or allowing for multiple use); and

e Duration and reversibility of the land transformation (former land
use/cover, reclamation times).

In particular, the assessment of environmental impacts of land transfor-
mation is very complex, with many methodological challenges yet to be
solved (Dubreuil et al., 2007; Scholz, 2007). These include issues such
as landscape fragmentation (Jordaan et al.,, 2009), impacts on life sup-
port functions and ecosystem services, impacts on naturalness of areas,
like regeneration times after different types of use, and impacts on
biodiversity (Lindeijer, 2000; Scholz, 2007; Schmidt, 2008) (see Section
9.3.4.6).

For fossil energy chains and nuclear power, land use is dominated by
upstream and downstream processes (see Figure 9.7), depending on
type of mining operations or extraction (e.g., onsite, leaching, surface
or underground mining), quality of mineral deposits and fuel, and sup-
ply infrastructure (Hirschberg et al., 2006; Fthenakis and Kim, 2009;
Jordaan et al., 2009). As a result of high ash content, waste disposal
sites contribute significantly to land use of coal fired power stations
(Mishra, 2004; NRC, 2010). Aboveground land transformation of nuclear
power chains has lower ranges than do fossil fuel chains. However, the
necessity of maintaining future disposal sites for high-level radioactive
waste shielded from access for very long time spans (10,000 to 100,000
years) can increase the occupational land use of nuclear facilities sub-
stantially (Gagnon et al., 2002; Fthenakis and Kim, 2009).

For most RE sources, land use requirements are largest during the
operational stage. An exception is the land intensity of bioenergy from
dedicated feedstocks, which is significantly higher than for any other
energy technology and shows substantial variations in energy yields per
hectare for different feedstocks and climatic zones. If biomass from resi-
dues or organic wastes is used, additional land use is small (see Section
2.3.).

To the extent that solar PV and solar thermal installations can be roof-
mounted, operational land use is negligible, while for central PV plants
and CSP design considerations can influence extent and exclusiveness
of the land use (Tsoutsos et al., 2005; Denholm and Margolis, 2008; see
Section 3.6.1). Geothermal generation has very low aboveground direct
land use, but it increases considerably if the geothermal field is included
for risk of land subsidence (Evans et al., 2009). The conservation of
scenic landscapes and outstanding natural features, and related con-
flicts with tourism may arise as areas of concern (see Section 4.5.3.3).
Similarly, the obstruction of landscape views both on- and offshore has
emerged as an issue for wind energy (see Section 7.6.3.2).
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Run-of-river hydropower has very low lifecycle land use, while the values
for reservoir hydropower differ greatly depending on the physical condi-
tions of the site (Gagnon et al., 2002). The impoundment and presence
of a reservoir stands out as the most significant source of impacts (Egré
and Milewski, 2002), with social issues such as involuntary population
displacement or the destruction of cultural heritage adding a critical
social dimension (see Sections 9.5.1 and 5.6.1.7). In the case of multipur-
pose reservoir use, inundation effects cannot be exclusively attributed to
electricity generation (see Section 5.10). For wind, wave and ocean or
tidal current energy, spacing between the facilities is needed for energy
dissipation. Thus, the total land or ocean area transformed is quite large,
but secondary uses such as farming, fishing and recreation activities
are often feasible (Denholm et al., 2009; M. Jacobson, 2009), though
constrained access for competing uses may be an issue for certain ocean
technologies (see Section 6.5.2).

To conclude, it should be noted that land requirements for the establish-
ment and upgrade of distribution and supply networks of future energy
systems may be substantial, and may increase in the future with rising
shares of variable renewable sources.

9.3.4.6 Impacts on ecosystems and biodiversity

Closely connected to land use are (site specific) impacts on ecosystems
and biodiversity. Energy technologies impact ecosystems and biodiver-
sity mainly through the following pathways:

e Direct physical destruction of habitats and ecosystems in the case
of reservoir creation and alteration of rivers, surface mining, tidal
barrages, waste deposits and land use changes from, for example,
forest or grasslands to managed lands;

e Fragmentation of habitats, degradation of ecosystems and distur-
bance of certain species, for example, by infrastructure, harvesting
operations or modifications in the built environment; and

* Deterioration of habitats due to air and water pollution.

While the latter is largely associated with fossil energy technologies
and mining (M. Jacobson, 2009), thermal pollution, which is affecting
aquatic life, constitutes a serious concern for all thermal technolo-
gies. Potential impacts of severe accidents in the extraction stage of
fossil fuels can also be relevant (see Sections 9.3.4.4 and 9.3.4.7).

The assessment of impacts on biodiversity are not part of LCA
methodologies, and even though efforts are made to establish and
integrate indicators into the context of LCA (e.g., (Schmidt, 2008), no
framework for the comparison of lifecycle impacts of different energy
chains is currently available. An overview of potential concerns asso-
ciated with RE technologies is provided in Table 9.11, followed by a
short description of the status of knowledge. A broader discussion
including potential benefits and mitigation measures is available in
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Table 9.11 | Overview of potential negative impacts and concerns regarding ecosystems and biodiversity related to RE technologies as reported in Chapters 2 through 7 of this report;
in depth discussion of technology-specific impacts and appropriate mitigation measures can be found in Sections 2.5.5, 3.6.1, 4.5.3, 5.6.1, 6.5.2, 7.6.2 and 7.6.5.

Bioenergy (dedicated feedstocks)

Loss of high quality natural habitats by conversion to managed lands, pressure on conservation areas, effects on agro-biodiversity and
wildlife by agricultural intensification, soil degradation, eutrophication and pesticide emissions to aquatic habitats, introduction of
invasive or genetically modified species

Bioenergy (residues)

Residue removal may lead to soil degradation, loss of woody debris habitats in forestry systems

Solar PV (field installations)

Disturbance through installation stage, plant community change due to shading effects

CSP

Disturbance of fragile desert ecosystems

Geothermal

Impacts of hazardous chemicals in brine fluids in case of surface disposal, modifications of habitats in conservation areas

Hydropower (general effects)

Alteration of littoral, riverine and lentic ecosystems, interference with fish migratory routes, reduced access to spawning grounds and
rearing zones, change in sediment loads of the river

Hydropower (typical for reservoirs)

Habitat and special biotope loss through inundation (change of terrestrial to aquatic and riverine to lentic ecosystems), impacts of
changes in chemical composition and water temperature (downstream), changes in seasonal flow and flooding regimes, extirpation
of native species/introduction of non-native species, alteration of the hydrological cycle downstream

Ocean Tidal Barrage

Alteration of marine and coastal ecosystems, changes in water turbidity, salinity and sediment movements in estuary affecting
vegetation, fish and bird breeding spaces

Ocean Salinity Gradient

Brackish waste water impacts on local marine and riverine environment

Ocean (Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion)

Up-welling effect of nutrient rich water to surface may impact aquatic life

Ocean (Wave energy, ocean and tidal current)

Rotating turbine blades, noise, vibration and electromagnetic fields may impact sensitive species (elasmobranchs, marine mammals),
disturbance of pelagic habitats and benthic communities

Wind (Onshore)

Disturbance of air routes of migratory birds, collision fatalities of birds/raptors and bats, avoidance or displacement from an area,
reduced reproduction

Wind (Offshore)

Sound waves during construction may negatively affect marine mammals, disturbance of benthic habitats

the technology chapters (see Sections 2.5.5, 3.6.1,4.5.3,5.6.1,6.5.2,
7.6.2 and 7.6.5).

Scientific evidence regarding the impacts of RE technologies on biodi-
versity varies: for bioenergy, both local impacts of different feedstock
production systems and consequences of large-scale deployment have
been studied. There is evidence for both positive and negative local
impacts of different feedstock production and management systems
(including use of organic residues) on biodiversity (e.g., Semere and
Slater, 2007; Firbank, 2008; Fitzherbert et al., 2008; Baum et al., 2009;
Lovett et al., 2009; Schulz et al., 2009; Fletcher et al., 2011; Riffell et al.,
2011). However, the exploitation of large bioenergy potentials is consid-
ered a reason for concern, with potential impacts on already fragmented
and degraded areas that are rich in biodiversity and provide habitat for
endangered and endemic species (e.g., Firbank, 2008; Sala et al., 2009;
WBGU, 2009; Dauber et al., 2010; Beringer et al., 2011; see Sections
2.2.4., 255, 9.435, and 9.4.4). The overall impacts of bioenergy on
biodiversity will also depend on the balance between the long-term
positive effects of reduced future climate change, and the short-term
negative effects of land use change (Dornburg et al., 2008).

For site-specific effects, ample evidence largely based on environmen-
tal impact assessments is available for hydropower (e.g., Rosenberg
et al., 1997; Fearnside, 2001; IUCN, 2001; see Section 5.6), and to a
certain extent for on- and offshore wind farms (see Section 7.6.2) and
some solar technologies (e.g., Tsoutsos et al., 2005). Less evidence is
available for geothermal energy, and the variety of marine and tidal
devices—other than tidal barrages—are in a too early stage of devel-
opment to assess their biodiversity effects. However, the long-term and

population-level consequences of large-scale deployment need further
research for all energy technologies.

9.3.4.7 Accidents and risks

The comparative assessment of accident risks associated with current and
future energy systems is a pivotal aspect in a comprehensive evaluation
of energy and sustainability. Accidental events can be triggered by natural
hazards (e.g., Steinberg et al., 2008; Kaiser et al., 2009; Cozzani et al., 2010),
technological failures (e.g., Hirschberg et al., 2004a; Burgherr et al., 2008),
purposefully malicious action (e.g., Giroux, 2008), and human errors (e.g.,
Meshakti, 2007; Ale et al., 2008). This section compares risks from accidents
of different energy technologies on the basis of objective information for
the probability of an event and the consequences of that event, focusing
on societal risk measures (e.g., Jonkman et al., 2003). Impacts from normal
operation, intentional actions, and violations of ethical standards, as well
as voluntary versus involuntary risks and aspects of risk internalization in
occupational safety are not covered. Additional risks related to large-scale
deployment of renewable technologies are also discussed.

The risks of energy technologies to society and the environment occur
not only during the actual energy generation, but at all stages of the
energy supply chain (Hirschberg et al., 1998; Burgherr and Hirschberg,
2008). It had already been recognized in the early 1990s that accidents in
the energy sector form the second largest group of man-made accidents
worldwide, however in terms of completeness and data quality their treat-
ment was not considered satisfactory (Fritzsche, 1992). In response to this,
the Energy-Related Severe Accident Database (ENSAD) was developed,
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established and is continuously updated by the Paul Scherrer Institute
(e.g., Hirschberg et al., 1998, 2003; Burgherr and Hirschberg, 2008). The
results presented here are focused on so-called severe accidents because
they are most controversial in public perception and energy politics. A
detailed description of the methodological approach is given in Annex II.

First, two complementary, fatality-based risk indicators are evaluated to
provide a comprehensive overview. Fatalities were chosen because fatal-
ity data is typically most reliable, accurate and complete (Burgherr and
Hirschberg, 2008); reducing risks to acceptable levels often includes fatali-
ties since they are amenable to monetization (Viscusi, 2010); and actual
or precursor events can provide an estimate for the maximum fatality
potential of a technology (Vinnem, 2010). The fatality rate is based on the
expected number of fatalities which occur in severe (=5 fatalities) acci-
dents, normalized to the electricity generation in GW-years. The maximum
consequences are based on the maximum number of fatalities that are
reasonably credible for a single accident of a specific energy technology.

Figure 9.15 shows risk assessment results for a broad range of currently
operating technologies. For fossil energy chains and hydropower, OECD
and EU 27 countries generally show lower fatality rates and maximum
consequences than non-OECD countries. Among fossil chains, natural
gas performs best with respect to both indicators. The fatality rate for
coal in China (1994 to 1999) is distinctly higher than for the other
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non-OECD countries (Hirschberg et al., 2003; Burgherr and Hirschberg,
2007), however, data for 2000 to 2009 suggest that China is slowly
approaching the non-OECD level (see Annex Il). Among large central-
ized technologies, modern nuclear and OECD hydropower plants show
the lowest fatality rates, but at the same time the consequences of
extreme accidents can be very large. Experience with hydropower in
OECD countries points to very low fatality rates, comparable to the
representative Probabilistic Safety Assessment (PSA)-based results
obtained for nuclear power plants, whereas in non-OECD countries,
dam failures can claim large numbers of victims. Until 2010, two core-
melt events have occurred in nuclear power stations, one at Three Mile
Island 2 (TMI-2, USA, 1979) and one at Chernobyl (Ukraine, 1986) (see
Annex ). However, the Chernobyl accident is neither representative
of operating plants in OECD countries using other and safer technolo-
gies, nor of today’s situation in non-OECD countries (Hirschberg et al.,
2004a; Burgherr and Hirschberg, 2008). New Generation Il reactors
are expected to have significantly lower fatality rates than currently
operating power plants, but maximum consequences could increase
due to the tendency towards larger plants (see Annex Il). All other
renewable technologies exhibit distinctly lower fatality rates than
fossil chains, and are fully comparable to hydro and nuclear power
in highly developed countries. Concerning maximum consequences,
those renewable sources clearly outperform all other technologies
because their decentralized nature strongly limits their catastrophic
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S non-0ECD wio China 0.569
(D————— China 1994-1999 5.92
OECD 0.0932
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] ( : )-|
E Chernobyl (RBMK)
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Figure 9.15 | Comparison of fatality rates and maximum consequences of currently operating large centralized and decentralized energy technologies. Fossil and hydropower is based
on the ENSAD database (period 1970 to 2008); for nuclear PSA is applied; and for other renewable sources a combination of available data, literature survey and expert judgment
is used. See Annex Il for methodological details. Note: RBMK = reaktor bolshoy moshchnosty kanalny,a boiling water-cooled graphite moderated pressure tube type reactor; PWR =
pressurized-water reactor; CHP = combined heat and power; EGS = Enhanced Geothermal Systems.
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12 A third core-melt event that occurred in Fukushima, Japan, in March 2011 is not
included in the current analysis.
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Table 9.12 | Overview of selected additional risk aspects for various energy technologies.

Risk aspect

Affected technologies and references

Induced seismicity, subsidence

0il and gas production, coal mining (Klose, 2007, 2010b; Suckale, 2009); hydropower reservoirs (H. Gupta, 2002; Kangi and Heidari, 2008; Klose,
2010a; Lei, 2010); geothermal (Bommer et al., 2006; Majer et al., 2007; Dannwolf and Ulmer, 2009); carbon capture and storage (IPCC, 2005;
Benson, 2006; Holloway et al., 2007; Bachu, 2008; Ayash et al., 2009).

Resource competition

Bioenergy (Koh and Ghazoul, 2008; Ajanovic, 2011; Bartle and Abadi, 2010) reservoir hydro (Wolf, 1998; Sternberg, 2008; McNally et al., 2009).

Hazardous substances al., 2008).

Relevance for PV requires sector downscaling to allocate appropriate share of consequences (see Annex I1) (Coburn and Cohen, 2004; Bernatik et

In the case of geothermal, groundwater contamination may occur (Aksoy et al., 2009)

Long-t t bli t
ong:term storage (public acceptance) Duong et al., 2009; Wallquist et al., 2009).

Disposal of nuclear waste (Adamantiades and Kessides, 2009; Sjoberg, 2009); carbon capture and storage (IPCC, 2005; Huijts et al., 2007; Ha-

Proliferation

Nuclear (Toth and Rogner, 2006; Yim, 2006; Adamantiades and Kessides, 2009).

Geopolitics, terrorist threat 2010; Lacher and Kumetat, 2010).

Security and energy geopolitics of hydrocarbons and renewable sources (e.g., solar thermal) (Le Coq and Paltseva, 2009; Giroux, 2010; Toft et al.,

Pirate attacks on oil/gas tankers (Hastings, 2009; Hong and Ng, 2010).

potential. However, it is important to assess additional risk factors of RE
that are currently difficult to fully quantify, but could potentially impede
their large-scale deployment (see Table 9.12).

Accidents can also result in the contamination of large land and water
areas. Accidental land contamination due to the release of radioac-
tive isotopes is only relevant for nuclear technologies (Burgherr et al.,
2008). Regarding accidental releases of crude oil and its refined products
into the maritime environment, substantial improvements have been
achieved since the 1970s due to technical measures, but also to interna-
tional conventions, national legislations and increased financial liabilities
(Burgherr, 2007; Knapp and Franses, 2009; Kontovas et al., 2010). Still,
accidental spills from the extraction and production of petroleum fuel are
common and can affect both saline and freshwater resources (Kramer,
1982; Jerneldv, 2010; Rogowska and Namiesnik, 2010). Also, very disas-
trous events like the one of the drilling platform Deepwater Horizon
(Gulf of Mexico, 2010; 670,000 t spill: Lubchenco et al., 2010) cannot be
excluded in future. Furthermore, increased extraction of deep offshore
resources (e.g., Gulf of Mexico, Brazil) as well as in extreme environ-
ments (e.g., the Arctic) provides an additional threat of accidents with
potentially high environmental and economic impacts. Spills of chemi-
cals can also occur via hydraulic fracturing during shale natural gas and
geothermal operations, which can potentially result in local water con-
tamination (Aksoy et al., 2009; Kargbo et al., 2010). Additional research
is needed in this area as experience grows.

Table 9.12 and the following overview summarize a variety of risk
aspects that are not amenable to full quantification yet because only
limited data and experience are available or they cannot be fully cov-
ered by traditional risk indicators focusing mainly on consequences. The
impact of induced seismicity from enhanced geothermal systems (EGS)
has already been the cause of delays, and two major EGS projects in
the USA and Switzerland were even permanently abandoned (Majer et
al., 2007; Dannwolf and Ulmer, 2009). With the accelerating expansion
of offshore wind parks, the risk analysis of ship collisions with offshore

wind turbines and the subsequent implementation of risk-reducing mea-
sures becomes an import aspect; although the frequency of occurrence
is low, the consequences could be large (Christensen et al., 2001; Biehl
and Lehmann, 2006). With the installation of large renewable capacities
in geopolitically less stable regions, threats to RE infrastructure (includ-
ing the grid) and supply may become an important factor, including
intentional supply cuts as well as physical or cyber attacks by non-
state actors (e.g., sabotage, terrorism) (Lacher and Kumetat, 2010). Key
issues for bioenergy include potential competition with food production
and use of water resources (e.g., Koh and Ghazoul, 2008; see Sections
2.5.7.4 and 9.3.4.4). Despite numerous prototype installations and a
few small commercial projects, tidal and wave power technologies are
still at a relatively early stage of development, therefore their potential
impacts and risks are yet rather poorly understood (Westwood, 2007;
Gliney and Kaygusuz, 2010; Langhamer et al., 2010; Shields et al., 2011).

In conclusion, accident risks of renewable technologies are not negli-
gible, but their decentralized structure strongly limits the potential for
disastrous consequences in terms of fatalities. However, various addi-
tional risks, complementing a purely fatality-based approach, should
also be considered as outlined above because they may play an impor-
tant role in public debate (e.g., risk aversion) and decision making (e.g.,
policies).

9.4 Implications of (sustainable)
development pathways for renewable

energy

In contrast to Section 9.3 that focused on the impacts of current and
emerging renewable energy (RE) systems on the four sustainable devel-
opment (SD) goals assessed in this chapter (for a conceptual description
of these SD goals see Section 9.2), this section addresses SD pathways
and future RE deployment. It will thus incorporate the intertemporal con-
cerns of SD (see section 9.2.1).

747



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Chapter 9

However, only a few regional analyses address RE specifically in the
context of SD pathways.” Even though these results indicate a positive
relationship between SD pathways and RE deployment in general, they
only offer limited insights with respect to the four goals that were dis-
cussed in Section 9.2. In addition, they are not explicit about the specific
socioeconomic and biophysical constraints in terms of SD. Furthermore,
they neglect complex global interrelations between different technologies
for different energy services that significantly shape the future pathway of
the global energy sector and its wider socioeconomic and environmental
implications. Since the interaction of SD and RE deployment pathways'
cannot be anticipated by relying on a partial analysis of individual energy
technologies (see Section 9.3), the discussion in this section will be based
on results from the scenario literature, which typically treats the portfolio
of technological alternatives in the framework of a global or regional
energy system.

The vast majority of the long-term scenarios reviewed in this section (and
in Chapter 10) were constructed using computer-based modelling tools
that capture, at a minimum, the interactions between different options for
supplying, transforming and using energy. The models range from regional
energy-economic models to integrated assessment models that couple
models of global biogeophysical processes with models of key human
systems including energy, the economy and land use. The value of these
models in creating long-term scenarios, and their potential for understand-
ing the linkages between SD and RE in particular, rests on their ability
to explicitly consider interactions across a broad set of human activities
(e.g., generating industrial emissions as well as leading to changes in land
use and land cover), at global and regional scales, over annual to decadal
to centennial time scales. Consistent with Chapter 10, these models are
referred to as ‘integrated models’ for the remainder of the discussion in
this section, since they do not look at individual technologies in isola-
tion but rather explore the linkages between technologies, and between
the energy system, the economy and other human and natural systems.
Though integrated models are designed to be descriptive rather than
policy prescriptive, they do offer policymakers insights into their actions
that would otherwise be unavailable from focusing solely on traditional
disciplinary research alone.

Integrated models have been used for many years to produce the sorts
of detailed characterizations of the global energy system necessary to
examine the role of RE in climate stabilization and its economic competi-
tion with other energy sources. These models also have a capability, to
varying degrees, to examine issues related to the four SD goals laid out
in Section 9.2. Models also vary in the degree to which they represent
the biogeophysical processes that govern the fate of emissions in the

13 Inascenario analysis for India, for example, Shukla et al. (2008) found that the share
of RE is higher for mitigation scenarios that include additional sustainability policies
(47 versus 34% of primary energy). For Japan, several backcasting studies analyzing
low-carbon society roadmaps emphasize the need for both supply-side and demand-
side options including an increasing share of RE (Fujino et al., 2008; Suwa, 2009).

14 As already discussed in Section 9.2, pathways are thus primarily understood as sce-

nario results that attempt to address the complex interrelations among SD on the
one side and the different energy technologies on the other side at a global scale.
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atmosphere. Most models address some subset of human activities and
interactions with ecosystems, but they do not in general capture feedbacks
from other parts of the Earth system. In some cases, these feedbacks can
be substantial.

While integrated models are powerful tools of analysis, and they will likely
serve as the primary means to generate long-term scenarios in the near
future, they are continually under development. Some of these develop-
ments will be relevant to the representation of sustainability concerns
in future scenarios. Important areas of development include: improving
their representation of resources and technology' to utilize them (includ-
ing end-use technologies) to conserve energy resources; improving the
representation of international and interregional trade; increasing both
spatial and temporal resolution; allowing for a better representation of the
distribution of wealth across the population; incorporating greater detail
in human and physical Earth system characterization (e.g., water and the
hydrological cycle), including climate feedbacks and impacts and adapta-
tion to climate change; incorporating uncertainty and risk management;
and exploring an increasingly diverse and complex policy environment.

Before turning to specific results, several caveats are in order. Although
there has been some attempt at standardization among models, these are
by no means ‘controlled experiments’. For example, the models produce
very different business-as-usual projections based upon non-standardized
assumptions about a variety of critical factors, such as technology, popula-
tion growth, economic growth, energy intensity and how the energy system
will respond to changes in energy prices. These assumptions can have a
profound effect on the energy system and welfare losses in mitigation sce-
narios. Even parameters that tend to be the focus of the analyses often
differ across models, such as constraints on nuclear and CCS. Moreover,
some but not all models use ‘learning curves’, that is, RE or other technol-
ogy costs are assumed to decline as capacity grows. Additionally, some
models allow for biomass plus CCS. As this technology option generates
negative emissions, it can ease the transformation process and reduce the
costs of mitigation (Wise et al., 2009; Edenhofer et al., 2010; Luckow et al.,
2010; Tavoni and Tol, 2010; van Vuuren et al., 2010b). All of this leads to
considerable variation among models. Importantly, however, the models
basically agree on many fundamental insights (see Section 10.2).

This section will be structured along the lines of the four SD goals laid out
in section 9.2: 1) social and economic development; 2) energy access; 3)
energy security; and 4) climate change mitigation and reduction of envi-
ronmental and health impacts. The section will give an overview of what
can be learned from the literature on long-term scenarios with respect to
the interrelation between SD pathways and RE. The aim of this section is
twofold: first, to assess what long-term scenarios currently have to say
with respect to SD pathways and the role of RE; and second, to evaluate

15 Unfortunately, until recently, such analyses have tended to pay insufficient attention
to RE technologies and, indeed, to technology in general. The technological detail of
the integrated models used to develop these scenarios is continually under develop-
ment, and most of the models reviewed here and in Chapter 10 capture substantial
improvements in the representations of technology with respect to the modelling
capabilities available a decade ago.
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how the modelling tools used to generate these scenarios can be improved
to provide a better understanding of sustainability issues in the future.

9.4.1 Social and economic development

This section discusses the relationship between RE deployment and social
and economic development in long-term scenarios. The integrated mod-
els used to generate these long-term scenarios generally take a strong
macro-perspective and therefore ignore aspects like life expectancy or
leisure time that would be relevant for alternative welfare indicators
compared to GDP, such as the HDI (see Section 9.3.1). Therefore, this
section will focus strongly on economic growth and related metrics. In
general, growth of GDP by itself is an insufficient measure of sustainabil-
ity (Fleurbaey, 2009). Most of the scenarios that are covered in Chapter
10 impose an upper limit on future cumulative GHG emissions. However,
this report does not discuss to what extent the different carbon con-
straints are consistent with a policy avoiding dangerous climate change.
Therefore, economic growth can only be used as an indicative welfare
measure in the context of different stabilization pathways.

9.4.1.1 Social and economic development in scenarios

of the future

There has been an enormous amount of analysis over the past two
decades on the costs of reducing GHG emissions (see, e.g., IPCC,
19964, 2001, 2007b). This work is typically based on cost-effective-
ness analysis, in which the costs and means to meet a particular goal
are explored, rather than cost-benefit analysis, in which the costs and
benefits of mitigation and adaptation over centennial time scales
are considered simultaneously, and a primary objective is to deter-
mine the optimal pattern of mitigation and adaptation over time. In
cost-effectiveness studies, a long-term social goal is assumed, for
example, limiting atmospheric GHG concentrations to no more than
450 ppm CO, equivalent. The limitation of emissions, concentrations,
or more generally radiative forcing is used to study the most cost-
effective pattern of emission reductions. These analyses are typically
based on a variety of socioeconomic, technological and geopolitical
assumptions extending over periods of decades to a century or more.
When a constraint is imposed on GHG emissions, very often welfare
losses are incurred. A variety of measures are used, ranging from
direct estimates of social welfare loss to the more common aggre-
gate measures such as GDP or consumption (a major component of
GDP) foregone. Other concepts of welfare, as discussed in Section
9.3.1, for example, are usually not considered. Thus, at the heart of
such calculations are assumptions about the availability and costs of,
and GHG emissions generated by, those technologies used to satisfy
energy demands—with and without a GHG constraint.

The scenario review in Chapter 10 gives an impression of possible
welfare implications of RE. First note that, not surprisingly, GDP

reductions are associated with a GHG constraint, independent from
a particular technology portfolio. That is to say, mitigation in general
decreases economic growth, at least in scenarios that do not con-
sider the feedbacks from a changing climate, as is the case with the
majority of the integrated scenarios that exist to date.

Second, by limiting the options available for constraining GHGs, GDP
losses increase. It follows that economic development will be lower
when the ability to deploy RE technologies is limited. A wide range
of analyses over the last decade have explored the welfare impli-
cations of varying assumptions about the costs, performance and,
more recently, the availability of RE (e.g., Kim Oanh and Dung, 1999;
L. Clarke et al., 2008, 2009; Luderer et al., 2009; Edenhofer et al.,
2010) for different levels of GHG stabilization. All of these studies
have demonstrated that more pessimistic assessments of RE costs,
performance and availability increase the costs of mitigation. Indeed,
recent research indicates that very ambitious climate goals are not
only more expensive, but may not be possible to achieve without a
full portfolio of options, including RE. For example, several of the
models in Edenhofer et al. (2010) could not find a feasible solution to
reach a 400 ppm CO,eq goal when constraining RE technologies to
their baseline levels. The availability of bioenergy coupled with CCS is
particularly important for meeting very aggressive climate goals (Azar
et al., 2010; Edenhofer et al., 2010; van Vuuren et al., 2010b). More
generally, scenarios do not find a clear indication that RE is more or
less important in reducing costs than nuclear energy or fossil energy
with CCS. For example, four of six models analyzed in Edenhofer et
al. (2010) and Luderer et al. (2009) found that the economic costs of
constraining RE were higher than those of constraining nuclear and
fossil energy with CCS, however, of a comparable order of magnitude
(see Figures 10.10 and 10.11 in Chapter 10). When other low-carbon
energy technologies are constrained, not surprisingly, the share
of primary energy provided by RE increases (see also the analysis
provided in Chapter 10 and Figure 10.6). At the same time, higher
mitigation costs result in decreasing overall energy consumption.

Looking at different sectors, a number of studies (Edmonds et al.,
2006; L. Clarke et al., 2007, 2009; Fawcett et al., 2009; Luderer et
al., 2009) have shown that the electricity sector can be more easily
decarbonized than transportation due to the fact that many low-
carbon options are available, including RE, nuclear energy and CCS.
The result even proves to be robust when different low-carbon tech-
nologies are constrained as well as for developed and developing
countries. The transportation sector proves to be more difficult to
decarbonize and shows a significant share of fossil fuels in all models
in the long term up to 2100. This can be explained by a lack of low-
cost alternatives to oil (see also Section 9.4.3 on energy security),
such as biofuels or the electrification of the transport sector (see,
e.g., Turton and Moura, 2007 and Chapter 8). Many recent studies,
for example, L. Clarke et al. (2009), include models that consider a
wide range of passenger and commercial transport options such as
electric vehicles and electric-hybrid vehicles. The development of a
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Figure 9.16 | Share of Non-Annex | countries in the global deployment of different RE sources in long-term scenarios by 2030 and 2050. The thick black line corresponds to the
median, the coloured box corresponds to the inter-quartile range (25th to 75th percentile) and the white surrounding bars correspond to the total range across all reviewed scenarios

(adapted from Krey and Clarke, 2011).

low-cost electric vehicle technology would make it easier and cheaper to
reduce emissions in the transport sector (see, e.g., US DOT, 2010).

Although global average indicators of welfare are valuable for exploring the
general relationships among RE, climate mitigation and economic growth,
a great deal of interest centres not on global totals, but on the relative per-
formance of developing and emerging economies. An important question is
how mitigation in general and RE in particular influence economic growth.

Mitigation scenarios provide general insights into this issue. Overall, the
same fundamental lessons about RE, mitigation and economic growth
observed in global analyses are also found in analyses of developing
countries. The economic growth effects are generally found to be larger in
non-Annex | countries than in the Annex | countries. This is due to assump-
tions about more rapid economic growth and an increasingly large and
dominant share of GHG mitigation over time in non-Annex | countries.
Building upon the analysis in Chapter 10, Figure 9.16 shows the share of
non-Annex | countries in global RE deployment for different RE sources,
indicating that most future RE deployment is expected to take place in the
developing world (Krey and Clarke, 2011). This is particularly important
because developing countries have yet to go fully through their indus-
trialization process. Even with huge advances in energy efficiency, their
development process is likely to still involve substantial growth in energy
consumption. The key challenge of deploying a carbon-free energy system
in developing countries is to overcome the higher LCOEs of RE (and other
low-carbon technologies) compared to current market prices (see Annex
[11). Successfully meeting this challenge could lead to leapfrogging the
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emission-intensive development paths that developed countries have
taken so far.'®

When all regions mitigate using the same economically efficient
carbon price path, the resulting technology portfolio is independent
of the allocation of emissions allowances (Coase, 1960). However,
regional emissions mitigation will vary, depending on many factors
such as technology availability, economic growth and population.
When tradable allowances are allocated, each region’s total cost is
the sum of its mitigation costs plus (or minus) the value of permits
that are purchased from (sold to) other regions. Total costs are thus
reduced relative to domestic mitigation costs for permit sellers and
increased for permit buyers, even though the global price of carbon is
independent of the permit allocation.

If emissions mitigation obligations are distributed regionally and
no trading is permitted, there is no reason to believe that marginal
costs of emissions mitigation will be equal across regions and sec-
tors, which in turn would impact the regional technology portfolio. In
such circumstances, global total costs will be higher as compared to
a situation where marginal costs are equal, for any given global emis-
sion mitigation level. However, the regional distribution of costs will
depend on the particular assignment of mitigation obligations both
initially and over time (Weyant, 1993; Edmonds et al., 1999; Scott et
al., 2004; Luderer et al., 2009).

16 For a more detailed discussion of leap-frogging see also Section 9.5.2.
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9.4.1.2 Research gaps

It should be stressed that the models used for the analyses men-
tioned above generally provide an incomplete measure of welfare
losses because they focus on aggregate measures such as GDP or
consumption losses. As noted in Section 9.2, GDP is considered by
most economists as an inadequate measure of welfare. However, the
use of other welfare indicators, such as, for example, life expectancy
or leisure time, is difficult in the current set of integrated models. Also,
losses are measured at the economy-wide level, which—although
correlated with per capita GDP losses—can be misleading. Finally,
the models do not give an indication of the distribution of wealth
across the population. Is it concentrated among ‘a few’ or distributed
more evenly across ‘the many'?

Beyond the general insights presented in Section 9.4.1.1, particularly
with respect to RE and other energy technologies, scenarios do not gen-
erally provide strong assessments of many of the forces that might make
developing countries behave differently than developed countries; for
example, differences in physical and institutional infrastructure and the
efficiency and effectiveness of economic markets. The modelling struc-
tures used to generate long-term global scenarios generally assume
perfectly functioning economic markets and institutional infrastructures
across all regions of the globe, discounting the special circumstances
that prevail in all countries, for example, in developing countries where
these assumptions are particularly tenuous. These sorts of differences
and the influence they might have on social and economic development
among countries should be an area of active future research.

9.4.2 Energy access

9.4.2.1 Energy access in scenarios of the future

One of the fundamental goals of SD is the expansion of energy services,
produced more cleanly, to those people who have only limited access
to these services today (Goldemberg et al., 1985). While sustainable
energy development comprises a number of elements (see Section 9.2;
IPCC, 2000), this section focuses particularly on what different energy
scenarios say about the future availability of energy services to differ-
ent populations. Such services include basic household-level tasks (e.g.,
cooking, lighting, water heating, water collection, space heating, cool-
ing, refrigeration); transportation (personal and freight); and energy for
commerce, manufacturing and agriculture.

Integrated models have been used to evaluate and explore possible
future energy systems for over three decades, but it is only in the last
decade that analyses of energy access have been implemented in these
models. Most, though not all, early versions of integrated models were
based on the information and experiences of industrialized countries;
energy systems of developing countries were often assumed to behave
likewise, although some exceptions paid particular attention to differ-
ences between developed and developing regions (Shukla, 1995). In

addition, for integrated modelling the data of industrialized countries
were historically extrapolated to low-income countries, with no change in
the underlying assumptions, to assess scenarios for developing countries.
However, fundamental differences remain between the energy systems
of developing countries and those of currently industrialized countries.
As such, models grounded in developed country experience, and using
developed country data, often fail to capture important and determina-
tive dynamics in, for example, the choices to use traditional fuels, informal
access to the electricity grid, informal economies, and structural changes
in domestic economies, all of which exert a demonstrably large effect on
access in many parts of the world (van Ruijven et al., 2008).

Although these factors are important for analyzing both the energy sys-
tems of developing countries and the dynamics of energy access, only a
handful of integrated models explicitly account for them. A comparison
study of 12 well-known integrated models by Urban et al. (2007) shows
that there has been progress in addressing these issues for application in
developing country contexts. All models covered electrification—though
not all explicity—and most models had implemented the use of tradi-
tional biomass and urban/rural dynamics. However, many of the models
still lacked important factors such as potential supply shortages, infor-
mal economies, and investment decision making. Some of these issues
are being implemented into revised models. For example, to understand
how to avoid supply shortage during the peak hours, a higher temporal
resolution and daily load curves to allow dynamic pricing of electricity
were added to a MARKAL model of South Africa (Howells et al., 2005).
Similarly, to reflect an aspect of the informal economy in fuel choices, a
non-commercial ‘inconvenience cost’, related to using fuels, was added
to MESSAGE (Ekholm et al., 2010). Several groups have attempted to
increase the distributional resolution, and thereby to capture behav-
ioural heterogeneity, by dividing populations into rural and urban
categories, as well as diverse income groups (van Ruijven, 2008; Ekholm
et al., 2010). Nevertheless, much more work remains ahead as models
of energy access are typically limited to specific regions or countries due
to lack of data or process resolution. Another obstacle is the relative dif-
ficulty of representing alternative pathways to receiving modern energy
services, and specifically whether the models are really able to capture
and analyze the range of distributed RE options: if models focus only on
larger grid supply or cooking fuel, they only cover a part of the energy
access issue.

While model resolution of energy access is improving, it remains imper-
fect for understanding rural dynamics. Nevertheless, it seems likely that
rural populations in developing countries will continue to rely heavily
on traditional fuel to satisfy their energy needs in the near future (see
Table 9.1). Income growth is expected to alleviate some of the access
issues, but linking this growth with fuel transitions carries much uncer-
tainty. For example, a scenario analysis of India’s energy system in 2050
showed more than a 10% difference in the future electrification rate
depending on whether the Gini coefficients'” approach the level of pres-
ent day Italy or China (van Ruijven, 2008). To achieve a high penetration

17 The Gini coefficient is a numerical measure for the degree of inequality of income.
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of modern energy, it is vital to put effective policies in place and to trig-
ger major investments.

Electrification, whether by grid extension or off-grid distributed genera-
tion, is capital intensive and requires large investment. The IEA estimates
that an investment of USD, . 558 billion from 2010 to 2030 is needed
for universal modern energy access by 2030, of which USD, . 515 bil-
lion, or USD,,; 24 billion per year on average, is needed to accomplish
universal electricity access. If developing countries are not able to secure
finance for electrification, the number of people without electricity is
going to stay around the level of today (IEA, 2010b). During the build-up
of new energy infrastructure, the combination of the availability of the
low-cost traditional biomass and high initial investment cost for LPG
will continue to make fuelwood and other forms of traditional biomass
the main source of energy for cooking. Policies might induce higher pen-
etration, but the structure of economic incentives must be calibrated to
the local economic situation. A scenario analysis of cooking fuel in India
by Ekholm et al. (2010) shows that without financing, a 50% subsidy
for LPG is required for full penetration by 2020, but only a 20% sub-
sidy is needed if improved financing for the purchase of appliances is
also offered.

Having access to modern energy is not a guarantee to the path of SD.
First, a shift to modern energy may be simply a shift to fossil fuels, which
is not sustainable in the long run. Second, the distribution of energy
use within a country with respect to income is an essential element of
understanding access. For example, some countries have relatively equi-
table access to electricity (Norway, the USA), while others have highly
unequal access depending on income (Kenya, Thailand) (A. Jacobson
et al., 2005). Third, the use of RE can also have its own set of envi-
ronmental or health impacts (see Section 9.3.4). However, to secure a
sustainable use of energy, measures to alleviate the overall environmen-
tal burden while providing access to modern energy are essential. One
aspect of such a shift would be an increasing fraction of energy supplied
by RE technologies, both grid and decentralized. In addition, there is a
social aspect of energy use, which relates to concerns that forced shifts
to RE could affect household budgets and macroeconomic costs. In an
analysis by Howells et al. (2005) on future rural household energy con-
sumption in South Africa, a shift to electricity outside of lighting and
entertainment services only occurred in the scenario which included
health or other externalities from local combustion emissions.

9.4.2.2 Research gaps

Any sustainable energy expansion should increase availability of energy
services to groups that currently tend to have less access to them: the
poor (measured by wealth, income or more integrative indicators), those
in rural areas, those without connections to the grid, and women (UNDP/
UNDESA/WEC, 2000). From a development perspective, the distribu-
tion in the use and availability of energy technologies, and how they
might change over time, is of fundamental importance in evaluating
the potential for improvement in access (Baer, 2009). Since expanding
access requires multiple changes in technology and the way services are
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delivered, understanding the starting distribution as well as the changes
over time is necessary to evaluate the potential increase in access in one
scenario relative to another. A second confounding factor in using model
output to evaluate changes in access is the inability of many models to
capture social phenomena and structural changes that underlie peoples’
utilization of energy technologies.

These two aspects—Ilack of distributional resolution and structural
rigidity—present particular challenges for integrated models. Models
have historically focused much more on the technological and mac-
roeconomic aspects of energy transitions, and in the process have
produced largely aggregated measures of technological penetration or
energy generated by particular sources of supply (Parson et al., 2007).
Such measures can, of course, be useful for making broad compari-
sons, such as the relative share of low-carbon energy across countries.
However, an explicit representation of the energy consequences for the
poorest, women, specific ethnic groups within countries, or those in
specific geographical areas, tends to be outside the range of current
global model output.

Future modelling efforts could potentially address some of the prob-
lems highlighted in this section. Currently, access can be only estimated
via proxies for aggregate statistics. However, the relationships between
these aggregate statistics and access are clearly not consistent across
countries and could change over time. Therefore, if access is a concern,
then integrated models should incorporate the elements most likely
to illuminate changes in energy access. Explicit representation of tra-
ditional fuels, modes of electrification, and income distribution could
add some resolution to this process. More fundamentally, linking these
to representation of alternate development pathways could provide a
more comprehensive view of the possible range of options to provide
access. For example, a dramatic expansion of distributed off-grid elec-
tricity generation coupled with efficient devices raises the possibility
that large grid connectivity may not remain as fundamental a driver
of access as it has been in the past. RE has historically been construed
as relatively expensive in developing countries, but cost reductions and
energy security concerns have in some cases recast it as a potentially
useful source of supply in energy system studies (Goldemberg et al.,
2000). RE, which is valuable in remote places due to the conversion of
natural energy sources onsite, could play a major role in such scenarios
(see Section 9.3.2).

943 Energy security

As noted in Sections 9.2 and 9.3.3, energy security, like SD, suffers from
a lack of either a well-formed quantifiable or qualitative definition. In
many countries, energy security is often taken to be inversely related to
the level of oil imports. The focus on oil results from the fact that many
countries are potentially vulnerable to supply disruptions, with many
developed countries having experienced an oil supply disruption dur-
ing the Organization of the Petroleum-Exporting Countries (OPEC) oil
embargo of the mid-1970s. However, despite its importance, the real
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concern is not necessarily about oil, but about the vulnerability and
resilience to sudden disruptions in energy supply and consequent price
implications in general.

All other things being equal, the more reliant an energy system is on a
single energy source, the more susceptible the energy system is to seri-
ous disruptions. This is true for energy security concerns with respect to
both availability and distribution of resources, and the variability and
reliability of energy sources, as discussed in Sections 9.2 and 9.3.3. At
the same time, it is important to note that diversity of supply is only ben-
eficial to the extent that the risks of disruptions are equal across sources.
To the extent that risks are not equal, it is generally beneficial to rely
more heavily on those sources with the lowest and most uncorrelated
risks. The following discussion will address how RE influences energy
security in scenarios of the future by focusing on diversity of supply and
thereby energy suppliers’ market power, particularly looking at the oil
market; then the variability in energy supply associated with RE in the
context of energy security will be assessed.

9.4.3.1 Energy security in scenarios of the future

Availability and distribution of resources: Diversity of supply
and oil markets

RE deployment levels generally increase with climate change mitiga-
tion in long-term scenarios, leading to a more broadly diversified energy
portfolio. To the extent that RE deployment in mitigation scenarios thus
reduces the overall risk of disruption, this represents an energy secu-
rity benefit. With fossil fuels continuing to dominate the energy system
absent GHG mitigation (Grubb et al., 2006; L. Clarke et al., 2009), this
would be particularly beneficial for regions with fossil fuel demand that
can only be met by increasingly scarce or concentrated supplies.' Yet,
market power in resource markets is typically not represented in large
integrated models. This subsection thus focuses on the ability of RE to
displace oil—the fossil fuel that is commonly perceived to cause the
biggest energy security concerns, which are also triggered by the high
price volatility (see Section 9.3.3).

The role of RE in reducing energy supply disruptions by diversifying
energy supply will vary with the energy form. Hydropower, solar, wind,
geothermal and ocean energy are often associated with electric power
production, though some of these technologies also contribute to other
end-use sectors. Reducing oil demand by increasing RE supplies in the
electricity sector depends on the ability of electricity to supplant oil.
This result is seen in mitigation scenarios for the buildings and indus-
trial sectors and is caused by increasingly favourable relative electricity
prices (as compared to fossil fuels). The demand for liquid fuels in the
transport sector, however, is highly inelastic at present. Relatively little
substitution of electricity for oil occurs without technology forcing or a

18 The concentration of energy supplies in the hands of a small number of sellers means
that that a small group has the potential to control access. Diversification of the
set of suppliers is one possible response to reduce the potential for energy supply
disruptions.

technology breakthrough that makes electric power options competi-
tive with liquid fuel transport options. This could only change if electric
vehicle technology improves sufficiently in the future (see Sections 9.4.1
and 8.3.1).

Bioenergy, in contrast, is a versatile RE form that can be transformed
into liquid fuels that can compete directly with liquid fossil fuels. In
reference scenarios, liquids derived from biomass garner market share.
The interaction between bioenergy and oil consumption is potentially
sensitive to both policy and technology; the presence of a carbon price,
for example, increases bioenergy’s competitive advantage. However, the
sector in which bioenergy is utilized depends strongly on whether or
not CCS technology is available. Without CCS, bioenergy is used pre-
dominantly as a liquid fuel, whereas the availability of bioenergy with
CCS shifts its use towards power generation—resulting in negative net
carbon emissions for the system (Luckow et al., 2010; see Figure 9.17).
Other studies show comparable results (van Vuuren et al., 2010b).

The emergence of bioenergy to supplant oil does not necessarily mean
a reduction in the market power and volatility that surround markets
for liquid fuels. While models generally assume that the emergence of
bioenergy as a major energy form would take place in a market charac-
terized by a large number of sellers with relatively little market power,
this is by no means certain. If the bioenergy market were characterized
by a small number of sellers, then buyers would be exposed to the same
type of risk as is characteristic of the global oil market. However, this
sort of risk-to-portfolio linkage is simply not explored by existing mitiga-
tion scenarios and a future bioenergy market might entail precisely the
same volatility concerns as the current oil market.

The interaction between bioenergy production and food prices is another
critical issue, since the linkage of food prices to potentially volatile
energy markets has important implications for SD (see Section 2.5.7.4).
A number of authors have critically assessed this relationship (Edmonds
et al,, 2003; Gurgel et al., 2007; Runge and Senauer, 2007; Gillingham et
al., 2008; Wise et al., 2010) and some highlighted the importance of the
policy environment and in particular the valuation of terrestrial carbon
stocks (Calvin et al., 2009; Wise et al., 2009). Emissions mitigation poli-
cies that cause large bioenergy markets to form would clearly benefit
the sellers of bioenergy and in general the owners of land, which would
be more valuable. However, higher food prices clearly hurt the poor, even
in scenarios with generally rising incomes. Burney et al. (2010) and Wise
et al. (2009) also show the importance of traditional crop productivity in
reducing GHG emissions due to the resulting higher biomass availability.
Absent continued improvements in agricultural crop yields, bioenergy
production never becomes a significant source of RE (Wise et al., 2010).

In the scenarios examined in Chapter 10, the consumption and price of
oil do not change as significantly with more stringent mitigation as, for
example, the consumption and price of coal. This more modest change
in oil consumption is partly due to the fact that oil is primarily consumed
in the transportation sector. Alternatives to oil, such as biofuels and
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Figure 9.17 | Biomass consumption by use with (left) and without (right) CCS for a 450 ppm climate stabilization scenario using the GCAM model (Luckow et al.,, 2010).

electric vehicles, if included in the current generation of models, are still
expensive and might have adverse impacts (e.g., first-generation bio-
fuels, see Sections 9.4.1 and 2.5). These scenarios therefore do not see
as dramatic differences between the baseline and policy scenarios with
respect to cumulative oil consumption as they do for the consumption
of coal. Compared to the baseline scenarios from Chapter 10, cumu-
lative oil consumption decreases by 20% in the 440 to 600ppm CO,
stabilization scenarios (Category Ill and IV, see Table 10.2) and by 40%
in low stabilization scenarios (Category | and Il, 400 to 440ppm CO,)
(see Figure 9.18, left).

To the extent that imports also decline, countries would be less vulner-
able to oil supply disruptions than in a reference scenario. However, as
discussed above, a move to bioenergy does not necessarily imply fewer
liquid fuel supply disruptions in so far as bioenergy is a globally traded
good. With oil still playing a major role in the mitigation scenarios of
Chapter 10, energy security discussions concerning oil supply disrup-
tions will thus remain relevant in the future. For developing countries,
the issue will become even more important, as their share in global total
oil consumption increases in nearly all scenarios, independent of the
GHG concentration stabilization levels (Figure 9.18, right).

Furthermore, in scenarios that stabilize CO, concentrations, carbon
prices generally rise to the point where unconventional oil supplies,
such as oil shales, are more limited in supply compared to the baseline
scenario (see, e.g., Figure 9.18, left). On the one hand, this effect would
limit the environmental concerns (such as water pollution) that are gen-
erally associated with unconventional oil production. On the other hand,
depending on a country's domestic resource base, this could increase
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(decrease) energy supply vulnerability for countries with (without)
endowments of coal and unconventional liquids.

The effect of a GHG emissions constraint with respect to conventional
oil is also notable in terms of consumption timing. Because conventional
oil is relatively inexpensive to produce, the immediate suppression in
demand, imports and the oil price to suppliers (consumer prices rise), is
offset by an increase in oil use in later years. In other words, the effect of
the cap in a CO, concentration stabilization scenario is to lower the peak
in oil production and shift it further into the future. This has the effect of
reducing near-term oil imports and increasing oil consumption in later
years. As the allowable long-term CO, concentration declines, this effect
is overwhelmed by declining cumulative allowable emissions (see, e.g.,
Bollen et al., 2010).

Energy security policies also have a noteworthy effect on RE and GHG
emissions. A static general equilibrium model for the EU, which analyzed
trade flows to and from the FSU, showed that policies to subsidize the
domestic production of bioenergy simultaneously reduced fossil fuel CO,
emissions and oil imports (Kuik, 2003). However, these policies were not
seen as a cost-effective option for achieving climate goals in this study.

Variability and reliability of RE

Another source of energy supply vulnerability is exposure to unpredict-
able disruptive natural events. For example, wind power is vulnerable
to periods of low wind. Other energy forms such as solar power or
bioenergy are also susceptible to unusual weather episodes. Increased
reliance on electricity generated from RE could have implications for
grid stability and requires further research (see Section 8.2.1).
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Figure 9.18 | Left: Conventional oil reserves compared to projected cumulative oil consumption (ZJ) from 2010 to 2100 in scenarios assessed in Chapter 10 for different scenario
categories: baseline scenarios, category Il and IV scenarios and low stabilization (category I+11) scenarios. The thick dark blue line corresponds to the median, the light blue bar cor-
responds to the inter-quartile range (25th to 75th percentile) and the white surrounding bar corresponds to the total range across all reviewed scenarios. The last column shows the
range of proven recoverable conventional oil reserves (light blue bar) and estimated additional reserves (white surrounding bar) (Rogner, 1997)." Right: Share of global oil consumption
in non-Annex | countries for different scenario categories over time, based on scenarios assessed in Chapter 10.

Note: 1. According to Rogner (1997), proved recoverable reserves are between 5.7 and 6.3 ZJ. In addition to that, estimated additional reserves range between 2.6 and 3.2 ZJ. This is in
line with more recent estimates for proved recoverable reserves of conventional crude oil and natural gas liquids of 1,239 billion barrels (or 7.3 ZJ) (WEC, 2010). The total consumption
of oil goes far beyond that in most scenarios reviewed in Chapter 10, which directly implies the use of unconventional reserves.

An important method for addressing energy supply stochasticity is
holding stocks, which act to buffer the system (see Section 9.2.2). An
increase in the role of bioenergy would likely lead to the creation of
bioenergy stocks—either in the form of stocks of solid fuel or bioenergy
liquids—as a hedge against uncertainty of supply.

RE forms such as wind, solar, geothermal and wave energy, which pro-
duce electricity, are generally not easily stored in their natural forms
or as electricity. Energy supply variability can be reduced by increasing
the geospatial diversity of supply. Additional efforts to increase system
reliability will likely add costs and involve balancing needs (such as
holding stocks of energy), the development of complementary flexible
generation, strengthening network infrastructure and interconnections,
energy storage technologies and modified institutional arrangements
including regulatory and market mechanisms (see Sections 8.2.1
and 7.5).

9.4.3.2 Research gaps

The relationship between RE and energy security is characterized by
numerous research gaps ranging from the lack of a clear quantifiable
definition of energy security to the scarce scenario literature focusing on
the relationship between RE and energy security. Consideration of energy
security commonly focuses on the most prominent of energy security

issues in recent memory, for example, disruptions to the global oil supply
and security issues surrounding nuclear energy production. However,
energy security issues go well beyond these aspects. For example, the
supply of rare Earth metals and other critical inputs could constrain
the production of some (renewable) energy technologies (see Box
9.1). These broader concerns as well as options for addressing them,
e.g., recycling, are largely absent from future scenarios of mitigation
and RE.

An important aspect of deploying RE sources at a large scale is their
integration into the existing supply structure. Systems integration
is most challenging for the variable and to a degree unpredictable
electricity generation technologies such as wind power, solar PV and
wave energy. A first-order proxy for the challenges related to systems
integration is therefore the share of different variable and unpredict-
able RE sources at the global level (see also Figure 10.9). Again, those
scenarios with high proportions of wind and solar PV electricity in the
grid implicitly assume that any barriers to grid management in this
context are largely overcome, for example, through electricity stor-
age technologies, demand-side management options, and advances
in grid management more generally (see Section 8.2.1). This is a
strong assumption and managing storage, balancing generation, grid
improvement and demand-side innovation will be essential to balanc-
ing variable RE generation and ensuring grid reliability. Improving the
spatial and temporal resolution of integrated models to better reflect
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issues with respect to the integration of RE sources into the grid is an
area of ongoing research (see also Section 9.4.4.2).

9.4.4 Climate change mitigation and reduction of

environmental and health impacts

In addition to evaluating alternate scenarios with respect to the poten-
tial contribution to energy access and energy security, any assessment
of energy futures under SD criteria must include a comparison of the
environmental impacts of energy services. Fundamentally, reductions in
environmental impacts can be derived from increases in the efficiency
of providing services, changes in behaviour or shifting to lower-impact
sources of supply.

9.4.4.1 Environmental and health impacts in scenarios

of the future

As existing models include explicit representation of energy efficiency
and energy supply mix, the scenarios they produce provide information
on both of these dimensions of sustainability. In addition, several mod-
els have included explicit representation of factors that are linked to
environmental or health impacts. For example, combustion of sulphur-
containing coal without control technology can generate pollutants
that are important at local and regional levels (e.g., sulphur oxides).
This raises the possibility that a move away from sources of combustion
would generate benefits not only via reductions in GHG emissions but
also via reductions in local air pollution (see Section 9.3.4.2). Several
models include sulphate pollution and therefore provide the basis for
some estimation of the health or ecosystem consequences of this com-
bustion by-product (van Ruijven et al. 2008). For example, van Vuuren
et al. (2007) highlight the co-benefits in the form of reduced NO_and
S0, emissions when replacing fossil fuels with renewable sources and
CCS. In standard scenarios, however, the link between regional pollut-
ants and consequences is not explicit. Bollen et al. (2009) addressed
this question by performing a cost-benefit analysis (using the MERGE
model) that included both GHG and PM reductions. They found that cli-
mate policy can help drive improvements in local air pollution but that
air pollution reduction policies do not necessarily drive reductions in
GHG emissions. In addition, the external benefits were greatest when
external costs of health effects due to particulate emissions and impacts
of climate change were internalized (see Sections 9.3.4.3 and 10.6.4).
Shrestha and Pradhan (2010) performed a broader co-benefits analysis
within a specific country case, linking the MARKAL model to a model of
Thailand's energy system. They found similarly that climate policy would
lower the impacts from coal combustion.

Another implication of some potential energy trajectories is pos-
sible diversion of land to support biofuel production. While this has
been a topic of intense discussion, many models have until recently
not supported explicit links between energy supply options and land
use. Early attempts to address the links were focused on trade-offs

756

across energy supply and food production (Yamamoto et al., 2001)
or used existing scenarios as a basis for estimating future bioenergy
use (Hoogwijk and Faaij 2005). Subsequently, these approaches were
combined by embedding bioenergy modules directly into integrated
models (Gillingham et al., 2008). To date, substantial literature has,
for example, become available related to emissions from indirect land
use change (see Sections 9.3.4.1 and 2.5.3) (Yamamoto et al., 2001;
Edmonds et al., 2003; McCarl and Schneider, 2003; Tilman et al., 2006;
Searchinger et al., 2008; Calvin et al., 2009; Melillo et al., 2009; Wise
et al., 2009). Wise et al. (2009) and Melillo et al. (2009) found that
deforestation, land diversion and N,O emissions were driven by biofu-
els expansion without proper policies in place. In both investigations,
what might ostensibly have been seen as a ‘sustainable’ energy sce-
nario (i.e., the increasing use of biofuels) was shown to have potential
consequences that contravened the principles of SD.

Model scenarios can be useful in demonstrating scenarios of poten-
tially unanticipated (or at least unquantified) environmental benefits as
well as scenarios of unanticipated or unquantified environmental costs.
However, a variety of approaches in addition to modelling are underway
(e.g., Croezen et al., 2010), and other aggregate measures that could
be amenable to analysis under current scenarios include, for example,
water use intensity of energy (m3/MWh) and land use (ha/MWh). These
could be linked to other dimensions of sustainability, such as loss of bio-
diversity or changes in food security, though the appropriate treatment
of this link is not defined.

9.4.4.2 Research gaps

Unfortunately, aside from the linkages discussed above (land use
(change), SO, and PM emissions), the existing scenario literature does
not explicitly treat the many non-emissions-related environmental ele-
ments of sustainable energy development such as water use, (where
only very broad and non-technology-specific studies are available from
the literature; see, e.g., Hanasaki et al., 2008; Shen et al., 2008) and
the impacts of energy choices on household-level services or indoor air
quality. These environmental aspects of sustainability depend to a much
greater degree on the distribution of energy use and how each energy
technology is used in practice. Analyzing this with the existing models
might be difficult since models have been designed to look at fairly large
world regions without looking at income or geographic distribution (see
Section 9.4.2.2). Existing scenarios, rather, enable users to compare the
outcomes of different possible ‘futures’ (L. Clarke et al., 2007; O'Neill
and Nakicenovic, 2008) by allowing easy comparisons of aggregate
measurements of sustainability—for example, national or sectoral GHG
emissions. Although some models have also begun to allow for com-
parison across smaller geographic scales of impact, such as for regional
air pollution and land use change, some environmental impacts remain
opaque in the scenarios produced to date: the distribution of the use of
traditional fuels, for example, can matter significantly for the health of
billions of people (Bailis et al., 2005). In addition, most models face chal-
lenges in modelling local ecosystem impacts because of the small scales
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involved in many ecosystem processes. There is currently extensive
discussion about the feasibility of and mechanisms for achieving finer
resolution in space and time in future scenarios, not only for physical
and ecosystem changes but also for social, demographic and economic
factors (Moss et al., 2010). Some integrated assessment models have
addressed issues of smaller scale through downscaling. However, these
downscaling methods have been applied primarily to variables like emis-
sions and demographics (Bengtsson et al., 2006; Griibler et al., 2007;
van Vuuren et al., 2007, 2010a). Because the downscaling was focused
on informing other questions, it does not meaningfully resolve questions
about local sustainability. Finally, many models do not explicitly allow
for an assessment of lifecycle impacts of the technologies used in dif-
ferent scenarios. What these impacts are, whether and how to compare
them across categories, and whether they might be incorporated into
future scenarios would constitute useful areas for future research.

9.5 Barriers and opportunities for renewable
energies in the context of sustainable

development

Pursuing a RE deployment strategy in the context of SD implies that
all environmental, social and economic effects are taken explicitly into
account. Integrated planning, policy and implementation processes can
support this by anticipating and overcoming potential barriers to and
exploiting opportunities of RE deployment. Barriers that are particularly
pertinent in a SD context and that may either impede RE deployment
or result in trade-offs with SD criteria are discussed in Section 9.5.1."
Section 9.5.2 focuses on how the integration of RE policies and mea-
sures in strategies for SD at various levels can help overcome such
barriers and create opportunities for RE deployment that more fully
meet SD goals.

9.5.1 Barriers

Integration of RE policymaking and deployment activities in SD strategy
frameworks implies the explicit consideration of inter-linkages (syner-
gies and trade-offs) with the three pillars of SD and related SD goals
(see Section 9.2.1). In this way, RE policies as well as project planning,
construction and operation are rooted in the specific social, economic
and environmental context and support the strategic development
objectives of a given society or project location. They should also remain
aligned with multilateral environmental agreements. This section looks
at some of the main socio-cultural, information and awareness, and
economic barriers to RE deployment in a SD context addressed in the
literature. For each category of barriers, links are provided to potential

19 Barriers are addressed in many chapters of the report. Chapter 1 provides a general
overview of barriers to RE development and implementation, categorizing the bar-
riers as socio-cultural, information and awareness, economic, and institutional. The
technical chapters (2 to 7) cover the technology-specific barriers, with Chapter 8
addressing energy system lock-in and RE integration. Barriers to policymaking and
financing are covered in Chapter 11.

environmental, social or economic concerns that should be taken into
account during RE policy development and deployment.

9.5.1.1 Socio-cultural barriers

Most communities have traditionally viewed RE applications as envi-
ronmentally friendly and a high level of general public support for RE is
documented in available studies and opinion polls (Devine-Wright, 2005;
McGowan and Sauter, 2005; Wolsink, 2007b; BERR, 2008). However,
public support of RE at the generic level does not necessarily translate
into active support and acceptance of RE at the local implementation
level, where RE deployment is often associated with direct impacts for
individuals and groups (Painuly, 2001; Bell et al., 2005; Wustenhagen
et al., 2007).2° Increased public resistance to large, new installations
has, for example, been experienced in many countries, often beyond the
narrow ‘not in my backyard’ type of opposition (Wolsink, 2007b; Devine-
Wright, 2009).

Socio-cultural barriers or concerns with respect to the deployment of RE
and its potential SD trade-offs have different origins and are intrinsically
linked to societal and personal values and norms (Sovacool and Hirsh,
2009). Such values and norms affect the perception and acceptance of
RE technologies and the potential impacts of their deployment by indi-
viduals, groups and societies (GNESD, 2007b; Sovacool, 2009; West et
al., 2010). From a SD perspective, barriers may arise from inadequate
attention to such socio-cultural concerns, which include barriers related
to behaviour; natural habitats and natural and human heritage sites,
including impacts on biodiversity and ecosystems (see Sections 2.5.5.2
and 9.3.4.6); landscape aesthetics; and water/land use and water/land
use rights (see Section 9.3.4.4 and 9.3.4.5) as well as their availability
for competing uses. These barriers are briefly discussed below.

Deployment of RE technologies may be associated with behavioural
implications that challenge social and cultural values, norms and per-
ceptions (Painuly, 2001; S. Reddy and Painuly, 2004; GNESD, 2007b;
Chaurey and Kandpal, 2010). In India, for example, multi-criteria analysis
of domestic cooking devices (Pohekar and Ramachandran, 2006) reveals
that behavioural concerns?' are second most important in determining
consumer preferences for cooking devices, only surpassed by technical
criteria. Behavioural concerns limit uptake not only of the relatively new
and technically advanced solar cookers. They also offer an important
explanation for the non-use of installed improved fuelwood cook-
stoves in India, where only 6 million out of a total of 23 million installed
improved fuelwood stoves were found to be functional (Neudoerffer et
al., 2001; Pohekar and Ramachandran, 2006). Similar findings regard-
ing the significance of behavioural barriers for dissemination and use

20 Local opposition to renewable energy projects may also depend on methods used to
gather public opinion (van der Horst, 2007).

21 Related to ease of operation; types of dishes cooked; cleanliness of utensils; need for
additional cookstove; motivation to buy; taste of food; and aesthetics.
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of improved cookstoves are found for other developing countries (Ben
Hagan, 2003; Zuk et al., 2007; Bailis et al., 2009). Behavioural barriers to
new RE technologies and systems may be relatively small as long as the
transition seeks to emulate existing practices and properties of current
technologies. However, they tend to increase with the extent of changes
in behaviour or consumption levels (Kumar et al., 2009; Petersen and
Andersen, 2009).

Although applicable, the precautionary principle is not always utilized to
minimize impacts on natural habitats and natural and human heritage
sites (Rylands and Brandon, 2005; Hreinsson, 2007; Nandy et al., 2007;
S. Clarke, 2009; Hennenberg et al., 2010; Wolsink, 2010). This has led to
public resistance to various types of RE development projects. Public
perception of impacts related to aesthetics of altered landscapes associ-
ated with wind power developments in OECD countries is a barrier that
is extensively analyzed in the literature (Wolsink, 2000, 2007b, 2010;
Upreti, 2004; Jobert et al., 2007; Wustenhagen et al., 2007). Attitudes
towards offshore wind farms visible from shore depend on, for example,
the type and frequency of beach use with regular visitors perceiving
coastal landscapes as more pristine resources and thus less suited for
industrial usage (Ladenburg, 2010). See also Section 8.2.1.3 on public
opposition with regard to new network infrastructure.

Displacement and resettlement of communities in project developments
that involve large quantities of /and, such as large-scale hydropower,
may be significant (Richter et al., 2010). The World Commission on
Dams (2000) estimates that worldwide, 40 to 80 million people have
been displaced by large dams. This figure increases significantly when
the associated impacts of alterations in river flows and freshwater eco-
systems on downstream populations are included (Richter et al., 2010).
Although more recent figures on the number of people affected by
hydropower developments are available at the individual project and
country level, 2 aggregate statistics seem to be limited to the 2000 report
by the World Commission on Dams. Large-scale hydropower projects are
in addition often associated with trade-offs related to competing uses
of water, for example, for water supply for domestic and industrial pur-
poses, flood control and irrigation (Moore et al., 2010). Resettlement of
populations affected by large-scale hydropower developments is intrin-
sically linked to the issue of /and use rights of indigenous people (Bao,
2010; Moore et al., 2010; Olz and Beerepoot, 2010) and associated with
complex resettlement and compensation issues (Chen, 2009; Mirza et
al.,, 2009). For example, insufficient economic compensation may be
offered to affected populations or to those affected by externalities
such as losses in cultural heritage (Cernea, 1997; World Commission
on Dams, 2000; Bao, 2010; Brown and Xu, 2010). Land use issues aris-
ing from commercial-scale energy crops are another area of increasing
attention (lIED, 2009). Occupational concerns regarding human and
labour rights, such as working conditions in field crop projects, are
important to consider in this context (ILO, 2010). Finally, food security

22 See, for example, factsanddetails.com/china.php?itemid=323&catid=13&subcatid=
85#01 for information on dams and hydropower in China and www.gms-eoc.org/
CEP/Comp1/docs/Vietnam/Hydropower/Sociallmpact.pdf for Vietnam.
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is another important social concern (see Section 2.5.7.4) to which cer-
tification schemes are paying increased attention (see Section 2.4.5).
Public awareness and acceptance is, as indicated above, an important
element in the need to rapidly and significantly scale-up RE deployment
to help meet climate change mitigation goals. Large scale implementa-
tion can only be undertaken successfully with the understanding and
support of the public (Zoellner et al., 2008). This may require dedicated
communication efforts related to the achievements and the opportuni-
ties associated with wider-scale applications (Barry et al., 2008). At the
same time, however, public participation in planning decisions as well as
fairness and equity considerations in the distribution of the benefits and
costs of RE deployment play an equally important role and cannot be
side-stepped (see below and Section 9.5.2.2; Wolsink, 2007b; Malesios
and Arabatzis, 2010).

9.5.1.2 Information and awareness barriers

A common argument to promote RE projects is their contribution to
poverty reduction, with local communities benefiting from employ-
ment opportunities, skills development, investment opportunities and
technology transfer (see Sections 9.3.1.3 and 11.3; UN, 2002; GNESD,
2004, 2007a,b, 2008; Goldemberg and Teixeira Coelho, 2004; Modi et
al., 2006; Goldemberg et al., 2008; UNEP, 2008a; Barbier, 2009). Many
RE pilot projects in developing countries give anecdotal evidence of
the role that renewable sources can play in energy-poor communi-
ties (Karekezi and Kithyoma, 2003; Mondal et al., 2010). However, if
the local community does not perceive these benefits, or their distribu-
tion is considered inequitable, project acceptance may be problematic
(Upreti, 2004; Gunawardena, 2010; see Section 11.6.4). In developing
countries, limited technical and business skills and absence of technical
support systems are particularly apparent in the energy sector, where
awareness of and information dissemination regarding available and
appropriate RE options among potential consumers is a key determinant
of uptake and market creation (Painuly, 2001; Olz and Beerepoot, 2010).
This gap in awareness is often perceived as the single most important
factor affecting the deployment of RE and development of small and
medium enterprises that contribute to economic growth. Ignoring the
informational and perception concerns associated with decentralized
units can often result in abandoned or dysfunctional systems (Werner
and Schaefer, 2007).

In cases where the proprietary ownership of RE technology is in the
hands of private sector companies and the diffusion of technologies
also typically occurs through markets in which companies are key
actors (Wilkins, 2002), there is a need to focus on the capacity of these
actors to develop, implement and deploy RE technologies. Therefore, the
importance of increasing technical and business capability as a part of
capacity building (Section 11.6.6)—at the micro or firm level—needs to
be addressed (Lall, 2002; Figueiredo, 2003).

Attitudes towards RE are shaped by more than knowledge and facts.
Norms and values are important to consider, as illustrated in Section
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9.5.1.1, and may affect public and personal perceptions of the implica-
tions of RE for consumption as well as for deeply held values regarding
trust, control and freedom (Sovacool, 2009; Walker et al., 2010). This
implies that attitudes towards RE in addition to rationality are driven
by emotions and psychological issues (Bang et al., 2000; Devine-Wright,
2009). To be successful, RE deployment and information and awareness
efforts and strategies need to take this explicitly into account (Jager,
2006; Nannen and van den Bergh, 2010; Litvine and Wiistenhagen,
2011), particularly as barriers to information and awareness may have
implications for RE uptake, markets, uncertainty and hence capital costs
(Painuly, 2001; Olz and Beerepoot, 2010).

9.5.1.3 Market failures and economic barriers

The economics of RE are discussed in nearly all chapters of this report
(Chapters 2 through 7 in cost sections, Chapter 10 on externalities,
Chapter 11 on policy case studies). To assess the economics of RE in
the context of SD, social costs and benefits need to be explicitly consid-
ered. RE should be assessed against quantifiable criteria targeted at cost
effectiveness, regional appropriateness, and environmental and distri-
butional consequences (C. Gross, 2007; Creutzig and He, 2009). From a
social perspective, a level economic playing field is required to support
rational RE investment decisions. This implies that market distortions,
such as taxes and subsidies and their structure, as well as market imper-
fections and failures must be considered carefully with respect to their
implications for the deployment of RE and the internalization of social
costs, such as damages from GHG emissions, health, and environmental
costs (Rao and Kishore, 2010; see Sections 9.5.2 and 10.6).

Grid size and technologies are key determinants of the economic viability
of RE and of the competitiveness of RE compared to non-RE. Appropriate
RE technologies that are economically viable are often found to be avail-
able for expanding rural off-grid energy access (Bishop and Amaratunga,
2008; Ravindranath and Balachandra, 2009; Thompson and Duggirala,
2009; Deichmann et al., 2011; see Section 9.3.2). For smaller off-grid
applications, there is some evidence that several RE technologies,
including wind, mini-hydro and biomass-electric, can deliver the low-
est levelized generation costs of electrification, that is, including the
levelized costs of transmission and distribution (ESMAP, 2007). Several
RE technologies, including biomass (particularly biogas digesters and
biomass gasifiers), geothermal, wind and hydro, are also potentially the
least-cost mini-grid generation technology (ESMAP, 2007).2 However,
non-renewable power generation technologies remain more economi-
cally viable than RE in many contexts (van Alphen et al., 2007; Cowan
et al., 2009). This is particularly the case for most large grid-connected
applications, even with increases in oil price forecasts (ESMAP, 2007)
and when likely RE technology cost reductions over the next 20 years
are considered (Deichmann et al., 2011).

23 Mini-grid applications are village- and district-level isolated networks with loads
between 5 and 500 kW.

Assessments of the economic viability of RE are based on and subject
to assumptions regarding the availability and cost of the renewable
resource. The lack of adequate resource potential data directly affects
uncertainty regarding resource availability, which may translate into
higher risk premiums by investors and project developers, as appears
to be the case with geothermal electricity development in Indonesia
(Olz and Beerepoot, 2010). An emerging area of attention relates to the
potential impacts of climate variability and climate change on energy
services and resources, where the timing and availability of RE resources
are immediately impacted (World Bank, 2011). Impacts of climate vari-
ability and extreme events (e.g., hurricanes and typhoons, heat waves,
floods, and droughts) on energy services and resources are already
being experienced. In Eastern Africa, for example, where power sup-
ply is heavily reliant on hydropower, recent droughts were associated
with estimated annual costs of the order of 1 to 3.3% of annual GDP
(Eberhard et al., 2008; Karekezi et al., 2009). For issues related to the
higher costs of RE due to their variable availability, see Section 8.2.

In cases where deployment of RE is viable from an economic perspec-
tive, other economic and financial barriers may affect the deployment
of RE. High upfront costs of investments, including high installation and
grid connection costs, are examples of frequently identified barriers to
RE deployment (Painuly, 2001; Limmeechokchai and Chawana, 2007;
Kassenga, 2008; Mathews, 2008; Monroy and Hernandez, 2008; Rao and
Kishore, 2010; Green and Vasilakos, 2011). Particularly in low-income
countries, high upfront costs of RE technologies may inhibit uptake by
consumers. Consumers may prefer to keep the initial cost low rather
than minimizing the operating costs, which run over a longer period
of time, or they may have no choice if they lack access to cash and/or
credit (S. Reddy and Painuly, 2004). Hence, the successful uptake of RE
technologies depends to some degree on the choice and set-up of the
dissemination model, such as donations, cash sales, consumer credits or
fee-for-service schemes (Nieuwenhout et al., 2000).

Policy and entrepreneurial support systems are needed along with RE
deployment to stimulate economic growth and SD and catalyze rural
and peri-urban cash economies (0. Davidson et al., 2003). Investments
are, for example, required to ensure availability of the technical capac-
ity required to operate and maintain the systems, which is a significant
barrier for harnessing available RE sources in developing countries (Olz
and Beerepoot, 2010). A new set of thinking is also gradually emerg-
ing, treating RE as an integral component of a market-based energy
economy and more strongly involving the private sector (GNESD, 2007b,
2008).

High upfront costs may also reflect high-risk perceptions of investors
and a general lack of financing instruments as well as fragmented or
underdeveloped financial sectors (Brunnschweiler, 2010). In this way,
anecdotal evidence from South East Asia suggests that a lack of experi-
ence with and understanding of RE systems among financial institutions
and investors leads to low participation by national financiers, which
may increase the cost of capital for RE projects through higher risk
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premiums (see Section 11.4.3). In Indonesia, biomass-based power proj-
ects are viewed as facing additional hurdles linked to a general lack
of experience in bioenergy project development and related feedstock
supply issues among banks and national investors (Olz and Beerepoot,
2010).

The effects of the timing of the stream of costs and benefits from RE
investments lead to a trade-off with respect to sustainability, for exam-
ple in cases where decision makers in developing countries have to
choose between investments in non-RE with shorter payback time, but
higher external costs, and RE investments with longer payback time, but
higher positive externalities for example, for job creation, health, GHG
emission reduction, etc. Barriers to RE financing are also addressed in
Sections 9.3.1.4 and 11.4.3.

Externalities result from market distortions and are central when RE
deployment is addressed in the context of SD. The structure of subsidies
and/or taxes may, for example, favour non-RE with adverse implica-
tions for the competitiveness of RE (see Section 9.5.2.1). Similarly,
existing grid networks and engineering capacities will advantage some
forms of energy over others, with implications for the path dependency
of energy deployment (see Section 11.6.1). Path dependencies may
lock in societies into energy or infrastructure options that may be infe-
rior in terms of cost efficiency or accumulated social costs in the long
term (Unruh, 2000). In many cases, internalization of environmental
externalities has considerable effects for the levelized costs of RE tech-
nologies (Cowan et al., 2009; Harmon and Cowan, 2009; Fahlen and
Ahlgren, 2010) and subsequently their non-inclusion presents a barrier
for RE deployment. Internalization of damage costs resulting from com-
bustion of fossil fuels into the price of the resulting output of electricity
could, for example, lead to a number of renewable technologies being
financially competitive with generation from coal plants (Owen, 2006;
see Section 10.6). Similar conclusions were reached for PV mini-grids
for three remote rural regions in Senegal, where levelized electricity
costs from PV technologies were found to be lower than the cost of
energy from grid extension when environmental externalities are taken
into account (Thiam, 2010).

A number of recent studies include several social and environmen-
tal sustainability indicators in assessing and ranking energy options.
In addition to GHG emissions, these sustainability indicators include
land requirements, water consumption, social impacts and availability
of renewable sources, providing additional insight into potential bar-
riers for RE deployment in a sustainability context (Afgan et al., 2007;
Becerra-Lopez and Golding, 2008; Brent and Kruger, 2009; Evans et al.,
2009; Brent and Rogers, 2010; Browne et al., 2010; Carrera and Mack,
2010; see Section 9.5.2.1).

9.5.2 Opportunities

Strategies for SD at international, national and local levels as well as
in private and nongovernmental spheres of society can help overcome
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barriers and create opportunities for RE deployment by integrating RE
and SD policies and practices. At international and national levels strat-
egies include: removal of mechanisms that are perceived as to work
against SD; mechanisms for SD that internalize environmental and
social externalities; and integration of RE and SD strategies. At the local
level, SD initiatives by cities, local governments, and private and non-
governmental organizations can be drivers of change and contribute to
overcome local resistance to RE installations.

9.5.2.1 International and national strategies for

sustainable development

The need for cross-sectoral SD strategies has been articulated at the
multilateral level since the 1972 Stockholm Conference on the Human
Environment (Founex Committee, 1971; Engfeldt, 2009). The concerns
were reinforced in the goals of Agenda 21 (UNCED, 1992), aiming at
the adoption of strategies to harmonize these different sectoral pro-
cesses (Steurer and Martinuzzi, 2007). In the Johannesburg Plan
of Implementation adopted at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development in 2002, governments were called upon with a sense of
urgency to substantially increase the global share of RE and to take
immediate steps towards national strategies for SD by 2005 (UN, 2002).
In the formulation of such National Sustainable Development Strategies
(NSDS), countries have usually prioritized strategic policy areas and
concrete objectives for which national circumstances and international
commitments required swift action, such as limiting climate change
and increasing the use of RE (OECD, 2002; UNDESA, 2008). Such pri-
oritization may contribute to productivity, income growth, health and
education, gender equality, reduced social impacts associated with
energy extraction, human development, and macroeconomic stability
and governance (World Bank, 2001). RE technologies, in particular, can
add other benefits (see Section 9.3). In addition, integrating RE policy
into NSDS provides a framework for countries to select specific policy
instruments, to incorporate concerns of other countries into their own,
and to align with international policy measures (OECD, 2002).

Removal of mechanisms that work against sustainable
development

The removal of fossil fuel subsidies has the potential to open up opportu-
nities for more extensive use or even market entry of RE. It decreases the
artificially widened competitive advantage of fossil fuels and may free
spending on fossil fuel subsidies to be redirected to R&D and deploy-
ment of RE technologies. With the 2009 G-20 Summit having agreed to
phase out ‘inefficient fossil fuel subsidies’ over the medium term (G-20,
2009), this may offer some co-benefits for RE technologies. A report by
the IEA, OECD and World Bank (2010), prepared for the subsequent
G-20 Summit, finds that government support of fossil fuels is geographi-
cally concentrated. In 2009, 37 economies, mainly non-OECD, accounted
for more than 95% of fossil fuel subsidies worldwide representing a
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total value of USD, . 268 billion.* Government support of fossil fuels is
predominant in economies where supported energy carriers are abun-
dant, for example, Iran and Saudi Arabia.?> Supported fuels are mainly
oil (USD,,, 108 billion) and natural gas (USD,,,, 73 billion), and may
also implicitly cover electricity (USD, . 82 billion), if largely generated
by these fuels. In contrast, global coal subsidies are comparatively small
atonly USD, . 5 billion.

A general concern when reforming these subsidies is how they affect the
poor; they need to be carefully designed as low-income households are
likely to be disproportionally affected (IEA, 2010b). However, subsidies
are often regressive and there is a substantial benefit leakage to higher-
income groups (Del Granado et al., 2010). For example, in Iran the
richest 30% percent consume 70% of all government support (Nikou,
2010), and in Indonesia the bottom 40% of low-income families reap
only 15% of all energy subsidies (IEA, 2008a). By and large this includes
most supported fuels, for instance, electricity in several African countries
(Angel-Urdinola and Wodon, 2007), LPG in India (Gangopadhyay et al.,
2005) and petroleum products worldwide (Coady et al., 2010). In the
case of kerosene, however, the picture is less clear and subsidies are
relatively better targeted (Coady et al., 2004).

Accordingly, reforming subsidies towards the use of RE technologies
should necessarily go along with addressing the specific needs of the
poor. In order to do so, two general directions appear suitable. The first
direction is expanding rural electrification, as poor households tend to
live in areas without electricity service (Angel-Urdinola and Wodon,
2007). Successful programs have been initiated in Ethiopia and Vietnam
(IEA/OECD/World Bank, 2010), and the phase-out of concurrent fos-
sil fuel subsidies may create further incentives for business activities
(Barnes and Halpern, 2001). Increasing electrification could be com-
plemented with additional support for RE technologies in centralized
power supplies, which would then also become available to the poor.
Second, if electrification is not viable or better low-cost options exist, RE
off-grid technologies are an alternative. In Nepal, for example, financial
aids have significantly increased the awareness levels in adopting RE
off-grid technologies and the willingness to pay for electricity (Mainali
and Silveira, 2011). Moreover, for domestic lighting in India, solar pho-
tovoltaics and modern bioenergy systems are better options in rural
areas compared to traditional kerosene-based lighting (Mahapatra et
al., 2009).

It is likely that many more such opportunities exist, but to identify poten-
tial gains for RE and evaluate efficiency further case-specific analysis is
needed. Without such analysis it is neither clear that RE technologies
directly benefit from a phase-out of fossil fuel subsidies, nor whether the
phase-out as such is potentially harmful.

24 Even though the underlying price gap approach has some limitations, it may serve as
a first estimate.

25 For more information on subsidy rates see www.iea.org/subsidy/index.html.

The importance of eliminating barriers to trade in RE supplies and asso-
ciated technologies as part of a broader strategy to reduce dependence
on more-polluting and less secure energy sources has been stressed
in several studies and events. This is the case for, among others, PV,
wind turbines and biofuels (Steenblik, 2005; Lucon and Rei, 2006; OECD,
2006). As outlined in Section 2.4.6.2, barriers to the market penetra-
tion and international trade of bioenergy include tariff barriers, technical
standards, inappropriately restrictive sustainability criteria and certifica-
tion systems for biomass and biofuels, logistical barriers, and sanitary
requirements. More generally, the elimination or reduction of barriers
to trade can facilitate access to RE and other environmental goods that
can contribute to climate change mitigation by fostering a better dis-
semination of technologies at lower costs. Elimination of both tariffs
and non-tariff barriers to clean technologies could potentially result in a
14% increase in trade in these products (WTO, 2010).

As parties to the Kyoto Protocol of the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change develop and implement policies and measures to
achieve GHG concentration stabilization, compatibility with World Trade
Organization (WTO) rules could become a recurrent issue. More gener-
ally, the nexus of investment rules inside and outside the WTO with the
climate regime needs further attention (Brewer, 2004). Interactions that
are the most problematic include the potential use of border measures
to offset cross-national differences in the energy costs of goods, Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) and Joint Implementation projects in
relation to the WTO subsidies agreement, efficiency standards in relation-
ship to the WTO technical barriers agreement and carbon sequestration
in relationship to the WTO agriculture agreement (Tamiotti et al., 2009).

Mechanisms for sustainable development that internalize
environmental and social externalities

There is a constant need for mechanisms for SD that internalize envi-
ronmental or social externalities. Diffusion of RE technologies is driven
by policies and incentives that help overcome high upfront costs and
lack of a level playing field (Rao and Kishore, 2010). However, when
external costs (see Section 10.6) are included, the relative advantage of
renewable energies is highlighted—especially regarding GHG emissions
(Onat and Bayar, 2010; Varun et al., 2010). Incorporating external costs
requires good indicators. A methodological limitation found in studies of
different energy production systems is their use of an insufficient num-
ber of comparable sustainability indicators, which may lead to biases
and flaws in the ranking of energy sources and technologies against
sustainability (Brent and Kruger, 2009; Eason et al., 2009; Kowalski et
al., 2009). Although multi-criteria decision analysis and approaches con-
tribute significantly, it is recognized that appraising the contribution of
RE options to SD is a complex task, considering the different aspects of
SD, the imprecision and uncertainty of the related information as well
as the qualitative aspects embodied that cannot be represented solely
by numerical values (Cavallaro, 2009; Michalena et al., 2009; Donat
Castello et al., 2010; Doukas et al., 2010).
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The CDM established under the Kyoto Protocol is a practical example
of a mechanism for SD.?¢ RE to substitute for fossil fuels constitutes
61% of projects and 35% of expected Certified Emission Reductions
by 2012 under the CDM (UNEP Risg Pipeline, 2011). The CDM is
widely acknowledged as one of the most innovative features of the
Kyoto Protocol with the involvement of 69 developing countries in
the creation of a global carbon market worth billions of US dollars.
It is, however, also widely known that its contribution to sustainable
and low-carbon development paths in host countries is questionable
(Figueres and Streck, 2009). CDM projects are submitted for sustain-
ability screening and approval at the national level by the Designated
National Authority (DNA; see also Sections 11.5.3.3, 11.6,11.6.6.1).
There is, however, no international standard for sustainability assess-
ment to counter weaknesses in the existing system of sustainability
approval (Olsen and Fenhann, 2008b). Thus, DNAs have an important
role in meeting national SD priorities—as well as in attracting invest-
ment (Winkler et al., 2005). Literature reviews of the CDM (Paulsson,
2009) and its contribution to SD (Olsen, 2007) find that one of the
main weaknesses of the market mechanism is that of cheap emis-
sion reduction projects being preferred over more expensive projects
that often are associated with higher SD benefits (Sutter and Parrefo,
2007). Voluntary standards exist, such as the Gold Standard and the
Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards, that aim to attract
investors who are willing to pay a premium for emission reductions
with guaranteed co-benefits (Nussbaumer, 2009). The Gold Standard
applies to RE and energy efficiency projects, where the most common
RE projects are wind, biogas, biomass energy, hydro, landfill and solar.
These labelled projects, however, make up a small share of the total
volume of CDM projects and as voluntary standards, they are success-
ful in rewarding high-quality projects rather than improving low- or
unsustainable projects (Wood, 2011). As input to the negotiations for
a post-2012 climate regime, much literature has addressed how to
reform the CDM to better achieve new and improved mechanisms
for SD (Hepburn and Stern, 2008; Olsen and Fenhann, 2008a; Wara,
2008; Figueres and Streck, 2009; Schneider, 2009). Ideas include an
up-scaling of mitigation actions through sector no-lose targets (Ward,
2008), introduction of new sectoral approaches (Marcu, 2009), differ-
entiation of developing country eligibility for CDM crediting (Murphy
et al., 2008) and structural changes for the CDM to contribute to long-
term benefits for a low-carbon economy (Americano, 2008).

Mechanisms for SD may also be addressed from a wider perspective
than sustainability assessments. The idea that developing countries
might be able to follow more sustainable, low-carbon development
pathways than industrialized countries have is particularly attractive.
Such decisions are both political and societal, but depend intrinsically
on the understanding of the concept of leapfrogging (see Box 9.5).

Integrating renewable energy and sustainable development
strategies

Opportunities for RE to play a role in national strategies for SD can
be approached in two ways: 1) by integrating SD and RE goals into

26 The CDM has the twin objectives of promoting SD in developing countries and assist-
ing developed countries to achieve their emission reduction targets cost-effectively.

762

development policies and plans such as budgeting processes and
Poverty Reduction Strategy Plans; and 2) by development of sectoral
strategies for RE contributing to goals for green growth, low-carbon and
sustainable development.

Though the idea of National Sustainable Development Strategies (NSDS)
was born at the international level, the actual implementation of strategies
takes place at the national level. By 2009, 106 countries corresponding
to 55% of Member States to the United Nations had reported to the
Commission on Sustainable Development that they were implementing
an NSDS. The overall idea of NSDS is to integrate principles for SD such
as the three pillars of sustainability, participation, ownership, compre-
hensive and coordinated policymaking, as well as targeting, resourcing
and monitoring (i.e., the measurement and monitoring of development
outcomes) into a country’s existing development process (George and
Kirkpatrick, 2006). NSDS should not be a new, separate strategy but are
meant to integrate SD concerns into a country's existing governance
and decision-making framework. As countries differ in their institutional,
developmental and geographical conditions no blueprint exists for NSDS,
but generally they are structured into three levels: 1) major goals and
policy areas such as dealing with climate change and energy security; 2)
concrete objectives and issues such as transport, energy efficiency and
RE; and 3) aims and actions such as implementing a RE strategy, liberaliz-
ing energy markets or using the CDM to support small RE power projects
(UNDESA, 2008). When it comes to implementation of NSDS, however,
the record of progress has been limited (George and Kirkpatrick, 2006).
Volkery et al. (2006) found that many countries are still at early stages of
learning and a key challenge is coordination of NSDS with other strategy
processes such as the national budget, sectoral and sub-national strategy
processes. In most countries, the NSDS provides a summary of existing
strategies and as such it works as a post-rationalization rather than an
overarching framework guiding and stimulating new action (George and
Kirkpatrick, 2006; Volkery et al., 2006). Compared to the rich institutional
landscape for economic cooperation and development, the institutional
landscape for SD is still relatively small but may be improved through
better ownership of SD strategies central to government.

RE strategies for low-carbon, green and sustainable development are
increasingly important as a means to achieve goals such as GHG con-
centration stabilization, energy security, energy access for the poor and
the creation of green jobs (IEA, 2010b; SARI, 2010; Lund et al.,, 2011;
see Section 9.3). Policy targets for RE can be helpful to mobilize people
and resources and to monitor progress. By 2010, more than 85 countries
worldwide had adopted policy targets for the share of RE; typically 5 to
30% for electricity production. Examples of targets for final energy are
15% by 2020 in China, 20% by 2020 in the EU and 100% by 2013 in the
small island states of Fiji and Tonga (REN21, 2010). The policy targets
are specific to RE but represent important elements in overall strategies
for low-carbon, green and sustainable development (UN, 2005b; SARI,
2010; Offer et al., 2011).

Essentially, RE strategies describe the challenges and possible solu-
tions of phasing out unsustainable fossil fuels and technologies while
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Box 9.5 | Leapfrogging.

‘Leapfrogging’ relates to the opportunity for developing countries to avoid going through the same pollution intensive stages of industrial
development as industrialized countries have experienced in the past (see Annex | for definition). Three different types of ‘environmental
leapfrogging’ are distinguished: leapfrogging within overall development pathways, leapfrogging within industrial development, and
leapfrogging in the adoption and use of technologies. A sufficient level of absorptive capacity is at the core of successful leapfrogging; it
includes the existence of technological capabilities to instigate and manage change and the support of appropriate national and interna-
tional institutions (Sauter and Watson, 2008).

Any leapfrogging strategy involves risks, but latecomer countries can benefit if initial risks of developing new products and establish-

ing markets have been borne in ‘frontrunner’ countries. Once a market is established, developing countries can catch up through rapid
adoption of new technologies and/or the development of manufacturing capacity. More radical innovation—due to a shift in technologi-
cal paradigms—can provide additional ‘windows of opportunity’ for developing countries. Different factors have been identified for the
success of this process and since there is no standard model of development, trial-and-error learning needs to be accepted as part of
leapfrogging strategies (Hobday, 2003; Sauter and Watson, 2008). Technological leapfrogging in RE has been reported by several studies
(L. Clarke et al., 2007; Moreno et al., 2007; R. Singh, 2007; Tarik-ul-Islam and Ferdousi, 2007; Karakosta et al., 2010; Reiche, 2010; Saygin
and Cetin, 2010), although current energy technologies may prevent the energy sector from being as conducive to leapfrogging as other
sectors like information technology (World Bank, 2008a). Overall, experience has shown that the embarkment on a fundamentally cleaner
development pathway needs to be accompanied by ongoing and targeted policy support and guidance, improved institutional capabilities

and far-reaching political will in both developing and developed countries (Perkins, 2003; Gallagher, 2006).

phasing in RE systems (Lund, 2007; Verbruggen and Lauber, 2009). To
harness the full potential of RE sources, major technological changes
are needed along with policies and regulation to ensure a sustainable,
effective and efficient use of energy sources and technologies. To ensure
the sustainable use of RE sources and technologies, detailed scien-
tific differentiation and qualification of renewable electricity sources
and technologies is required to assess the huge diversity in the field
(Verbruggen and Lauber, 2009). Further methodological development of
sustainability criteria for, indicators for, and assessments of RE sources
and technologies based on their attributes (such as types, density, vari-
ability, accessibility, scale, maturity, costs etc.), would allow improved
fine-tuned regulation for sustainable RE solutions (Verbruggen and
Lauber, 2009). In Norway, environmental concerns have led to a more
sustainable use of hydropower (see Box 9.6).

9.5.2.2 Local, private and nongovernmental sustainable

development initiatives

At the local level, cities and local governments in alliance with busi-
ness and citizen interests can be drivers of change for RE deployment
(REN21, 2009). In response to enabling framework conditions at
international and national levels, cities and local governments can
independently use their legislative and purchasing power to imple-
ment RE initiatives in their own operations and the wider community
(see Section 11.6). Typically, local policy initiatives are motivated by
sustainability goals such as low GHG concentration stabilization, the
share of renewable electricity production or total energy consumption

(Ostergaard and Lund, 2010). Other types of local RE policies and SD
initiatives are urban planning that incorporates RE, inclusion of RE in
building codes or permitting, regulatory measures such as blending of
biofuels, RE in municipal infrastructure and operations and voluntary
actions to support RE and serve as a role model for business and citizens
(REN21, 2009). To share experiences and inspire local actions a range
of networks and initiatives have emerged such as the World Mayors
and Local Governments Climate Protection Agreement, the Local
Government Climate Roadmap, Solar Cities, 100% renewable energy
regions, ICLEl's Local Renewables Initiative, the European Green Cities
Network, Green Capital Awards and many others. Common to these
initiatives is a broad recognition of the local SD benefits RE may bring
(del Rio and Burguillo, 2008, 2009), such as a local supply of energy,
saving energy and money, creating local jobs and involving the private
sector in playing a role in providing RE services (Hvelplund, 2006).

Involvement of community-based organizations can mitigate local
opposition to RE installations by facilitating local ownership and
sharing of benefits (Rogers et al., 2008; Zografakis et al., 2009). The
creation of local energy markets can provide opportunities for local
private investors (Hvelplund, 2006) and thereby ensure public accep-
tance of integrating an increasing number of local RE installations
(windmills, solar panels, biogas plants etc.) into the energy system.
Positive impacts on the local economy further improve public attitudes
towards RE developments (Jobert et al., 2007; Maruyama et al., 2007;
Aitken, 2010; Warren and McFadyen, 2010). Case studies evaluating
the success of wind energy projects in France and Germany found that
the familiarity of the developer with local circumstances and concerns
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Box 9.6 | Sustainable hydropower in Norway.

For about a century, hydropower, ‘the white coal of Norway’, has been a strong driving force in the industrialization of the country (Skjold,
2009). By early 2010, installed capacity was about 29 GW and the average annual generation was about 122 TWh, meeting 98 to 115%
of Norway's annual electricity demand, depending on rainfall (NVE, 2009). After intense exploitation during the 1970s and 1980s, newly
heightened environmental awareness led to a period of relative standstill in the development of hydropower plants in general, and in
1973 the Norwegian government adopted its initial national protection plan (today there are four in total). As a result, approximately 400
rivers are now protected. In 1986, the first version of a master plan for hydropower was passed; it categorizes potential projects accord-
ing to economic and technical viability, but also strongly emphasizes potential environmental and social conflicts (Thaulow et al., 2010).
Of the estimated feasible potential of 205 TWh of hydropower from Norway's rivers, 122 TWh are utilized, 46 TWh are protected, and
about 37 TWh are sorted into acceptable/not acceptable projects in the National Master Plan for hydropower (Thaulow et al., 2010). The
last 30 years have seen improved environmental and social impact assessment procedures, guidelines and criteria, increased involvement
of stakeholders, and better licensing procedures; all efforts to make hydropower more sustainable for the long term.

(Jobert et al., 2007) as well as transparency, provision of information
and participation of the local population in the planning process from
the early stages on (Wolsink, 2007a) are crucial factors for public
acceptance. In the context of developing countries, this also includes
the empowerment of rural women in order to seek the best solutions
for community energy needs (Omer, 2003; Oikonomou et al., 2009; A.
Singh, 2009).

9.6 Synthesis

The renewable energy (RE) technologies discussed in this report
will play an increasingly important role in the world energy system
over the next several decades. Mitigation of climate change caused
by the combustion of fossil fuels provides one key motivation for a
drastic transformation of the world energy system. Additional factors
pointing towards the desirability of increasing reliance on RE include
concerns about uneven distribution and future supply scarcity of fossil
fuel resources, the affordable provision of modern energy services and
reductions of burdens on the environment and human health. Given
the heavy reliance of modern societies on fossil fuels, any proposed
transformation pathway must be carefully analyzed for feasibility and
its implications for SD.

In order to be seen as advancing SD, any energy technology has to
contribute to a number of SD goals. In the context of this report, these
have been identified as social and economic development, energy
access, energy security, and the reduction of adverse impacts on health
and the environment. To date, RE has often been claimed to advance
these four goals and the assessment of this chapter has focused on
validating these assumptions. In the following sections, the theoretical
concepts and methodological tools used in the analyses are briefly
presented. Building on that, results from the bottom-up and integrated
assessments of Sections 9.3 and 9.4 are combined to provide clear
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insights into where the contribution of RE to SD may remain limited
and where it shows significant potential.

9.6.1 Theoretical concepts and methodological tools

for assessing renewable energy sources

SD has predominantly been framed in the context of the three-pillar
model, that is, the contribution to economic and social development
and environmental protection. SD is also oriented along a continuum
between the weak and strong sustainability paradigms, which differ
in assumptions about the substitutability of natural and human-made
capital. RE technologies can be evaluated within both concepts: the
contribution of RE to the development targets of the three-pillar
model and the prioritization of goals according to the weak and strong
sustainability framework. As such, SD concepts provide useful frame-
works for policymakers to assess the contribution of RE to SD and to
formulate appropriate economic, social and environmental measures.

The assessments carried out in this chapter are based on different
methodological tools, including bottom-up indicators derived from
attributional lifecycle assessments (LCA) or energy statistics, dynamic
integrated modelling approaches, and qualitative analyses. Naturally,
each of these assessment techniques comes with its own set of limita-
tions. For example, general conclusions from results of individual LCAs
are thwarted by potential system boundary problems, differences in
technology and background energy system characteristics, geographic
location, data source type and other central methods and assump-
tions. Yet LCA provides a standardized framework for comparison, and
bottom-up evidence allows valuable insights about environmental
performances of different technologies across categories. In a comple-
mentary approach, scenario results of global integrated models were
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analyzed to derive conclusions about the contribution of RE deploy-
ment to the named SD goals within a macro-economic and systemic
perspective. However, any interpretation of these results needs to
be accompanied by the recognition that integrated models in exis-
tence today were generated around a relatively specific set of tasks.
These relate to understanding the effects of policy or economics on
the energy portfolios of fairly large world regions and the emissions
trajectories implied by changes in those energy portfolios over time.
While expanding the models beyond these tasks can be challenging,
there is room for improving treatment of sustainability in the future.
For example, questions relating to the ability of integrated models to
accurately represent cultural dimensions of energy use and the impact
of non-price policies on behaviour and investment are not resolved.

One of the key points that emerged from the literature assessment
is that the evaluation of energy system impacts (beyond GHG emis-
sions), climate mitigation scenarios and SD goals has for the most
part proceeded in parallel without much interaction. Effective, eco-
nomically efficient and socially acceptable transformations of the
energy system will require a much closer integration of results from
all three of these research areas. While the assessment carried out
within the context of this report generated a number of important
insights, it also disclosed some of these shortcomings. For example,
it highlights the need for the inclusion of additional boundaries (e.g.,
environmental) and more complex energy system models within an
integrated model framework to improve the representation of specific
local conditions, variability or biophysical constraints. However, it is
also evident that for the multi-dimensional challenge of integrating
RE and SD, no single global answer is possible. Many solutions will
depend strongly on local and regional cultural conditions, and the
approaches and emphases of developing and developed countries
may also be different.

9.6.2 Social and economic development

The energy sector has generally been perceived as key to economic
development with a strong correlation between economic growth
and expansion of energy consumption. Historically, increased energy
use has also strongly correlated with growth in GHG emissions. While
considerable cross-sectional variation of energy use patterns across
countries prevails, the correlation is confirmed by both analyses of
single measures such GDP as well as composite indicators such as
the Human Development Index. Developing and transition economies
may have the opportunity to ‘leapfrog’ to less energy- and carbon-
intensive growth patterns. This requires strong policy and institutional
frameworks, as experiences show that rapid economic growth can
outpace any declines in energy or carbon intensity.

The contribution of RE to social and economic development may dif-
fer between developed and developing countries. To the extent that
developing countries can avoid expensive energy imports by deploying

economically more efficient RE technologies, they can redirect for-
eign exchange flows towards imports of other goods that cannot be
produced locally. However, generation costs of RE today are gener-
ally higher than current energy market prices, although further cost
reductions are expected. In poor rural areas lacking grid access, RE
can already lead to substantial cost savings today. Creating employ-
ment opportunities and actively promoting structural change in the
economy are seen, especially in industrialized countries, as goals that
support the promotion of RE.

Results from the scenario literature highlight the role of RE for cost-
efficient mitigation efforts in the long run—particularly for low-GHG
stabilization levels. In developing countries, for which large-scale
integrated models suggest a higher share of global RE deployment
over time, RE may help accelerate the deployment of low-carbon
energy systems. Climate finance is expected to play a crucial role in
providing the funding required for large-scale adoption of RE.

9.6.3 Energy access

Enhancing access to clean, reliable and affordable energy sources is a
key part of SD and RE has potential to contribute significantly to this
goal. Currently, around 1.4 billion people have no access to electricity
and about 2.7 billion rely on traditional biomass for cooking (Section
9.3.2). Access to modern energy services is an important precondition
for many fundamental determinants of human development, includ-
ing health, education, gender equality and environmental safety. Even
at basic levels, substantial benefits can be provided to a community
or household, for example, by improved lighting, communication or
healthcare opportunities. In developing countries, decentralized grids
based on RE have expanded and improved energy access in rural
areas with significant distances to the national grid. In addition, non-
electrical RE technologies offer opportunities for direct modernization
of energy services, for example, using solar energy for water heating
and crop drying, biofuels for transportation, biogas and modern bio-
mass for heating, cooling, cooking and lighting, and wind for water
pumping (see Table 9.3). Model analyses confirm that income growth
tends to lead to increased energy access, but this is also dependent
on the level of income distribution within a society. If developing
countries are able to secure dedicated financing for enhanced energy
access and apply tailored policies, the number of people with access
to modern energy services can expand more rapidly.

9.6.4 Energy security

The role of RE in shaping economies’ energy security is complex and
depends on the development level of a given country. For example, for
developing and transition economies, RE can make a contribution to
economizing foreign exchange reserves and help to increase the reli-
ability of energy services. For many developing countries, the definition
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of energy security specifically includes the provision of adequate and
affordable access to all parts of the population and thus exhibits strong
links to energy access aspects. Hence, the definition of energy secu-
rity, that is, the risk of supply disruptions, is broadened from resource
availability and distribution of resources, and variability of supplies, to
include the reliability of local energy supply.

Scenario analysis confirms that RE can help to diversify energy sup-
ply and thus enhance energy security. Local RE options can substitute
for increasingly scarce or concentrated fossil fuel supplies, diversifying
energy supply and diminishing dependence on a small number of sup-
pliers. As long as RE markets (e.g., bioenergy) are not characterized by
concentrated supply, this may help reduce economic vulnerability to
price volatility. However, due to the variable output profiles of some RE
technologies, technical and institutional measures appropriate to local
conditions are often necessary to minimize new insecurities. Also, sup-
ply constraints of certain inorganic raw materials may affect enhanced
deployment of RE.

The degree to which RE can substitute for liquid fossil fuels used in trans-
port will depend on technology, market and institutional developments.
Even with these advances, oil and related energy security concerns will
likely continue to play a dominant role in the global energy system of
the future.

9.6.5 Climate change mitigation and reduction of

environmental and health impacts

RE technologies can provide important environmental benefits com-
pared to fossil fuels, including reduced GHG emissions. Maximizing
these benefits often depends on the specific technology, manage-
ment and site characteristics associated with each RE project. While
all energy technologies deployed at scale will create environmental
impacts—determined in large measure by local implementation deci-
sions—most RE options can offer advantages across categories, in
particular regarding impacts on climate, water resources and air quality.
The environmental advantages of RE over other options are not always
clear-cut. Significant differences exist between technologies, and some
might potentially result in difficult SD trade-offs.

In particular, bioenergy has a special role. It is the only RE based on
combustion, leading to associated burdens such as air pollution and
cooling water needs. Other impacts from bioenergy production may
be positive or negative and relate to land and water use, as well as
water and soil quality. These require special attention due to bioenergy's
inherent connection to agriculture, forestry and rural development. The
net effects of bioenergy production, in particular in terms of lifecycle
GHG emissions, are strongly influenced by land and biomass resource
management practices, and the prior condition of the land converted
for feedstock production. While most models do not yet include land
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use and terrestrial carbon stocks, those scenarios that have focused on
direct and indirect land use change highlight the possible negative con-
sequences for SD. These result from high expansion rates without proper
policies in place and large future bioenergy markets, and can lead to
deforestation, land diversion and increased GHG emissions. Proper gov-
ernance of land use, zoning and choice of biomass production systems
are key to achieving desired outcomes.

RE has the potential to significantly reduce local and regional air pol-
lution from power generation and associated health impacts. Scenarios
that explicitly address regional air pollutants, for example, PM and
sulphur emissions, found that climate policy can lead to important co-
benefits in that area. Indoor air pollution caused by the use of solid
fuels in traditional systems is a major health problem at a global scale,
and improved technologies and fuels could also address other SD con-
cerns. Careful decisions based on local resources are needed to ensure
that water scarcity does not become a barrier to SD, and that increas-
ing access to energy services does not exacerbate local water problems.
Non-thermal RE technologies (e.g., wind and PV) can provide clean
electricity without putting additional stress on water resources, whereas
operational water needs make thermal power plants and hydropower
vulnerable to changes in water availability. While accident risks of RE
technologies are not negligible, their often decentralized structure
strongly limits the potential for disastrous consequences in terms of
fatalities. However, dams associated with some hydropower projects
may create a specific risk depending on site-specific factors.

Insights from the modelling approaches show that integrated assessment
models might be well suited to include some important environmental
indicators in addition to GHG emissions (e.g., air pollutant emission,
water use), but may be challenged by addressing localized impacts, for
example, related to energy choices at the household level. Resulting
scenarios could be useful to demonstrate unanticipated or unquantified
environmental benefits or costs.

9.6.6 Conclusions

The previous sections have shown that RE can contribute to SD and
the four goals assessed in this chapter to varying degrees. While ben-
efits with respect to reduced environmental and health impacts may
appear more clear-cut, the exact contribution to, for example, social and
economic development is more ambiguous. Also, countries may priori-
tize the four SD goals according to their level of development. To some
extent, however, these SD goals are also strongly interlinked. Climate
change mitigation constitutes in itself a necessary prerequisite for suc-
cessful social and economic development in many developing countries.

Following this logic, climate change mitigation can be assessed under
the strong SD paradigm, if mitigation goals are imposed as constraints
on future development pathways. If climate change mitigation is bal-
anced against economic growth or other socioeconomic criteria,
the problem is framed within the paradigm of weak SD, allowing for
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trade-offs between these goals and using cost-benefit type analyses to
provide guidance in their prioritization.

However, the existence of uncertainty and ignorance as inherent compo-
nents of any development pathway, as well as the existence of associated
and possibly ‘unacceptably high" opportunity costs (Neumayer, 2003),
will make continued adjustments crucial. In the future, integrated mod-
els may be in a favourable position to better link the weak and strong
SD paradigms for decision-making processes. Within well-defined
guardrails, integrated models could explore scenarios for different miti-
gation pathways, taking account of the remaining SD goals by including
important and relevant bottom-up indicators. According to model
type, these alternative development pathways might be optimized for
socially beneficial outcome. Equally, however, the incorporation of GHG
emission-related LCA data will be crucial for a clear definition of appro-
priate GHG concentration stabilization levels in the first place.

Despite the potential existence of several technically, economically
and environmentally feasible development pathways, it is the human
component that will ultimately define the success of any such strategy.
Important barriers, especially in the SD context, are those relating to
socio-cultural and information and awareness aspects. In particular,
barriers intrinsically linked to societal and personal values and norms
will fundamentally affect the perception and acceptance of RE tech-
nologies and related deployment impacts by individuals, groups and
societies. Dedicated communication efforts, addressing these subjective
and psychological aspects in the same manner as the more objective
opportunities associated with wider-scale RE applications are therefore
a crucial component of any transformation strategy. Local SD initiatives
by cities, local governments, and private and nongovernmental organi-
zations can act as important drivers of change in this context.

Local initiatives, however, also need to be embedded in coherent SD
strategies at the national level. The clear integration of SD and RE goals
into development policies and the development of sectoral strategies for
RE can provide an opportunity for contributing to goals for green growth,
low-carbon and sustainable development, including leapfrogging.

9.7 Gaps in knowledge and future

research needs

This chapter has described part of the interactions between SD and RE
and focused on SD goals such as social and economic development,
energy access, energy security, climate change mitigation and the reduc-
tion of environmental and health impacts. An assessment of indicators
related to these goals has revealed several gaps in knowledge.

Beginning with the more conceptual discussion of SD, there is a tre-
mendous gap between intertemporal measures of human well-being
(sustainability) and measurable sub-indicators that needs to be

narrowed. In addition, possibilities for relating the two opposite par-
adigms of sustainability, weak and strong sustainability, need to be
explored. One possibility would be to allow for nonlinearities, tipping
points, and uncertainty about nonlinearities in intertemporal measures,
or to provide formal guidelines for consideration of the precautionary
principle. In the context of this report, this also means that specific indi-
cators of weak sustainability like genuine savings, ISEW or GPI, but also
those of strong sustainability (e.g., land use boundaries) need to be sta-
tistically and logically related to RE indicators.

Apart from the definitions and indicators, data that are necessary
to assess sustainability and RE are insufficiently available. There is
a clear need for better information and data on energy supply and
consumption for non-electrified households and also low-end elec-
tricity consumers. Furthermore, there is a need for analysis of RE-based
mini-grid experiences for improving access and for the energy security
implications of regional power integration. The electrification of the
transport sector and its implications for energy security, environmental
impacts and GHG emissions also deserves attention.

Many aspects of the assessment of environmental impacts of energy tech-
nologies require additional research to resolve key scientific questions, or
provide confirmatory research for less contentious but also less-studied
aspects. Two key issues regarding GHG emissions caused by energy tech-
nologies are direct and indirect land use change. For RE technologies, these
issues mainly concern the production of biomass for bioenergy systems and
hydropower impoundments, but land use change associated with some
non-RE technologies deserve investigation as well (e.g., carbon emission
from soils exposed by mountaintop removal coal mining). Several energy
technologies are lacking substantial or any studies of lifecycle GHG emis-
sions: geothermal, ocean energy and some types of PV cells. Water use
has not been consistently or robustly evaluated for any energy technol-
ogy across its lifecycle. The state of knowledge about land use, especially
when considered on a lifecycle basis, is in a condition similar to water. For
both, metrics to quantify water and land use need consensus as well as
substantial additional study using those metrics. More is known about air
pollutants, at least for the operation of combustion systems, but this
knowledge has not been well augmented on a lifecycle basis, and the
interpretation of air pollutant emissions on a lifecycle basis needs to be
enhanced since the important effects of pollutants should not be sum-
marized by summing masses over time and space. For LCAs as a whole,
heterogeneity of methods and assumptions thwarts fair comparison and
pooling of estimates from different studies. Ex post facto harmonization
of the methods of previous research (and meta-analysis) and perhaps
stronger standards guiding the conduct of new LCAs is critical to clarify-
ing results and producing robust estimates.

Assessments of the scenario literature have provided some useful
insights on how SD pathways will interact with RE and vice versa.
However, in the past, models have focused on the technological and
macro-economic aspects of energy transitions and the evaluation of SD
pathways therefore mostly needs to rely on proxies that are not always
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informative. One major difficulty is the models’ macro perspective, while
some issues for SD are relevant at a micro and regional level. Thus, when
focusing more specifically on different SD criteria, major drawbacks
can be found for all of them:

e With respect to sustainable social and economic development, the
scenario literature has a strong focus on consumption and GDP.
Even though models address multiple criteria for welfare, they are
generally not sufficiently specific to inform about distributional
issues. Differentiations between income groups, urban and rural
populations and so on are difficult to make.

e The distribution and availability of energy services, and how they
change over time, are aspects that are not broadly included in
most energy-economy models so far, which makes the evaluation
of energy access challenging.

* Regarding energy security, the current representation of the grid
structure in most of the models does not allow for a thorough
analysis of possible difficulties related to large-scale integration of
RE. Possible barriers are mostly assumed to be overcome without
difficulties, particularly when thinking of storage and variability
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issues that might occur. Possible co-benefits of renewable sources,
such as growing diversity of supply and possibilities to electrify
rural areas, are also poorly covered in the literature as, for example,
fuel supply risks are usually not taken into account in the models.

e The existing scenario literature does not give an explicit treatment
to many non-emissions- related aspects of sustainable energy
development, for example, water use, biodiversity impacts, or the
impacts of energy choices on household-level services or indoor
air quality. In addition to that, regarding Section 9.3.4 of this
chapter, emissions are generally not treated over the lifecycles of
technology choices, which might be an interesting aspect of future
research.

In conclusion, knowledge regarding the interrelations between SD and
RE in particular is still very limited. Finding answers to the question of
how to achieve effective, economically efficient and socially accept-
able transformations of the energy system will require a much closer
integration of insights from social, natural and economic sciences
(e.g., through risk analysis approaches) in order to reflect the differ-
ent dimensions of sustainability. So far, the knowledge base is often
limited to very narrow views from specific branches of research, which
do not fully account for the complexity of the issue.



Chapter 9

References

Abdelouas, A. (2006). Uranium mill tailings: Geochemistry, mineralogy, and environ-
mental impact. Elements, 2(6), pp. 335-341.

Achten, W.M.J,, L.R. Lene R Nielsen, R. Aerts, A.G. Lengkeek, E.D. Erik D Kjeer,
A.Trabucco, J.K. Hansen, W.H. Maes, L. Lars Graudal, F.K. Festus, K. Akinnifesi,
and B. Muys (2010). Towards domestication of Jatropha curcas. Biofuels, 1(1),
pp. 91-107.

Adamantiades, A., and I. Kessides (2009). Nuclear power for sustainable devel-
opment: Current status and future prospects. Energy Policy, 37, pp. 5149-5166.

Afgan, N.H., F. Begic, and A. Kazagic (2007). Multi-criteria sustainability assess-
ment — A tool for evaluation of new energy system. Thermal Science, 11(3), pp.
43-53.

Agarwal, A.K. (2007). Biofuels (alcohols and biodiesel) applications as fuels for
internal combustion engines. Progress in Energy and Combustion Science, 33(3),
pp. 233-271.

Agbemabiese, L. (2009). A framework for sustainable energy development beyond
the grid: Meeting the needs of rural and remote populations. Bulletin of Science,
Technology & Society, 29(2), pp. 151-158.

AGECC (2010). Energy for a Sustainable Future. United Nations Secretary General's
Advisory Group on Energy and Climate (AGECC), New York, NY, USA.

Aitken, M. (2010). Wind power and community benefits: Challenges and opportuni-
ties. Energy Policy, 38(10), pp. 6066-6075.

Ajanovic, A. (2011). Biofuels versus food production: Does biofuels production
increase food prices? Energy, 36(4), pp. 2070-2076.

Aksoy, N., C. Simsek, and O. Gunduz (2009). Groundwater contamination
mechanism in a geothermal field: A case study of Balcova, Turkey. Journal of
Contaminant Hydrology, 103, pp. 13-28.

Al-Riffai, P, B. Dimaranan, and L. Laborde (2010). Global Trade and Environmental
Impact Study of the EU Biofuels Mandate. International Food Policy Institute
(IFPRI) for the Directorate General for Trade of the European Commission,
Brussels, Belgium, 123 pp. Available at: www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publica-
tions/biofuelsreportec.pdf.

Al-Zoughool, M., and D. Krewski (2009). Health effects of radon: a review of the
literature. International Journal of Radiation Biology, 85(1), pp. 57-69.

Ale, B.J.M., H. Baksteen, L.J. Bellamy, A. Bloemhof, L. Goossens, A. Hale,
M.L. Mude, J.L.H. Oh, L.A. Papazoglou, J. Post, and J.Y. Whiston (2008).
Quantifying occupational risk: The development of an occupational risk model.
Safety Science, 46, pp. 176-185.

Americano, B. (2008). CDM in Brazil: Towards structural change for sustainable
development in some sectors. In: A Reformed CDM. K.H. Olsen and J. Fenhann
(eds.), UNEP Risg Centre, Roskilde, Denmark, pp. 23-46.

Anderson, L. (2009). Ethanol fuel use in Brazil: air quality impacts. Energy &
Environmental Science, 2, pp. 1015-1037.

Andreani-Aksoyoglu, S., J. Keller, A.S.H. Prévot, U. Baltensperger, and
J. Flemming (2008). Secondary aerosols in Switzerland and northern Italy:
Modeling and sensitivity studies for summer 2003. Journal of Geophysical
Research, 113, pp. 131-143.

Ang, J.B. (2007). CO, emissions, energy consumption, and output in France. Energy
Policy, 35(10), pp. 4772-4778.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Ang, J.B. (2008). Economic development, pollutant emissions and energy consump-
tion in Malaysia. Journal of Policy Modeling, 30(2), pp. 271-278.

Angel-Urdinola, D., and Q. Wodon (2007). Do utility subsidies reach the poor?
Framework and evidence for Cape Verde, Sao Tome, and Rwanda. Economics
Bulletin, 9(4), pp. 1-7.

Angerer, G. (2010). Der Einfluss des technischen Fortschritts und der Weltwirtschaft
auf die Rohstoffnachfrage. In: Rohstoffeffizienz und Rohstoffinnovationen. U.
Teipel (ed.), Fraunhofer Verlag, Stuttgart, Germany, pp. 61-68.

Angerer, G., E. Erdmann, F. Marscheider-Weidemann, M. Scharp, A. Liillmann,
V. Handke, and M. Marwede (2009). Rohstoffe fiir Zukunftstechnologien.
Fraunhofer Verlag, Stuttgart, Germany.

Asafu-Adjaye, J. (2000). The relationship between energy consumption, energy
prices and economic growth: time series evidence from Asian developing coun-
tries. Energy Economics, 22(6), pp. 615-625.

Au, W., R. Lane, M. Legator, E. Whorton, G. Wilkinson, and G. Gabehart (1995).
Biomarker monitoring of a population residing near uranium mining activities.
Environmental Health Perspectives, 103(5), pp. 466-470.

Auffhammer, M., V. Ramanathan, and J.R. Vincent (2006). Integrated model
shows that atmospheric brown clouds and greenhouse gases have reduced rice
harvests in India. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 103(52), pp.
19668-19672.

Aunan, K., J. Fang, H. Vennemo, K. Oye, and H.M. Seip (2004). Co-benefits of
climate policy — lessons learned from a study in Shanxi, China. Energy Policy,
32(4), pp. 567-581.

Awerbuch, S. (2006). Portfolio-based electricity generation planning: Policy implica-
tions for renewables and energy security. Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies
for Global Change, 11(3), pp. 693-710.

Awerbuch, S., and R. Sauter (2006). Exploiting the oil-GDP effect to support renew-
ables deployment. Energy Policy, 34(17), pp. 2805-2819.

Ayash, S.C., A.A. Dobroskok, J.A. Sorensen, S.L. Wolfe, E.N. Steadman, and
J.A. Harju (2009). Probabilistic approach to evaluating seismicity in CO, storage
risk assessment. Energy Procedia, 1, pp. 2487-2494.

Azar, C., K. Lindgren, M. Obersteiner, K. Riahi, D.P. van Vuuren, K.M. den Elzen,
K. Méllersten, and E.D. Larson (2010). The feasibility of low CO, concentra-
tion targets and the role of bio-energy with carbon capture and storage (BECCS).
Climatic Change, 100(1), pp. 195-202.

Bachu, S. (2008). CO, storage in geological media: Role, means, status and barriers
to deployment. Progress in Energy and Combustion Science, 34, pp. 254-273.

Baer, P. (2009). Equity in climate—economy scenarios: the importance of subnational
income distribution. Environmental Research Letters, 4(1), 015007.

Bailis, R., and J.C. Cutler (2004). Wood in household energy use. In: Encyclopedia of
Energy. Elsevier, New York, NY, USA, pp. 509-526.

Bailis, R., M. Ezzati, and D.M. Kammen (2005). Mortality and greenhouse gas
impacts of biomass and petroleum energy futures in Africa. Science 308(5718),
pp. 98-103.

Bailis, R., A. Cowan, V. Berrueta, and 0. Masera (2009). Arresting the killer in
the kitchen: The promises and pitfalls of commercializing improved cookstoves.
World Development, 37(10), pp. 1694-1705.

Bang, H.K., A.E. Ellinger, J. Hadjimarcou, and P.A. Traichal (2000). Consumer con-
cern, knowledge, belief, and attitude toward renewable energy: An application
of the reasoned action theory. Psychology and Marketing, 17(6), pp. 449-468.

769



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Bao, G.J. (2010). Study on the relevance of cultural system and hydropower reset-
tlement project in Nujiang River. In: Advance in Resources & Environmental
Economics Research. Scientific Research Publishing, California, USA, pp. 360-364.

Barbier, E.B. (2009). Rethinking the Economic Recovery: A Global Green New Deal.
Report prepared for the Green Economy Initiative and the Division of Technology,
Industry and Economics of the UN Environment Programme, Available at: http:/
www.unep.org/greeneconomy/portals/30/docs/GGND-Report-April2009.pdf.

Barnes, B., A. Mathee, E. Thomas, and N. Bruce (2009). Household energy, indoor
air pollution and child respiratory health in South Africa. Journal of Energy in
South Africa, 20(1), pp. 4-13.

Barnes, D.F., and W.M. Floor (1996). Rural energy in developing countries: A chal-
lenge for economic development. Annual Review of Energy and the Environment,
21, pp. 497-530.

Barnes, D., and J. Halpern (2001). Reaching the poor: Designing energy subsidies to
benefit those that need it. Refocus, 2(6), pp. 32-34.

Barnthouse, L. (2000). Impacts of power-plant cooling systems on estuarine fish
populations: the Hudson River after 25 years. Environmental Science & Policy,
3, pp. 341-348.

Barry, J., G. Ellis, and C. Robinson (2008). Cool rationalities and hot air: A rhetorical
approach to understanding debates on renewable energy. Global Environmental
Politics, 8(2), pp. 67-98.

Bartle, J.R., and A. Abadi (2010). Toward sustainable production of second genera-
tion bioenergy feedstocks. Energy Fuels, 24, pp. 2-9.

Bauer, C. (2007). Holzenergie. Paul Scherrer Institut and Swiss Centre for Life Cycle
Inventories, Villigen and Duebendorf, Switzerland.

Bauer, C. (2008). Life Cycle Assessment of Fossil and Biomass Power Generation
Chains. Paul Scherrer Institut, Villigen, Switzerland.

Bauer, C., T. Heck, R. Dones, 0. Mayer-Spohn, and M. Blesl (2009). Final Report
on Technical Data, Costs, and Life Cycle Inventories of Advanced Fossil Power
Generation Systems. Deliverable n° 7.2 - RS 1a, European Commission, Brussels,
Belgium

Bauer, N., A. Bowen, S. Brunner, 0. Edenhofer, C. Flachsland, M. Jakob, and
N. Stern (2009). Towards a Global Green Recovery. Recommendations for
Immediate G20 Action. Report prepared on behalf of the German Foreign Office,
Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research (PIK), The Grantham Research
Institute on Climate Change and Environment (GRI LSE), 49 pp.

Baum, S., M. Weih, G. Busch, F. Kroiher, and A. Bolte (2009). The impact of
Short Rotation Coppice plantations on phytodiversity. Landbauforschung vTI
Agriculture and Forestry Research, 3, pp. 163-170.

Baumert, K., T. Herzog, and J. Pershing (2005). Navigating the Numbers.
Greenhouse Gas Data and International Climate Policy. World Resource Institute,
Washington, DC, USA.

Bazilian, M., and F. Roques (eds.) (2008). Analytical Methods for Energy Diversity
and Security. Portfolio Optimization in the Energy Sector: A Tribute to the work
of Dr. Shimon Awerbuch. Elsevier Science, Oxford, UK and Amsterdam, The
Netherlands.

Bazilian, M., P. Nussbaumer, E. Haites, M. Levi, M. Howells, and K. Yumkella
(2010). Understanding the scale of investments for universal energy access.
Geopolitics of Energy, 32(10-11), pp. 21-42.

Becerra-Lopez, H.R., and P. Golding (2008). Multi-objective optimization for
capacity expansion of regional power-generation systems: Case study of far west
Texas. Energy Conversion and Management, 49(6), pp. 1433-1445.

770

Chapter 9

Beer, T, T. Grant, D. Williams, and H. Watson (2002). Fuel-cycle greenhouse
gas emissions from alternative fuels in Australian heavy vehicles. Atmospheric
Environment, 36(4), pp. 753-763.

Beer, T, T. Grant, and P.K. Campbell (2007). The Greenhouse and Air Quality
Emissions of Biodiesel Blends in Australia. Report Number KS54C/1/F2.29, Report
for Caltex Australia Limited, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation (CSIR0), Clayton South, Australia, 126 pp.

Bell, D., T. Gray, and C. Haggett (2005). The ‘social gap’ in wind farm siting
decisions: Explanations and policy responses. Environmental Politics, 14(4),
pp. 460-477.

Ben Hagan, E. (2003). Woodfuels consumption in Ghana — Environmental issues
and challenges. In: Proceedings of 1st International Conference on Energy and
Environment, Changsha, China, 11-14 October 2003, pp. 495-500.

Bengtsson, M., Y. Shen, and T. Oki (2006). A SRES-based gridded global population
dataset for 1990-2100. Population and Environment, 28, pp. 113-131.

Benson, S.M. (2006). Carbon Dioxide Capture and Storage: Assessment of Risks
from Storage of Carbon Dioxide in Deep Underground Geological Formations.
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Earth Sciences Division, Berkeley, CA,
USA.

Bentley, R.W. (2002). Global oil and gas depletion: an overview. Energy Policy,
30(3), pp. 189-205.

Beringer, T.I.M., W. Lucht, and S. Schaphoff (2011). Bioenergy production potential
of global biomass plantations under environmental and agricultural constraints.
Global Change Biology - Bioenergy, doi:10.1111/j.1757-1707.2010.01088.x.

Bernatik, A., W. Zimmerman, M. Pitt, M. Strizik, V. Nevrly, and Z. Zelinger
(2008). Modelling accidental releases of dangerous gases into the lower tropo-
sphere from mobile sources. Process Safety and Environmental Protection, 86(3),
pp. 198-207.

Berndes, G. (2002). Bioenergy and water — the implications of large-scale bioen-
ergy production for water use and supply. Global Environmental Change, 12,
pp. 253-271.

Berndes, G. (2008). Future biomass energy supply: The consumptive water use per-
spective. International Journal of Water Resources Development, 24, pp. 235-245.

Berndes, G. (2010). Bioenergy and water: risks and opportunities. Biofuels,
Bioproducts and Biorefining, 4(5), pp. 473-474.

Berndes, G., N. Bird, and A. Cowie (2010). Bioenergy, Land Use Change and
Climate Change Mitigation. |EA Bioenergy: ExC0:2010:03, International Energy
Agency, Whakarewarewa, Rotorua, New Zealand, 20 pp. Available at: www.iea-
bioenergy.com/Libltem.aspx?id=6770.

BERR (2008). Renewable Energy Awareness And Attitudes Research. Management
Summary. URN 08/657, Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory
Reform (BERR), London, UK.

BGR (2009). Reserven, Ressourcen und Verfiigbarkeit von Energierohstoffen. Federal
Institute for Geosciences and Natural Resources (BGR), Hannover, Germany.
Bhattacharyya, S.C. (2005). Energy access problem of the poor in India: Is rural

electrification a remedy? Energy Policy, 34(18), pp. 3383-3397.

Bickel, P., and R. Friedrich (2005). Externalities of Energy Methodology 2005 Update.
EUR 21951, Institut fir Energiewirtschaft und Rationelle Energieanwendung,
Universitat Stuttgart, Stuttgart, Germany.

Biehl, F, and E. Lehmann (2006). Collisions of ships with offshore wind tur-
bines: Calculation and risk evaluation. In: Offshore Wind Energy: Research on
Environmental Impacts. J. Koller, J. Koppel, and W. Peters (eds.), Springer-Verlag,
Berlin and Heidelberg, Germany, pp. 281-304.



Chapter 9

Bishop, J.D.K., and G.A.J. Amaratunga (2008). Evaluation of small wind turbines in
distributed arrangement as sustainable wind energy option for Barbados. Energy
Conversion and Management, 49(6), pp. 1652-1661.

Bloemkolk, J., and R. van der Schaaf (1996). Design alternatives for the use of
cooling water in the process industry: minimization of the environmental impact
from cooling systems. Journal of Cleaner Production, 4(1), pp. 21-27.

BMU (1998). Nachhaltige Entwicklung in Deutschland, Entwurf eines umweltpoli-
tischen Schwerpunktprogramms. Bundesministeriums fiir Umwelt, Naturschutz
und Reaktorsicherheit (BMU), Bonn, Germany.

BMU (2009). Umweltwirtschaftsbericht 2009. Bundesministeriums fiir Umwelt,
Naturschutz und Reaktorsicherheit (BMU), Bonn, Germany.

Bojo, J., K.-G. Maler, and L. Unemo (1992). Environment and Development: An
Economic Approach. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands
and Boston, MA, USA.

Bollen, J., B. van der Zwaan, C. Brinka, and H. Eerensa (2009). Local air pollu-
tion and global climate change: A combined cost-benefit analysis. Resource and
Energy Economics, 31(3), pp. 161-181.

Bollen, J., S. Hers, and B. van der Zwaan (2010). An integrated assessment of
climate change, air pollution, and energy security policy. Energy Policy, 38, pp.
4021-4030.

Bommer, J.J., S. Oates, J.M. Cepeda, Lindholm, Conrad, J. Bird, R. Torres,
G. Marroquin, and J. Rivas (2006). Control of hazard due to seismicity induced
by a hot fractured rock geothermal project. Engineering Geology, 86, pp. 287-306.

Bond, T.C., D.G. Streets, K.F. Yarber, S.M. Nelson, J.H. Woo, and Z. Klimont
(2004). A technology-based global inventory of black and organic carbon emis-
sions from combustion. Journal of Geophysical Research - Atmospheres, 109,
D14203, doi:10.1029/2003JD003697.

Bossel, H., 1999: Indicators for Sustainable Development: Theory, Methods,
Applications. International Institute for Sustainable Development, Winnipeg, MB,
Canada, 138 pp.

Boudri, J.C., L. Hordijk, C. Kroeze, M. Amann, J. Cofala, I. Bertok, L. Junfeng,
D. Lin, Z. Shuang, H. Runquing, T.S. Panwar, S. Gupta, D. Singh, A. Kumar,
M.C. Vipradas, P. Dadhich, N.S. Prasad, and L. Srivastava (2002). The poten-
tial contribution of renewable energy in air pollution abatement in China and
India. Energy Policy, 30(5), pp. 409-424.

Bowen, A., S. Fankhauser, N. Stern, and D. Zenghelis (2009). An Outline of the
Case for ‘Green’ Stimulus. The Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change
and the Environment, The Centre for Climate Change Economics and Policy,
London, UK, 11 pp.

BP (2010). Statistical Review of World Energy 2010. BP, London, UK. Available at:
www.bp.com/productlanding.do?categoryld=6929&contentld=7044622.

Brand, K.-W., and G. Jochum (2000). Die Struktur des deutschen Diskurs zu
nachhaltiger Entwicklung. MPS-Texte 1/2000, Munchner Projektgruppe fiir
Sozialforschung e.V., Miinchen, Germany.

Brander, M., R. Tipper, C. Hutchison, and G. Davis (2009). Consequential and
Attributional Approaches to LCA: a Guide to Policy Makers with Specific Reference
to Greenhouse Gas LCA of Biofuels. Technical Paper TP-090403-A, Ecometrica
Press, Edinburgh, Scotland, 14 pp. Available at: d3u3pjcknor73l.cloudfront.net/
assets/media/pdf/approachesto_LCA3_technical.pdf.

Bravo, G., R. Kozlulj, and R. Landaveri (2008). Energy access in urban and peri-
urban areas of Buenos Aires. Energy for Sustainable Development, 12(4), pp.
56-72.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Brent, A.C., and W.J.L. Kruger (2009). Systems analyses and the sustainable
transfer of renewable energy technologies: A focus on remote areas of Africa.
Renewable Energy, 34(7), pp. 1774-1781.

Brent, A.C., and D.E. Rogers (2010). Renewable rural electrification: Sustainability
assessment of mini-hybrid off-grid technological systems in the African context.
Renewable Energy, 35(1), pp. 257-265.

Brew-Hammond, A. (2010). Energy access in Africa: Challenges ahead. Energy
Policy, 38(5), pp. 2291-2301.

Brewer, T.L. (2004). The WTO and the Kyoto Protocol: Interaction issues. Climate
Policy, 4, pp. 3-12.

Brophy, P. (1997). Environmental advantages to the utilization of geothermal
energy. Renewable Energy, 10, pp. 367-377.

Brown, P.H., and K. Xu (2010). Hydropower development and resettlement policy
on China’s Nu River. Journal of Contemporary China, 19(66), pp. 777-797.

Browne, D., B. 0'Regan, and R. Moles (2010). Use of multi-criteria decision analy-
sis to explore alternative domestic energy and electricity policy scenarios in an
Irish city-region. Energy, 35(2), pp. 518-528.

Bruce, N., R. Albalak, and P. Perez-Padilla (2002). The Health Effects of Indoor Air
Pollution Exposure in Developing Countries. WHO/SDE/OEH/02.05, World Health
Organization, Geneva, Switzerland.

Bruce, N., J. McCracken, R. Albalak, M.A. Schei, K.R. Smith, V. Lopez, and
C. West (2004). Impact of improved stoves, house construction and child loca-
tion on levels of indoor air pollution exposure in young Guatemalan children.
Journal of Exposure Analysis and Environmental Epidemiology, 14(S1), pp.
$26-533.

Brunnschweiler, C.N. (2010). Finance for renewable energy: an empirical analysis of
developing and transition economies. Environment and Development Economics
15(3), pp. 241-274.

Burgherr, P. (2007). In-depth analysis of accidental oil spills from tankers in the
context of global spill trends from all sources. Journal of Hazardous Materials,
140(1-2), pp. 245-256.

Burgherr, P., and S. Hirschberg (2007). Assessment of severe accident risks in the
Chinese coal chain. International Journal of Risk Assessment and Management,
7(8), pp. 1157-1175.

Burgherr, P., and S. Hirschberg (2008). A comparative analysis of accident risks in
fossil, hydro, and nuclear energy chains. Human and Ecological Risk Assessment,
14(5), pp. 947-973.

Burgherr, P,, S. Hirschberg, and E. Cazzoli (2008). Final Report on Quantification of
Risk Indicators for Sustainability Assessment of Future Electricity Supply Options.
NEEDS Deliverable No. D7.1 - Research Stream 2b. New Energy Externalities
Developments for Sustainability, Brussels, Belgium.

Burke, P.J. (2010). Income, resources, and electricity mix. Energy Economics, 32(3),
pp. 616-626.

Burney, J.A., S.J. Davis, and D.B. Lobell (2010). Greenhouse gas mitigation by
agricultural intensification. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
107(26), pp. 12052-12057.

Calvin, K., J. Edmonds, B. Bond-Lamberty, L. Clarke, S.H. Kim, P. Kyle, S.J. Smith,
A. Thomson, and M. Wise (2009). 2.6: Limiting climate change to 450 ppm
CO, equivalent in the 21st century. Energy Economics, 31(Supplement 2), pp.
$107-5120.

Campbell, C.J., and J.H. Laherreére (1998). The end of cheap oil. Scientific American,
March 1998, pp. 80-85.

771



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

CARB (2009). Low Carbon Fuel Standard Program. Fuel Pathways Documents.
California Air Resources Board, Sacramento, CA, USA.

Carmichael, G.R., D.G. Streets, G. Calori, M. Amann, M.Z. Jacobson, J. Hansen,
and H. Ueda (2002). Changing trends in sulfur emissions in Asia: Implications for
acid deposition, air pollution, and climate. Environmental Science & Technology,
36(22), pp. 4707-4713.

Carmichael, G.R., B. Adhikary, S. Kulkarni, A.D. Allura, Y. Tang, D. Streets,
Q. Zhang, T.C. Bond, V. Ramanathan, A. Jamroensan, and P. Marrapu
(2009). Asian aerosols: Current and year 2030 distributions and implications to
human health and regional climate change. Environmental Science & Technology,
43(15), pp. 5811-5817.

Carrera, D.G., and A. Mack (2010). Sustainability assessment of energy technolo-
gies via social indicators: Results of a survey among European energy experts.
Energy Policy, 38(2), pp. 1030-1039.

Carvalho, F., J. Oliveira, I. Lopes, and A. Batista (2007). Radionuclides from past
uranium mining in rivers of Portugal. Journal of Environmental Radioactivity,
98(3), pp. 298-314.

Casillas, C.E., and D.M. Kammen (2010). Environment and development. The
energy-poverty-climate nexus. Science, 330(6008), pp. 1181-1182.

Cavallaro, F. (2009). Multi-criteria decision aid to assess concentrated solar thermal
technologies. Renewable Energy, 34(7), pp. 1678-1685.

Cernea, M. (1997). The risks and reconstruction model for resettling displaced popu-
lations. World Development, 25(10), pp. 1569-1587.

Chaurey, A., and T.C. Kandpal (2010). Assessment and evaluation of PV based
decentralized rural electrification: An overview. Renewable & Sustainable Energy
Reviews, 14(8), pp. 2266-2278.

Chen, S.J. (2009). Discussion of resettlement cost externalization of water
resources and hydropower projects. Advances in Water Resources and Hydraulic
Engineering, Vols 1-6, pp. 1427-1432.

Cherian, A. (2009). Bridging the Divide Between Poverty Reduction and Climate
Change through Sustainable and Innovative Energy Technologies. Environment
and Energy Group, United Nations Development Programme, New York, NY, USA,
55 pp.

Cherubini, F., and A.H. Stremman (2011). Life cycle assessment of bioenergy sys-
tems: state of the art and future challenges. Bioresource Technology, 102(2), pp.
437-451.

Cherubini, F, N.D. Bird, A. Cowie, G. Jungmeier, B. Schlamadinger, and
S. Woess-Gallasch (2009). Energy- and greenhouse gas-based LCA of biofuel
and bioenergy systems: Key issues, ranges and recommendations. Resources,
Conservation and Recycling, 53(8), pp. 434-447.

Christensen, C.F.,, L.W. Andersen, and P.H. Pedersen (2001). Ship collision risk for
an offshore wind farm. In: Structural Safety and Reliability: Proceedings of the
Eighth International Conference, ICOSSAR ‘01, Newport Beach, CA, USA, 17-22
June 2001. Swets & Zeitlinger B.V., Lisse, The Netherlands.

Clarke, L., J. Edmonds, H. Jacoby, H. Pitcher, J. Reilly, and R. Richels (2007).
Scenarios of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Atmospheric Concentrations.
Sub-report 2.1, Department of Energy, Office of Biological and Environmental
Research, Washington, DC, USA, 154 pp.

Clarke, L., P. Kyle, M. Wise, K. Calvin, J. Edmonds, S. Kim, M. Placet, and S. Smith
(2008). CO, Emissions Mitigation and Technological Advance: An Updated
Analysis of Advanced Technology Scenarios. Technical Report PNNL-18075,
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Richland, WA, USA.

772

Chapter 9

Clarke, L., J. Edmonds, V. Krey, R. Richels, S. Rose, and M. Tavoni (2009).
International climate policy architectures: Overview of the EMF 22 International
Scenarios. Energy Economics, 31(Supplement 2), pp. S64-581.

Clarke, S. (2009). Balancing environmental and cultural impact against the strate-
gic need for wind power. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 15(2-3), pp.
175-191.

Cleveland, C.J. (2005). Net energy from the extraction of oil and gas in the United
States. Energy, 30(5), pp. 769-782.

Cleveland, C.J., R. Costanza, C.A.S. Hall, and R. Kaufmann (1984). Energy and
the U.S. economy: a biophysical perspective. Science, 225(4665), pp. 890-897.

Cleveland, C.J.,, R.K. Kaufman, and D.I. Stern (2000). Aggregation and the role of
energy in the economy. Ecological Economics, 32(2), pp. 301-317.

Coady, D., M. Grosh, and J. Hoddinott (2004). Targeting of Transfers in Developing
Countries: Review of Lessons and Experience. The World Bank, Washington, DC,
USA.

Coady, D., R. Gillingham, R. Ossowski, J. Piotrowski, T. Shamsuddin, and J. Tyson
(2010). Petroleum Product Subsidies: Costly, Inequitable, and Rising. IMF Staff
Position Note SPN/10/05, International Monetary Fund, Washington, DC, USA.

Coase, R.H. (1960). The problem of social cost. Journal of Law and Economics, 3,
pp. 1-44.

Coburn, A., and A. Cohen (2004). Catastrophe, Injury, and Insurance. The Impact
of Catastrophes on Workers Compensation, Life, and Health Insurance. Risk
Management Solutions, Newark, CA, USA, 80pp.

Coelho, S.T., ). Goldemberg, O. Lucon, and P. Guardabassi (2006). Brazilian sug-
arcane ethanol: lessons learned. Energy for Sustainable Development, 10(2), pp.
26-39.

Cohen, A.J,, H.R. Anderson, B. Ostro, K.D. Pandey, M. Krzyzanowski, N. Kiinzlj,
K. Gutschmidt, C.A. Pope Ill, I. Romieu, J.M. Samet, and K. Smith (2004).
Urban air pollution. In: Global and Regional Burden of Disease Attributable to
Selected Major Risk Factors: Comparative Quantification of Health Risks. World
Health Organization, Geneva, Switzerland, pp. 1353-1434.

CONCAWE (2008). Well-to-Wheels Analysis of Future Automotive Fuels and
Powertrains in the European Context. European Council for Automotive R&D
(EUCAR), European Association for Environment, Health and Safety in Oil
Refining and Distribution (CONCAWE), and the Institute for Environment and
Sustainability of the EU Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC/IES). Brussels,
Belgium and Ispra, Italy.

Coronado, C.R., JA. de Carvalho Jr, J.T. Yoshioka, and J.L. Silveira (2009).
Determination of ecological efficiency in internal combustion engines: The use of
biodiesel. Applied Thermal Engineering, 29(10), pp. 1887-1892.

Costa, R.C., and J.R. Sodré (2009). Hydrous ethanol vs. gasoline-ethanol blend:
Engine performance and emissions. Fuel, 89 (2), pp. 287-293.

Cowan, K.R., T. Daim, W. Wakeland, H. Fallah, G. Sheble, L. Lutzenhiser,
A. Ingle, R. Hammond, and M. Nguyen (2009). Forecasting the adoption of
emerging energy technologies: Managing climate change and evolving social
values. In: Portland International Conference on Management of Engineering
and Technology, PICMET 2009, Portland, OR, USA, 2-6 Aug 2009, pp. 2964-2974.

Cowie, A., P. Smith, and D. Johnson (2006). Does soil carbon loss in biomass pro-
duction systems negate the greenhouse benefits of bioenergy? Mitigation and
Adaptation Strategies for Global Change, 11(5), pp. 979-1002.



Chapter 9

Cozzani, V., M. Campedela, E. Renni, and E. Krausmann (2010). Industrial acci-
dents triggered by flood events: Analysis of past accidents. Journal of Hazardous
Materials, 175, pp. 501-509.

Creutzig, F., and D. He (2009). Climate change mitigation and co-benefits of feasible
transport demand policies in Beijing. Transportation Research Part D: Transport
and Environment, 14(2), pp. 120-131.

Creutzig, F, and D. Kammen (2009). The Post-Copenhagen roadmap towards
sustainability: differentiated geographic approaches, integrated over goals.
Innovations, 4(4), pp. 301-321.

Creutzig, F., A. Papson, L. Schipper, and D.M. Kammen (2009). Economic and
environmental evaluation of compressed-air cars. Environmental Research
Letters, 4, 044011.

Croezen, H.),, G.C. Bergsma, M.B.J. Otten, and M.P.J. van Valkengoed (2010).
Biofuels: Indirect Land Use Change and Climate Impact. 10 8169 49, CE Delft,
Delft, The Netherlands, 62 pp.

Crutzen, PJ., A.R. Mosier, K.A. Smith, and W. Winiwarter (2008). N,O release
from agro-biofuel production negates global warming reduction by replacing fos-
sil fuels. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 8, pp. 389-395.

Curtis, L., W. Rea, P. Smith-Willis, E. Fenyves, and Y. Pan (2006). Adverse health
effects of outdoor air pollutants. Environment International, 32(6), pp. 815-830.

Cushman, R.M. (1985). Review of ecological effects of rapidly varying flows
downstream from hydroelectric facilities. North American Journal of Fisheries
Management, 5, pp. 330-339.

Dai, A. (2011). Drought under global warming: a review. Wiley Interdisciplinary
Reviews: Climate Change, 2(1), pp. 45-65.

Daly, H. (2007). Ecological Economics and Sustainable Development, Selected Essays
of Herman Daly. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham, UK.

Dannwolf, U.S., and F. Ulmer (2009). AP 6000 Report — Technology risk comparison
of the geothermal DHM project in Basel, Switzerland — Risk appraisal including
social aspects. RC006, RiskCom, Pforzheim, Germany.

Dasgupta, P. (2001). Human Well-Being and the Natural Environment. Oxford
University Press, Oxford, UK.

Dauber, J.,, M.B. Jones, and J.C. Stout (2010). The impact of biomass crop cul-
tivation on temperate biodiversity. Global Change Biology Bioenergy, 2(6), pp.
289-309.

Davidson, E.A. (2009). The contribution of manure and fertilizer nitrogen to atmos-
pheric nitrous oxide since 1860. Nature Geoscience, 2(9), pp. 659-662.

Davidson, 0., K. Halsnaes, S. Hug, M. Kok, B. Metz, Y. Sokona, and J. Verhagen
(2003). The development and climate nexus: the case of sub-Saharan Africa.
Climate Policy, 3(Supplement 1), pp. S97-S113.

Davis, S.J., and K. Caldeira (2010). Consumption-based accounting of C0, emis-
sions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 107(12), pp. 5687-5692.

Deichmann, U., C. Meisner, S. Murray, and D. Wheeler (2011). The economics of
renewable energy expansion in rural sub-Saharan Africa. Energy Policy, 39(1),
pp. 215-227.

Del Granado, J.A., D. Coady, and R. Gillingham (2010). The Unequal Benefits
of Fuel Subsidies: A Review of Evidence for Developing Countries. IMF Working
Paper WP/10/202, International Monetary Fund, Washington, DC, USA.

del Rio, P., and M. Burguillo (2008). Assessing the impact of renewable energy
deployment on local sustainability: Towards a theoretical framework. Renewable
and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 12(5), pp. 1325-1344.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

del Rio, P., and M. Burguillo (2009). An empirical analysis of the impact of renew-
able energy deployment on local sustainability. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews, 13(6-7), pp. 1314-1325.

Demirbas, A. (2009). Emission characteristics of gasohol and diesohol. Energy
Sources, Part A: Recovery, Utilization and Environmental Effects, 31(13), pp.
1099-1104.

Denholm, P,, and R.M. Margolis (2008). Land-use requirements and the per-capita
solar footprint for photovoltaic generation in the United States. Energy Policy,
36(9), pp. 3531-3543.

Denholm, P., M. Hand, M. Jackson, and S. Ong (2009). Land Use Requirements of
Modern Wind Power Plants in the United States. Technical report NREL/TP-6A2-
45834, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Golden, CO, USA.

Devine-Wright, P. (2005). Beyond NIMBYism: towards an integrated framework
for understanding public perceptions of wind energy. Wind Energy, 8(2), pp.
125-139.

Devine-Wright, P. (2009). Rethinking NIMBYism: The role of place attachment and
place identity in explaining place-protective action. Journal of Community &
Applied Social Psychology, 19(6), pp. 426-441.

Dhingra, C., S. Gandhi, A. Chaurey, and P.K. Agarwal (2009). Access to clean
energy services for the urban and peri-urban poor: a case-study of Delhi, India.
Energy for Sustainable Development, 12(4), pp. 49-55.

Dogdu, M.S., and C.S. Bayari (2004). Environmental impact of geothermal fluids
on surface water, groundwater and streambed sediments in the Akarcay Basin,
Turkey. Environmental Geology, 47, pp. 325-340.

Donat Castello, L., D. Gil-Gonzalez, C. Alvarez-Dardet Diaz, and I. Hernandez-
Aguado (2010). The Environmental Millennium Development Goal: progress
and barriers to its achievement. Environmental Science and Policy, 13(2), pp.
154-163.

Dones, R., C. Bauer, and A. Roder (2007). Kohle. Paul Scherrer Institut and Swiss
Centre for Life Cycle Inventories, Villigen and Diibendorf, Switzerland.

Dornburg, V., A. Faaij, P. Verweij, H. Langeveld, G. van de Ven, F. Wester, H. van
Keulen, K. van Diepen, M. Meeusen, M. Banse, J. Ros, D.P. van Vuuren,
G.J. van den Born, M. van Oorschot, F. Smout, J. van Vliet, H. Aiking,
M. Londo, H. Mozaffarian, and K. Smekens (2008). Assessment of Global
Biomass Potentials and Their Links to Food, Water, Biodiversity, Energy Demand
and Economy. The Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, Wageningen,
The Netherlands.

Doukas, H., C. Karakosta, and J. Psarras (2010). Computing with words to assess
the sustainability of renewable energy options. Expert Systems with Applications,
37(7), pp. 5491-5497.

Dubreuil, A., G. Gaillard, and R. Miiller-Wenk (2007). Key elements in a frame-
work for land use impact assessment within LCA. The International Journal of
Life Cycle Assessment, 12(1), pp. 5-15.

Eason, T.N., Y.A. Owusu, and H. Chapman (2009). A systematic approach to
assessing the sustainability of the Renewable Energy Standard (RES) under the
proposed American Renewable Energy Act (H.R. 890). International Journal of
Global Energy Issues, 32(1-2), pp. 139-159.

Eberhard, A., V. Foster, C. Briceio-Garmendia, F. Ouedraogo, D. Camos, and
M. Shkaratan (2008). Underpowered: The State of the Power Sector in Sub-
Saharan Africa. World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

773



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

EC (1999). Pilot Study for the Update of the MARINA Project on the Radiological
Exposure of the European Community from Radioactivity in North European
Marine Waters. European Commission, Brussels, Belgium, 77 pp.

EC (2006). Reference Document on Best Available Techniques for Large Combustion
Plants. sic/tm/32, European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Institute for
Prospective Technological Studies, Seville, Spain.

EC (2010). Critical Raw Materials for the EU. European Commission, Enterprise and
Industry, Brussels, Belgium.

Ecoinvent (2009). The Ecoinvent LCI Database, Data v2.2. Swiss Centre for Life Cycle
Inventories, Duebendorf, Switzerland.

Edenhofer, 0., B. Knopf, M. Leimbach, and N. Bauer (2010). The economics of low
stabilization. The Energy Journal, 31(Special Issue 1), pp. 11-48.

Edmonds, J.A., M.J. Scott, J.M. Roop, and C.N. MacCracken (1999). International
Emission Trading and the Cost of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation. Pew
Center for Global Climate Change, Washington, DC, USA.

Edmonds, J., T. Wilson, M. Wise, and J. Weyant (2006). Electrification of the econ-
omy and CO, emissions mitigation. Environmental Economics and Policy Studies,
7(3), pp- 175-203.

Edmonds, J.A., J. Clarke, J. Dooley, S.H. Kim, R. Izaurralde, N. Rosenberg, and
G. Stokes (2003). The potential role of biotechnology in addressing the long-
term problem of climate change in the context of global energy and ecosystems.
In: Proceedings of the Sixth International Conference on Greenhouse Gas Control
Technologies, Kyoto, Japan, 1-4 October 2002, 2, pp. 1427-1432.

Egré, D., and J.C. Milewski (2002). The diversity of hydropower projects. Energy
Policy, 30(14), pp. 1225-1230.

EIA (2009). International Energy Outlook 2009. U.S. Department of Energy, Energy
Information Administration (EIA), Washington, DC, USA.

Ekholm, T., V. Krey, S. Pachauri, and K. Riahi (2010). Determinants of household
energy consumption in India. Energy Policy, 38(10), pp. 5696-5707.

Ekins, P., and S. Simon (1999). The sustainability gap: a practical indicator of sus-
tainability in the framework of the national accounts. International Journal of
Sustainable Development, 2(1), pp. 32-58.

Ekins, P, S. Simon, L. Deutsch, C. Folke, and R. De Groot (2003). A framework
for the practical application of the concepts of critical natural capital and strong
sustainability. Ecological Economics, 44(2-3), pp. 165-185.

EMBRAPA (2009). Zoneamento Agroecoldgico da Cana de Actcar. Expandir a pro-
ducéo, preservar a vida, garantir o futuro. 110, Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa
Agropecudria Setembro, Centro Nacional de Pesquisa de Solos, Ministério da
Agricultura, Pecuaria e Abastecimento, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.

Engfeldt, L.-G. (2009). From Stockholm to Johannesburg and Beyond. Press,
Information and Communication Department, Ministry for Foreign Affairs,
Stockholm, Sweden.

EPA (2010a). Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reporting from the Petroleum and Natural
Gas Industry. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Change Division,
Washington, DC, USA.

EPA (2010b). Renewable Fuel Standard Program (RFS2) Regulatory Impact Analysis.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC, USA.

EPRI (2003). Use of Degraded Water Sources as Cooling Water in Power Plants.
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), Palo Alto, CA, USA.

ESMAP (2005). The Impacts of Higher Oil Prices on Low Income Countries and the
Poor: Impacts and Policies. Energy Sector Management Assistance Program,
World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

774

Chapter 9

ESMAP (2006). Coping with Higher Oil Prices. Energy Sector Management Assistance
Program, World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

ESMAP (2007). Technical and Economic Assessment of Off-grid, Mini-grid and Grid
Electrification Technologies. Energy Sector Management Assistance Program,
World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

ESMAP (2008). Coping with Oil Price Volatility. Energy Sector Management
Assistance Program, World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

ESMAP (2010). Regional Power Sector Integration Lessons from Global Case Studies
and a Literature Review. Energy Sector Management Assistance Program, World
Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

Evans, A., V. Strezov, and T.J. Evans (2009). Assessment of sustainability indicators
for renewable energy technologies. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews,
13(5), pp. 1082-1088.

EWEA (2004). Wind Energy — The Facts. An Analysis of Wind Energy in the EU-25.
European Wind Energy Association (EWEA), Brussels, Belgium.

Ezzati, M., R. Bailis, D.M. Kammen, T. Holloway, L. Price, L.A. Cifuentes,
B. Barnes, A. Chaurey, and K.N. Dhanapala (2004). Energy management and
global health. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 29(1), pp. 383-419.

Fahlen, E., and E.O. Ahlgren (2010). Accounting for external costs in a study of
a Swedish district-heating system — An assessment of environmental policies.
Energy Policy, 38(9), pp. 4909-4920.

Fankhauser, S., F. Sehlleier, and N. Stern (2008). Climate change, innovation and
jobs. Climate Policy, 8(4), pp. 421-429.

Fargione, J., J. Hill, D. Tilman, S. Polasky, and P. Hawthorne (2008). Land clearing
and the biofuel carbon debt. Science, 319(5867), pp. 1235-1238.

Farrell, A.E., and A.R. Brandt (2006). Risks of the oil transition. Environmental
Research Letters, 1,014004.

Fawcett, A.A., K.V. Calvin, F.C. de la Chesnaye, J.M. Reilly, and J.P. Weyant
(2009). Overview of EMF 22 U.S. transition scenarios. Energy Economics 31, pp.
198-211.

Fearnside, P.M. (2001). Environmental impacts of Brazil's Tucurui dam: Unlearned
lessons for hydroelectric development in Amazonia. Environmental Management,
27(3), pp. 377-3%.

Fernando, S., C. Hall, and S. Jha (2006). NO, reduction from biodiesel fuels. Energy
and Fuels, 20(1), pp. 376-382.

Feygin, M., and R. Satkin (2004). The oil reserves-to-production ratio and its proper
interpretation. Natural Resources Research, 13(1), pp. 57-60.

Figueiredo, P.N. (2003). Learning, capability accumulation and firms differences: evi-
dence from latecomer steel. Industrial and Corporate Change, 12(3), pp. 607-643.

Figueres, C., and C. Streck (2009). The evolution of the CDM in a post-2012 climate
agreement. Journal of Environment & Development, 18, pp. 227-246.

Fingerman, K., D. Kammen, S. Torn, and M. O'Hare (2010). Accounting for the
water impacts of ethanol production. Environmental Research Letters, 5(1),
014020.

Finnveden, G., M.Z. Hauschild, T. Ekvall, J. Guinee, R. Heijungs, S. Hellweg,
A. Koehler, D. Pennington, and S. Suh (2009). Recent developments in Life
Cycle Assessment. Journal of Environmental Management, 91, pp. 1-21.

Firbank, L. (2008). Assessing the ecological impacts of bioenergy projects. BioEnergy
Research, 1(1), pp. 12-19.

Fitzherbert, E.B., M.J. Struebig, A. Morel, F. Danielsen, C.A. Briihl, P.F. Donald,
and B. Phalan (2008). How will oil palm expansion affect biodiversity? Trends
in Ecology & Evolution, 23(10), pp. 538-545.



Chapter 9

M.G., CS. Zender, P.G. Hess, N.M. Mahowald, TH. Painter,
V. Ramanathan, and P.J. Rasch (2009). Springtime warming and reduced snow

Flanner,

cover from carbonaceous particles. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 9(7), pp.
2481-2497.

Fleming, J.S., S. Habibi, and H.L. MacLean (2006). Investigating the sustainability
of lignocellulose-derived fuels for light-duty vehicles. Transportation Research
Part D-Transport and Environment, 11(2), pp. 146-159.

Fletcher, R.J., B.A. Robertson, J. Evans, PJ. Doran, J.R.R. Alavalapati, and
D.W. Schemske (2011). Biodiversity conservation in the era of biofuels: risks
and opportunities. frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 9(3) pp. 161-168.

Fleurbaey, M. (2009). Beyond GDP: The quest for a measure of social welfare.
Journal of Economic Literature, 47(4), pp. 1029-1075.

Founex Committee (1971). The Founex Report on Development and Environment.
Founex Committee, Founex, Switzerland.

Fox, J., and J.E. Campbell (2010). Terrestrial carbon disturbance from mountaintop
mining increases lifecycle emissions for clean coal. Environmental Science and
Technology, 44(6), pp. 2144-2149.

Franco, A., and M. Villani (2009). Optimal design of binary cycle power plants for
water-dominated, medium-temperature geothermal fields. Geothermics, 38(4),
pp. 379-391.

Fritsche, U., K. Hennenberg, and K. Hiinecke (2010). The “iLUC Factor” as a
Means to Hedge Risks of GHG Emissions from Indirect Land Use Change. Oeko
Institute, Darmstadt, Germany, 64 pp.

Fritzsche, A.F. (1992). Editorial — Severe accidents: can they occur only in the nuclear
production of electricity? Risk Analysis, 12, pp. 327-329.

Frondel, M., P. Grosche, D. Huchtemann, A. Oberheitmann, J. Peters,
G. Angerer, C. Sartorius, P. Buchholz, S. Rohling, and M. Wagner (2007).
Trends der Angebots- und Nachfragesituation bei mineralischen Rohstoffen.
Rheinisch-Westfalisches Institut fir Wirtschaftsforschung (RWI), Fraunhofer-
Institut fir System- und Innovationsforschung (ISI), and Bundesanstalt fiir
Geowissenschaften und Rohstoffe (BGR), Essen, Karlsruhe, and Hannover,
Germany.

Frondel, M., N. Ritter, C.M. Schmidt, and C. Vance (2010). Economic impacts
from the promotion of renewable energy technologies: The German experience.
Energy Policy, 38, pp. 4048-4056.

Fthenakis, V., and H.C. Kim (2009). Land use and electricity generation: A life-cycle
analysis. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 13(6-7), pp. 1465-1474.

Fthenakis, V., and H.C. Kim (2010). Life-cycle uses of water in U.S. electricity gen-
eration. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14(7), pp. 2039-2048.

Fujino, J., G. Hibino, T. Ehara, Y. Matsuoka, T. Masui, and M. Kainuma (2008).
Back-casting analysis for 70% emission reduction in Japan by 2050. Climate
Policy, 8, pp. $108-5124.

G-20 (2009). Leaders” Statement: The Pittsburgh Summit. The Pittsburgh G-20
Summit. U.S. Department of State, Pittsburgh, PA, USA.

Gadhamshetty, V., N. Nirmalakhandan, M. Myint, and C. Ricketts (2006).
Improving air-cooled condenser performance in combined cycle power plants.
Journal of Energy Engineering, 132, pp. 81-88.

Gagnon, L. (2008). Civilisation and energy payback. Energy Policy, 36(9), pp.
3317-3322.

Gagnon, L., C. Bélanger, and Y. Uchiyama (2002). Life-cycle assessment of electric-
ity generation options: The status of research in year 2001. Energy Policy, 30(14),
pp. 1267-1278.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Gallagher, K.S. (2006). Limits to leapfrogging in energy technologies? Evidence from
the Chinese automobile industry. Energy Policy, 34(4), pp. 383-394.

Gangopadhyay, S., B. Ramaswami, and W. Wadhwa (2005). Reducing subsidies
on household fuels in India: how will it affect the poor? Energy Policy, 33(18),
pp. 2326-2336.

GAO (2010). Energy-Water Nexus: A Better and Coordinated Understanding of Water
Resources could Help Mitigate the Impacts of Potential Oil Shale Development.
GAO-11-35, U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO), Washington, DC, USA.

Gautam, R., N.C. Hsu, K.-M. Lau, S.-C. Tsay, and M. Kafatos (2009). Enhanced
pre-monsoon warming over the Himalayan-Gangetic region from 1979 to 2007.
Geophysical Research Letters, 36(7), L07704.

George, C., and C. Kirkpatrick (2006). Assessing national sustainable develop-
ment strategies: Strengthening the links to operational policy. Natural Resources
Forum, 30(2), pp. 146-156.

Gerbens-Leenes, W., A.Y. Hoekstra, and T.H. van der Meer (2009). The water
footprint of bioenergy. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 106,
pp. 10219-10223.

Ghirga, G. (2010). Cancer in children residing near nuclear power plants: an open
question. /talian Journal of Pediatrics, 36(1), pp. 60.

Giampietro, M., S. Ulgiati, and D. Pimentel (1997). Feasibility of large-scale bio-
fuel production. BioScience, 47, pp. 587-600.

Gibbs, H.K., M. Johnston, J.A. Foley, T. Holloway, C. Monfreda, N. Ramankutty,
and D. Zaks (2008). Carbon payback times for crop-based biofuel expansion
in the tropics: the effects of changing yield and technology. Environmental
Research Letters, 3,034001.

Gillingham, K., S. Smith, and R. Sands (2008). Impact of bioenergy crops in a
carbon dioxide constrained world: an application of the MiniCAM energy-agri-
culture and land use model. Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global
Change, 13(7), pp. 675-701.

Ginnebaugh, D.L., J. Liang, and M.Z. Jacobson (2010). Examining the tempera-
ture dependence of ethanol (E85) versus gasoline emissions on air pollution with
a largely-explicit chemical mechanism. Atmospheric Environment, 44(9), pp.
1192-1199.

Giroux, J. (2008). Turmoil in the Delta: trends and implications. Perspectives on
Terrorism, 2(8), pp. 11-22.

Giroux, J. (2010). A portrait of complexity: new actors and contemporary challenges
in the global energy system and the role of energy infrastructure security. Risk,
Hazards & Crisis in Public Policy, 1(1), pp. 34-56.

Gleick, P. (1993). Water in Crisis: A Guide to the World's Fresh Water Resources.
Oxford University Press, New York, NY, USA, 504 pp.

Gleick, P. (2008). The World's Water 2008-2009. Island Press, Washington, DC, USA.

GNESD (2004). Energy Access — Making Power Sector Reform Work for the Poor.
Global Network on Energy for Sustainable Development (GNESD), Roskilde,
Denmark.

GNESD (2007a). Reaching the Millennium Development Goals and Beyond: Access
to Modern Forms of Energy as a Prerequisite. Global Network on Energy for
Sustainable Development (GNESD), Roskilde, Denmark.

GNESD (2007b). Renewable Energy Technologies and Poverty Alleviation:
Overcoming Barriers and Unlocking Potentials. Global Network on Energy for
Sustainable Development (GNESD), Roskilde, Denmark.

GNESD (2008). Clean Energy for the Urban Poor: An Urgent Issue. Global Network on
Energy for Sustainable Development (GNESD), Roskilde, Denmark.

775



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

GNESD (2010). Energy Security. Global Network on Energy for Sustainable
Development (GNESD), Roskilde, Denmark.

Goldemberg, J. (1998). Leapfrog energy technologies. Energy Policy, 26(10), pp.
729-741.

Goldemberg, J. (2001). Energy and Human Well Being. Human Development
Occasional Paper HDOCPA-2001-02, United Nations Development Program, New
York, NY, USA.

Goldemberg, J., and S. Teixeira Coelho (2004). Renewable energy — Traditional
biomass vs. modern biomass. Energy Policy, 32(6), pp. 711-714.

Goldemberg, J., T.B. Johansson, A.K.N. Reddy, and R.H. Williams (1985). An
end-use oriented global energy strategy. Annual Review of Energy, 10(1), pp.
613-688.

Goldemberg, J., A.K.N. Reddy, K.R. Smith, and R.H. Williams (2000). Rural energy
in developing countries. In: World Energy Assessment: Energy and the Challenge
of Sustainability. United Nations Development Program, New York, NY, USA.

Goldemberg, J., T.B. Johansson, A.K.N. Reddy, and R.H. Williams (2004). A global
clean cooking fuel initiative. Energy for Sustainable Development, 8(3), pp. 1-12.

Goldemberg, J., S.T. Coelho, and P. Guardabassi (2008). The sustainability of
ethanol production from sugarcane. Energy Policy, 36(6), pp. 2086-2097.

Gorissen, L., V. Buytaert, D. Cuypers, T. Dauwe, and L. Pelkmans (2010). Why the
debate about land use change should not only focus on biofuels. Environmental
Science & Technology, 44(11), pp. 4046-4049.

Graham, L.A., S.L. Belisle, and C.-L. Baas (2008). Emissions from light duty gaso-
line vehicles operating on low blend ethanol gasoline and E85. Atmospheric
Environment, 42(19), pp. 4498-4516.

Green, R., and N. Vasilakos (2011). The economics of offshore wind. Energy Policy,
39(2), pp. 496-502.

Greene, D., J. Hopson, and J. Li (2006). Have we run out of oil yet? QOil peaking
analysis from an optimist's perspective. Energy Policy, 34(5), pp. 515-531.

Greenwood, M. (2008). Fish mortality by impingement on the cooling-water intake
screens of Britain's largest direct-cooled power station. Marine Pollution Bulletin,
56(4), pp. 723-739.

Grieshop, A.P., C.C.0. Reynolds, M. Kandlikar, and H. Dowlatabadi (2009). A
black-carbon mitigation wedge. Nature Geoscience, 2(8), pp. 533-534.

Gross, C. (2007). Community perspectives of wind energy in Australia: The applica-
tion of a justice and community fairness framework to increase social acceptance.
Energy Policy, 35(5), pp. 2727-2736.

Gross, R., P. Heptonstall, D. Anderson, T. Green, M. Leach, and J. Skea (2006).
The Costs and Impacts of Intermittency: An Assessment of the Evidence on the
Costs and Impacts of Intermittent Generation on the British Electricity Network.
UK Energy Research Centre, London, UK.

Gross, R., P. Heptonstall, M. Leach, D. Anderson, T. Green, and J. Skea (2007).
Renewables and the grid: understanding intermittency. Energy, 160, pp. 31-41.

Grubb, M., L. Butler, and P. Twomey (2006). Diversity and security in UK electric-
ity generation: The influence of low-carbon objectives. Energy Policy, 34(18), pp.
4050-4062.

Griibler, A. (2004). Transitions in energy use. In: Encyclopedia of Energy, 6, pp. 163-
177. Available at: www.eoearth.org/article/Energy_transitions.

Griibler, A., B. O'Neill, K. Riahi, V. Chirkov, A. Goujon, P. Kolp, I. Prommer,
S. Scherbov, and E. Slentoe (2007). Regional, national, and spatially explicit
scenarios of demographic and economic change based on SRES. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 74(7), pp. 980-1029.

776

Chapter 9

Gunawardena, U.A.D.P. (2010). Inequalities and externalities of power sector: A
case of Broadlands hydropower project in Sri Lanka. Energy Policy, 38(2), pp.
726-734.

Giiney, M.S., and K. Kaygusuz (2010). Hydrokinetic energy conversion systems: A
technology status review. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14, pp.
2996-3004.

Gupta, E. (2008). Oil vulnerability index of oil-importing countries. Energy Policy,
36(3), pp. 1195-1211.

Gupta, H.K. (2002). A review of recent studies of triggered earthquakes by artificial
water reservoirs with special emphasis on earthquakes in Koyna, India. Earth-
Science Reviews, 58(3-4), pp. 279-310.

Gurgel, A., J. Reilly, and S. Paltsev (2007). Potential land use implications of a
global biofuels industry. Journal of Agricultural & Food Industrial Organization,
5(2), Article 9.

Ha-Duong, M., A. Nadai, and A.S. Campos (2009). A survey on the public percep-
tion of CCS in France. International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 3, pp.
633-640.

Hageliiken, C., and C.E.M. Meskers (2010). Complex lifecycles of precious and
special metals. In: Linkages of Sustainability. T.E. Graedel and E. van der Voet
(eds.), MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA, pp. 163-198.

Haines, A., K. Smith, D. Anderson, P. Epstein, A. McMichael, I. Roberts,
P. Wilkinson, J. Woodcock, and J. Woods (2009). Policies for accelerating
access to clean energy, improving health, advancing development, and mitigat-
ing climate change. The Lancet, 370(9594), pp. 1264-1281.

Hallquist, M., J.C. Wenger, U. Baltensperger, Y. Rudich, D. Simpson, M. Claeys,
J. Dommen, N.M. Donahue, C. George, A.H. Goldstein, J.F. Hamilton,
H. Herrmann, T. Hoffmann, Y. linuma, M. Jang, M.E. Jenkin, J.L. Jimenez,
A. Kiendler-Scharr, W. Maenhaut, G. McFiggans, T.F. Mentel, A. Monod,
A.S.H. Prévot, J.H. Seinfeld, J.D. Surratt, R. Szmigielski, and J. Wildt (2009).
The formation, properties and impact of secondary organic aerosol: current and
emerging issues. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 9, pp. 5155-5236.

Hamilton, K. (1994). Green adjustments to GDP. Resources Policy, 20(3), pp. 155-168.

Hamilton, K., and M. Clemens (1999). Genuine savings rates in developing coun-
tries. The World Bank Economic Review, 13(2), pp. 333-356.

Hanasaki, N., S. Kanaei, T. Oki, K. Masuda, K. Motoya, N. Shirakawa, Y. Shen,
and K. Tanaka (2008). An integrated model for the assessment of global water
resources. Part 2: Applications and assessments. Hydrology and Earth System
Sciences, 12(4), pp. 1027-1037.

Hansen, J., M. Sato, R. Ruedy, L. Nazarenko, A. Lacis, G.A. Schmidt, G. Russell,
I. Aleinov, M. Bauer, S. Bauer, N. Bell, B. Cairns, V. Canuto, M. Chandler,
Y. Cheng, A. Del Genio, G. Faluvegi, E. Fleming, A. Friend, T. Hall, C. Jackman,
M. Kelley, N. Kiang, D. Koch, J. Lean, J. Lerner, K. Lo, S. Menon, R. Miller,
P. Minnis, T. Novakov, V. Oinas, J. Perlwitz, J. Perlwitz, D. Rind, A. Romanou,
D. Shindell, P. Stone, S. Sun, N. Tausnev, D. Thresher, B. Wielicki, T. Wong,
M. Yao, and S. Zhang (2005). Efficacy of climate forcings. Journal of Geophysical
Research, 110(D18), D18104.

Harmon, R.R., and K.R. Cowan (2009). A multiple perspectives view of the market
case for green energy. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 76(1), pp.
204-213.

Harrison, G.P., and H.W. Whittington (2002). Vulnerability of hydropower projects
to climate change. IEE Proceedings - Generation, Transmission and Distribution,
149(3), pp. 249.



Chapter 9

Harto, C., R. Meyers, and E. Williams (2010). Life cycle water use of low-carbon
transport fuels. Energy Policy, 38(9), pp. 4933-4944.

Hartwick, J. (1977). Intergenerational equity and the investing of rents from exhaust-
ible resources. The American Economic Review, 67(5), pp. 972-974.

Hastings, J.V. (2009). Geographies of state failure and sophistication in maritime
piracy hijackings. Political Geography, 28, pp. 213-223.

Heck, T. (2007). Warmepumpen. Ecoinvent report No. 6-X, Paul Scherrer Institut and
Swiss Centre for Life Cycle Inventories, Villigen and Duebendorf, Switzerland.

HEI (2010). Outdoor Air Pollution and Health in the Developing Countries of Asia: A
Comprehensive Review. Special Report 18, Health Effects Institute, Boston, MA,
USA.

Heijungs, R., M.J. Goedkoop, J. Struijs, S. Effting, M. Sevenster, and G. Huppes
(2003). Towards a Life Cycle Impact Assessment Method which Comprises
Category Indicators at the Midpoint and the Endpoint Level. PRé Consultants,
Amersfoort, The Netherlands.

Hennenberg, K.J., C. Dragisic, S. Haye, J. Hewson, B. Semroc, C. Savy,
K. Wiegmann, H. Fehrenbach, and U.R. Fritsche (2010). The power of bioen-
ergy-related standards to protect biodiversity. Conservation Biology, 24(2), pp.
412-423.

Hepburn, C., and N. Stern (2008). A new global deal on climate change. Oxford
Review of Economic Policy, 24(2), pp. 259-279.

Herman, R., S.A. Ardekani, and J.H. Ausubel (1990). Dematerialization.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 38(4), pp. 333-347.

Hertel, T.W., A.A. Golub, A.D. Jones, M. O’Hare, R.J. Plevin, and D.M. Kammen
(2010). Effects of US maize ethanol on global land use and greenhouse gas emis-
sions: Estimating market-mediated responses. BioScience, 60(3), pp. 223-231.

Hertwich, E.G., T.E. McKone, and W.S. Pease (1999). Parameter uncertainty and
variability in evaluative fate and exposure models. Risk Analysis, 19(6), pp.
1193-1204.

Hiederer, R., F. Ramos, C. Capitani, R. Koeble, V. Blujdea, 0. Gomez, D. Mulligan,
and L. Marelli (2010). Biofuels: A New Methodology to Estimate GHG Emissions
from Global Land Use Change, A methodology involving spatial allocation of
agricultural land demand and estimation of CO, and N,0 emissions. EUR 24483
EN - 2010, Joint Research Center, European Commission, Brussels, Belgium.

Hill, J., E. Nelson, D. Tilman, S. Polasky, and D. Tiffany (2006). Environmental,
economic, and energetic costs and benefits of biodiesel and ethanol biofuels.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 103(30), pp. 11206-11210.

Hill, J., S. Polasky, E. Nelson, D. Tilman, H. Huo, L. Ludwig, J. Neumann,
H.C. Zheng, and D. Bonta (2009). Climate change and health costs of air
emissions from biofuels and gasoline. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 106(6), pp. 2077-2082.

Hilton, B., and B. Duddy (2009). The effect of E20 ethanol fuel on vehicle emis-
sions. Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers, Part D: Journal of
Automobile Engineering, 223(12), pp. 1577-1586.

Hirschberg, S., G. Spiekerman, and R. Dones (1998). Severe Accidents in the
Energy Sector — First Edition. PSI Report No. 98-16, Paul Scherrer Institut, Villigen,
Switzerland.

Hirschberg, S., P. Burgherr, G. Spiekerman, E. Cazzoli, J. Vitazek, and L. Cheng
(2003). Assessment of severe accident risks. In: Integrated Assessment of
Sustainable Energy Systems in China. The China Energy Technology Program —
A framework for decision support in the electric sector of Shandong province.
Alliance for Global Sustainability Series Vol. 4. Kluwer Academic Publishers,
Amsterdam, The Netherlands, pp. 587-660.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Hirschberg, S., P. Burgherr, G. Spiekerman, and R. Dones (2004a). Severe
accidents in the energy sector: comparative perspective. Journal of Hazardous
Materials, 111(1-3), pp. 57-65.

Hirschberg, S., T. Heck, U. Gantner, Y. Lu, J.V. Spadaro, A. Trunkenmiiller, and
Y. Zhao (2004b). Health and environmental impacts of China's current and
future electricity supply, with associated external costs. International Journal of
Global Energy Issues, 22(2/3/4), pp. 155-179.

Hirschberg, S., R. Dones, T. Heck, P. Burgherr, W. Schenler, and C. Bauer (2006).
Strengths and weakness of current energy chains in a sustainable development
perspective. atw - International Journal for Nuclear Power, 51(7), pp. 447-457.

Hobday, M. (2003). Innovation in Asian industrialization: A Gerschenkronian per-
spective. Oxford Development Studies, 31(3), pp. 293-314.

Hoefnagels, R., E. Smeets, and A. Faaij (2010). Greenhouse gas footprints of dif-
ferent biofuel production systems. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews,
14(7), pp. 1661-1694.

Holling, C.S. (1997). Regional responses to global change. Conservation Ecology,
1(2), Article 3.

Holloway, S., J.M. Pearce, V.L. Hards, T. Ohsumi, and J. Gale (2007). Natural emis-
sions of CO, from the geosphere and their bearing on the geological storage of
carbon dioxide. Energy, 32, pp. 1194-1201.

Hong, N., and A.K.Y. Ng (2010). The international legal instruments in address-
ing piracy and maritime terrorism: A critical review. Research in Transportation
Economics, 27, pp. 51-60.

Hoogwijk, M., and A. Faaij (2005). Potential of biomass energy out to 2100, for
four IPCC SRES land-use scenarios. Biomass and Bioenergy, 29(4), pp. 225-257.

Hopwood, B., M. Mellor, and G. O'Brien (2005). Sustainable development: map-
ping different approaches. Sustainable Development, 13(1), pp. 38-52.

Houser, T, S. Mohan, and R. Heilmayr (2009). A Green Global Recovery? Assessing
US Economic Stimulus and the Prospects for International Coordination. Petersen
Institute for International Economics, World Resources Institute, Washington, DC,
USA.

Howells, M.L., T. Alfstad, D.G. Victor, G. Goldstein, and U. Remme (2005). A
model of household energy services in a low-income rural African village. Energy
Policy, 33(14), pp. 1833-1851.

Hreinsson, E.B. (2007). Environmental, technical, economics and policy issues of the
master plan for the renewable hydro and geothermal energy resources in Iceland.
In: 42nd Universities Power Engineering Conference, Vols 1-3, Brighton, UK, 4-6
September 2007, pp. 726-731.

Hsu, D.D., D. Inman, G.A. Heath, E.J. Wolfrum, M.K. Mann, and A. Aden (2010).
Life cycle environmental impacts of selected US ethanol production and use
pathways in 2022. Environmental Science & Technology, 44(13), pp. 5289-5297.

Hueting, R. (1980). New Scarcity and Economic Growth: More Welfare through Less
Production? North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, The Netherlands
and New York, NY, USA.

Huijts, N.M.A., C.J.H. Midden, and A.L. Meijnders (2007). Social acceptance of
carbon dioxide storage. Energy Policy, 35, pp. 2780-2789.

Huo, H., M. Wang, C. Bloyd, and V. Putsche (2009a). Life-cycle assessment of
energy use and greenhouse gas emissions of soybean-derived biodiesel and
renewable fuels. Environmental Science & Technology, 43(3), pp. 750-756.

Huo, H., Y.Wu, and M.Wang (2009b). Total versus urban: Well-to-wheels assessment
of criteria pollutant emissions from various vehicle/fuel systems. Atmospheric
Environment, 43(10), pp. 1796-1904.

777



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Hvelplund, F. (2006). Renewable energy and the need for local energy markets.
Energy, 31(13), pp. 2293-2302.

IEA (2008a). Energy Policy Review of Indonesia. International Energy Agency, Paris,
France.

IEA (2008b). World Energy Outlook 2008. International Energy Agency, Paris, France,
578 pp.

IEA (2008c). Worldwide Trends in Energy Use and Efficiency. Key Insights from IEA
Indlicator Analysis. International Energy Agency, Paris, France.

IEA (2009). World Energy Outlook 2009. International Energy Agency, Paris, France,
696 pp.

IEA (2010a). Energy Poverty — How to make modern energy access universal. Special
excerpt from WEO 2010 with UNIDO and UNDP. International Energy Agency,
Paris, France.

IEA (2010b). World Energy Outlook 2010. International Energy Agency, Paris, France,
736 pp.

IEA/ OECD/ World Bank (2010). The Scope of Fossil-Fuel Subsidies in 2009 and
a Roadmap for Phasing Out Fossil Fuel Subsidlies. International Energy Agency
(IEA), Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD), and
The World Bank,. Paris, France and Washington, DC, USA. Available at: www.iea.
org/weo/docs/second_joint_report.pdf.

1IED (2009). ‘Land grabs’ in Africa: Can the Deals Work for Development? September
Briefing. International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), London,
UK.

ILO (2010). Occupational Hazard Datasheets — Field Crop Worker. International
Labour Organization (ILO), International Occupational Safety and Health
Information Centre (CIS), Geneva, Switzerland.

IMF (2008). Fiscal Implications of Climate Change. Fiscal Affairs Department,
International Monetary Fund, Washington, DC, USA.

IPCC (1996a). Climate Change 1995: Economic and Social Dimensions of Climate
Change. Contribution of Working Group Il to the Second Assessment Report of
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. ). Bruce, H. Lee, and E.F. Haites
(eds.), Cambridge University Press, 448 pp.

IPCC (1996b). Climate Change 1995: Impacts, Adaptation, and Mitigation of Climate
Change - Scientific-Technical Analysis. Contribution of Working Group Il to the
Second Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
R.T. Watson, M.C. Zinyowera, and R.H. Moss (eds.), Cambridge University Press,
879 pp.

IPCC (2000). Special Report on Emissions Scenarios. N. Nakicenovic and R. Swart
(eds.), Cambridge University Press, 570 pp.

IPCC (2001). Climate Change 2001: Mitigation. Contribution of Working Group Il to
the Third Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
B. Metz, 0. Davidson, R. Swart, and J. Pan (eds.), Cambridge University Press,
700 pp.

IPCC (2005). Special Report on Carbon Dioxide Capture and Storage. B. Metz, O.
Davidson, H. de Coninck, M. Loos, and L. Meyer (eds.), Cambridge University
Press, 431 pp.

IPCC (2007a). Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability.
Contribution of Working Group Il to the Fourth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007. M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P.
Palutikof, P.J. van der Linden, and C.E. Hanson (eds.), Cambridge University Press,
979 pp.

778

Chapter 9

IPCC (2007b). Climate Change 2007: Mitigation. Contribution of Working Group
Il to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, 2007. B. Metz, O.R. Davidson, P.R. Bosch, R. Dave, and L.A. Meyer (eds.),
Cambridge University Press, 851 pp.

IPCC (2008). Climate Change and Water. Technical Paper of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change. B.C. Bates, Z.W. Kundzewicz, S. Wu, and J.P. Palutikof
(eds.), Cambridge University Press.

I1SO (2006). /SO 14040:2006, Environmental management - Life cycle assess-
ment - Principles and framework. Internet site, International Organization for
Standardization (1SO), Geneva, Switzerland. Available at: http://www.iso.org/iso/
catalogue_detail?csnumber=37456.

IUCN (2001). Biodliversity Impacts of Large Dams. World Conservation Union (IUCN),
Gland, Switzerland.

Jacobson, A., A.D. Milman, and D.M. Kammen (2005). Letting the (Energy) Gini
out of the bottle: Lorentz curves of cumulative electricity consumption and Gini
coefficients as metrics of energy distribution and equity. Energy Policy, 33(14),
pp. 1825-1832.

Jacobson, M.Z. (2004). Climate response of fossil fuel and biofuel soot, account-
ing for soot's feedback to snow and sea ice albedo and emissivity. Journal of
Geophysical Research, 109(D21), D21201.

Jacobson, M.Z. (2009). Review of solutions to global warming, air pollution, and
energy security. Energy & Environmental Science, 2(2), pp. 148-173.

Jager, H.1., and B.T. Smith (2008). Sustainable reservoir operation: can we generate
hydropower and preserve ecosystem values? River Research and Applications,
24(3), pp. 340-352.

Jager, W. (2006). Stimulating the diffusion of photovoltaic systems: A behavioural
perspective. Energy Policy, 34(14), pp. 1935-1943.

Jain, G. (2010). Energy security issues at household level in India. Energy Policy,
38(6), pp. 2835-2845.

Jernelov, A. (2010). The threats from oil spills: Now, then, and in the future. Ambio,
39(5-6), pp. 353-366.

Jobert, A., P. Laborgne, and S. Mimler (2007). Local acceptance of wind energy:
Factors of success identified in French and German case studies. Energy Policy,
35(5), pp. 2751-2760.

Jonker Klunne, W., and E.G. Michael (2010). Increasing sustainability of rural
community electricity schemes — case study of small hydropower in Tanzania.
International Journal of Low-Carbon Technologies, 5(3), pp. 144-147.

Jonkman, S.N., P.H.A.J.M. van Gelder, and J.K. Vrijling (2003). An overview of
quantitative risk measures for loss of life and economic damage. Journal of
Hazardous Materials, A99, pp. 1-30.

Jordaan, S.M., D.W. Keith, and B. Stelfox (2009). Quantifying land use of oil
sands production: a life cycle perspective. Environmental Research Letters, 4(2),
024004.

Jorgenson, D.W. (1984). The role of energy in productivity growth. American
Economic Review, 74(2), pp. 26-30.

Jungbluth, N., C. Bauer, R. Dones, and R. Frischknecht (2005). Life cycle assess-
ment for emerging technologies: Case studies for photovoltaic and wind power.
International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 10(1), pp. 24-34.

Jungbluth, N., M. Stucki, and R. Frischknecht (2009). Photovoltaics. Swiss Centre
for Life Cycle Inventories, Duebendorf, Switzerland.



Chapter 9

Kaiser, M.J., Y. Yu, and C.J. Jablonowski (2009). Modeling lost production from
destroyed platforms in the 2004-2005 Gulf of Mexico hurricane seasons. Energy,
34(9), pp. 1156-1171.

Kalberer, M., D. Paulsen, M. Sax, M. Steinbacher, J. Dommen, A.S.H. Prevot,
R. Fisseha, E. Weingartner, V. Frankevich, R. Zenobi, and U. Baltensperger
(2004). Identification of polymers as major components of atmospheric organic
aerosols. Science, 303(5664), pp. 1659-1662.

Kaliyan, N., R.V. Morey, and D.G. Tiffany (2010). Reducing life cycle greenhouse
gas emissions of corn ethanol. In: American Society of Agricultural and Biological
Engineers (ASABE) Annual International Meeting. Pittsburgh, PA, USA, 20-23
June 2010.

Kangi, A., and N. Heidari (2008). Reservoir-induced seismicity in Karun Ill dam
(Southwestern Iran). Journal of Seismology, 12(4), pp. 519-527.

Karakosta, C., H. Doukas, and J. Psarras (2010). Technology transfer through cli-
mate change: Setting a sustainable energy pattern. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews, 14(6), pp. 1546-1557.

Karekezi, S., and W. Kithyoma (2003). Renewable Energy in Africa: Prospects and
Limits. In: Republic of Senegal and United Nations Workshop for African Energy
Experts on Operationalizing the NEPAD Energy Initiative, Dakar, Senegal, 2-4
June 2003, 30 pp. Available at: www.un.org/esa/sustdev/sdissues/energy/op/
nepadkarekezi.

Karekezi, S., J. Kimani, and 0. Onguru (2008). Energy access among the urban poor
in Kenya. Energy for Sustainable Development, 12(4), pp. 38-48.

Karekezi, S., J. Kimani, 0. Onguru, and W. Kithyoma (2009). Large Scale
Hydropower, Renewable Energy and Adaptation to Climate Change. Climate
Change and Energy Security in East and Horn of Africa. Energy, Environment and
Development Network for Africa, Nairobi, Kenya.

Kargbo, D.M., R.G. Wilhelm, and D.J. Campbell (2010). Natural gas plays in the
Marcellus Shale: challenges and potential opportunities. Environmental Science
& Technology, 44, pp. 5679-5684.

Kassenga, G.R. (2008). The status and constraints of solar photovoltaic energy
development in Tanzania. Energy Sources Part B-Economics Planning and Policy,
3(4), pp. 420-432.

Kaufmann, R.F., G.G. Eadie, and C.R. Russell (1976). Effects of uranium mining
and milling on ground water in the Grants mineral belt, New Mexico. Ground
Water, 14, pp. 296-308.

Kaufmann, R.K. (2004). The mechanisms for autonomous energy efficiency
increases: A cointegration analysis of the US energy/GDP ratio. Energy Journal,
25(1), pp. 63-86.

Kaundinya, D.P., P. Balachandra, and N.H. Ravindranath (2009). Grid-connected
versus stand alone energy systems for decentralized power — a review of litera-
ture. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 13(8), pp. 2041-2050.

Kelso, J.R.M., and G.S. Milburn (1979). Entrainment and impingement of fish by
power plants in the Great Lakes which use the once-through cooling process.
Journal of Great Lakes Research, 5, pp. 182-194.

Kenny, J.F., N.L. Barber, S.S. Hutson, K.S. Linsey, J.K. Lovelace, and M.A. Maupin
(2009). Estimated Use of Water in the United States in 2005. Circular 1344, U.S.
Geological Survey, Reston, VA, USA, 52 pp.

Kesminas, V., and J. Olechnoviciene (2008). Fish community changes in the cooler
of the Ignalina nuclear power plant. Ekologija, 54(2), pp. 124-131.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Kim Oanh, N.T., and N.T. Dung (1999). Emission of polycyclic aromatic hydro-
carbons and particulate matter from domestic combustion of selected fuels.
Environmental Science & Technology, 33(16), pp. 2703-2709.

King, CW. and M.E. Webber (2008). Water intensity of transportation.
Environmental Science & Technology, 42, pp. 7866-7872.

Kline, K.L., V.H. Dale, R. Efroymson, A. Goss Eng, and Z. Haq (2009). Land-Use
Change and Bioenergy: Report from the 2009 Workshop. ORNL/CBES-001, U.S.
Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy and
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Center for Bioenergy Sustainability, Vonore, TN,
USA.

Klose, C. (2007). Mine water discharge and flooding: A cause of severe earthquakes.
Mine Water and the Environment, 26(3), pp. 172-180.

Klose, C.D. (2010a). Evidence for surface loading as trigger mechanism of the 2008
Wenchuan earthquake. arXiv:1007.2155v2 [physics.geo-phl.

Klose, C.D. (2010b). Human-triggered earthquakes and their impacts on human
security. In: Achieving Environmental Security: Ecosystem Services and Human
Welfare. NATO Science for Peace and Security Series - E: Human and Societal
Dynamics, Vol. 69. PH. Liotta, W.G. Kepner, J.M. Lancaster, and D.A. Mouat (eds.),
10S Press, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, pp. 13-19.

Knapp, S., and P.H. Franses (2009). Does ratification matter and do major conven-
tions improve safety and decrease pollution in shipping? Marine Policy, 33, pp.
826-846.

Koch, D, T.C. Bond, D. Streets, N. Unger, and G.R. van der Werf (2007). Global
impacts of aerosols from particular source regions and sectors. Journal of
Geophysical Research, 112(D2), D02205.

Koh, L.P., and J. Ghazoul (2008). Biofuels, biodiversity, and people: Understanding
the conflicts and finding opportunities. Biological Conservation, 141, pp.
2450-2460.

Kontovas, C.A., H.N. Psaraftis, and N.P. Ventikos (2010). An empirical analysis of
IOPCF oil spill cost data. Marine Pollution Bulletin, 60, pp. 1455-1466.

Kowalski, K., S. Stagl, R. Madlener, and I. Omann (2009). Sustainable energy
futures: Methodological challenges in combining scenarios and participatory
multi-criteria analysis. European Journal of Operational Research, 197(3), pp.
1063-1074.

Kramer, W.H. (1982). Ground-water pollution from gasoline. Ground Water
Monitoring & Remediation, 2, pp. 18-22.

Krausmann, F., H. Schandl, and R.P. Sieferle (2008). Socio-ecological regime
transitions in Austria and the United Kingdom. Ecological Economics, 65(1), pp.
187-201.

Krewitt, W. (2002). External cost of energy — do the answers match the questions?
Looking back at 10 years of ExternE. Energy Policy, 30, pp. 839-848.

Krey, V., and L. Clarke (2011). The role of renewable energy in climate change miti-
gation: a synthesis of recent scenarios. Climate Policy, in press.

Kristof, K., and P. Hennicke (2010). Materialeffizienz und Ressourcenschonung.
Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment and Energy, Wuppertal, Germany.

Kruyt, B., D.P. van Vuuren, H.J.M. de Vries, and H. Groenenberg (2009). Indicators
for energy security. Energy Policy, 37(6), pp. 2166-2181.

Kubiszewski, 1., C.J. Cleveland, and P.K. Endres (2010). Meta-analysis of net
energy return for wind power systems. Renewable Energy, 35(1), pp. 218-225.

779



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Kuik, 0.). (2003). Climate change policies, energy security and carbon dependency.
Trade-offs for the European Union in the longer term. International Environmental
Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics, 3, pp. 221-242.

Kumar, P, R. Britter, and N. Gupta (2009). Hydrogen fuel: Opportunities
and barriers. Journal of Fuel Cell Science and Technology, 6(2), 021009,
doi:10.1115/1.3005384.

Lacher, W., and D. Kumetat (2010). The security of energy infrastructure and supply
in North Africa: Hydrocarbons and renewable energies in comparative perspec-
tive. Energy Policy, doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2010.10.026.

Lack, D., B. Lerner, C. Granier, T. Baynard, E. Lovejoy, P. Massoli,
A.R. Ravishankara, and E. Williams (2008). Light absorbing carbon emissions
from commercial shipping. Geophysical Research Letters, 35(13), L13815.

Ladenburg, J. (2010). Attitudes towards offshore wind farms — The role of beach
visits on attitude and demographic and attitude relations. Energy Policy, 38(3),
pp. 1297-1304.

Lall, S. (2002). Linking FDI and technology development for capacity building and
strategic competitiveness. Transnational Corporations, 11(3), pp. 39-88.

Langhamer, O., K. Haikonen, and J. Sundberg (2010). Wave power — Sustainable
energy or environmentally costly? A review with special emphasis on linear
wave energy converters. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14, pp.
1329-1335.

Larsen, H., and L. Senderberg Petersen (2009). Riso Energy Report 8. The intel-
ligent energy system infrastructure for the future. Rise-R-1695(EN), Rise National
Laboratory for Sustainable Energy, Technical University of Denmark, Roskilde,
Denmark.

Larson, E.D., and H. Yang (2004). Dimethyl ether (DME) as a household cooking fuel
in China. Energy for Sustainable Development, 8(3), pp. 115-126.

Larson, E.D., G. Fiorese, G.J. Liu, R.H. Williams, T.G. Kreutz, and S. Consonni
(2010). Co-production of decarbonized synfuels and electricity from coal
plus biomass with CO, capture and storage: an lllinois case study. Energy &
Environmental Science, 3(1), pp. 28-42.

Larssen, T, E. Lydersen, D. Tang, Y. He, J. Gao, H. Liu, L. Duan, H.M. Seip,
R.D.Vogt, J. Mulder, M. Shao, Y. Wang, H. Shang, X. Zhang, S. Solberg, W. Aas,
T. Okland, O. Eilertsen, V. Angell, Q. Li, D. Zhao, R. Xiang, J. Xiao, and J. Luo
(2006). Acid rain in China. Environmental Science & Technology, 40, pp. 418-425.

Lau, W.K.M., M.-K. Kim, K.-M. Kim, and W.-S. Lee (2010). Enhanced surface warm-
ing and accelerated snow melt in the Himalayas and Tibetan Plateau induced by
absorbing aerosols. Environmental Research Letters, 5(2), pp. 025204.

Lawn, P.A. (2003). A theoretical foundation to support the Index of Sustainable
Economic Welfare (ISEW), Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI), and other related
indexes. Ecological Economics, 44(1), pp. 105-118.

Le Coq, C., and E. Paltseva (2009). Measuring the security of external energy supply
in the European Union. Energy Policy, 37, pp. 4474-4481.

Le Quere, C., M.R. Raupach, J.G. Canadell, G. Marland, L. Bopp, P. Ciais,
T.J. Conway, S.C. Doney, R.A. Feely, P. Foster, P. Friedlingstein, K. Gurney,
R.A. Houghton, J.I. House, C. Huntingford, P.E. Levy, M.R. Lomas,
J. Majkut, N. Metzl, J.P. Ometto, G.P. Peters, I.C. Prentice, J.T. Randerson,
S.W. Running, J.L. Sarmiento, U. Schuster, S. Sitch, T. Takahashi, N. Viovy,
G.R. van der Werf, and F.I. Woodward (2009). Trends in the sources and sinks
of carbon dioxide. Nature Geoscience, 2(12), pp. 831-836.

780

Chapter 9

Leach, G. (1992). The energy transition. Energy Policy, 20(2), pp. 116-123.

LeCornu, J. (ed.) (1998). Dams and Water Managment. Report of the Secretary
General, International Commission on Large Dams to the Conference
Internationale Eau et Developpement Durable, Paris, France, 19-21 March 1998.

Lee, C.C., and C.P. Chang (2008). Energy consumption and economic growth in
Asian economies: A more comprehensive analysis using panel data. Resource
and Energy Economics, 30(1), pp. 50-65.

Lei, X. (2010). Possible roles of the Zipingpu Reservoir in triggering the 2008
Wenchuan earthquake. Journal of Asian Earth Sciences, 40(4), pp. 844-854.
Lele, S., and R.B. Norgaard (1996). Sustainability and the scientist's burden.

Conservation Biology, 10(2), pp. 354-365.

Lenton, T.M., H. Held, E. Kriegler, JW. Hall, W. Lucht, S. Rahmstorf, and
H.J. Schellnhuber (2008). Tipping elements in the Earth's climate system.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 105(6), pp. 1786-1793.

Lenzen, M. (1999). Greenhouse gas analysis of solar-thermal electricity generation.
Solar Energy, 65(6), pp. 353-368.

Lenzen, M. (2008). Life cycle energy and greenhouse gas emissions of nuclear
energy: A review. Energy Conversion and Management, 49(8), pp. 2178-2199.

Lenzen, M. (2009). Double-counting in life-cycle calculations. Journal of Industrial
Ecology, 12(4), pp. 583-599.

Lenzen, M., and J. Munksgaard (2002). Energy and CO, analyses of wind turbines
— review and applications. Renewable Energy, 26(3), pp. 339-362.

Lenzen, M., and U. Wachsmann (2004). Wind energy converters in Brazil and
Germany: an example for geographical variability in LCA. Applied Energy, 717,
pp. 119-130.

Lenzen, M., C. Dey, C. Hardy, and M. Bilek (2006). Life-Cycle Energy Balance
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions of Nuclear Energy in Australia. ISA, University of
Sydney, Sydney, Australia.

Limmeechokchai, B., and S. Chawana (2007). Sustainable energy development
strategies in the rural Thailand: The case of the improved cooking stove and the
small biogas digester. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 11(5), pp.
818-837.

Lindeijer, E. (2000). Review of land use impact methodologies. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 8(4), pp. 273-281.

Litvine, D., and R. Wiistenhagen (2011). Helping “light green” consumers walk the
talk: Results of a behavioural intervention survey in the Swiss electricity market.
Ecological Economics, 70(3), pp. 462-474.

Liu, J.K., and Z.T. Yu (1992). Water quality changes and effects on fish populations
in the Hanjiang River, China, following hydroelectric dam construction. Regulated
Rivers: Research & Management, 7, pp. 359-368.

Lloyd, P.J.D., and E.M. Visagle (2007). A comparison of gel fuels with alternate
cooking fuels. Journal of Energy in Southern Africa, 18(3), pp. 26-31.

Lovett, A.A., G.M. Siinnenberg, G.M. Richter, A.G. Dailey, A.B. Riche, and
A. Karp (2009). Land use implications of increased biomass production iden-
tified by GIS-based suitability and yield mapping for Miscanthus in England.
BioEnergy Research, 2, pp. 17-28.

Lubchenco, J., M. McNutt, B. Lehr, M. Sogge, M. Miller, S. Hammond, and
W. Conner (2010). BP Deepwater Horizon Oil Budget: What Happened to the Oil?
No publisher specified. Available at: www.usgs.gov/foia/budget/08-03-2010...
0il%20Budget%20description%20FINAL.pdf.



Chapter 9

Luckow, P, M.A. Wise, J.J. Dooley, and S.H. Kim (2010). Large-scale utilization
of biomass energy and carbon dioxide capture and storage in the transport and
electricity sectors under stringent CO, concentration limit scenarios. International
Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 4(5), pp. 865-877.

Lucon, O., and F. Rei (2006). /dentifying Complementary Measures to Ensure the
Maximum Realisation of Benefits from the Liberalisation of EG&S. Case study:
Brazil. Working Paper No. 2004-04, COM/ENV/TD(2003)116/FINAL, Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development, Trade and Environment, Paris,
France, 35 pp. Available at: www.oecd.org/dataoecd/18/53/37325499.pdf.

Lucon, 0., S.T. Coelho, and J.0. Alvares (2005). Bioethanol: the way forward. In:
International Symposium on Alcohol Fuels, ISAF XV, University of California at
Riverside, CA, USA, 26-28 September 2005.

Luderer, G., V. Bosetti, J. Steckel, H. Waisman, N. Bauer, E. Decian, M. Leimbach,
0. Sassi, and M. Tavoni (2009). The Economics of Decarbonization — Results
from the RECIPE Model Intercomparison. Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact
Research, Potsdam, Germany.

Lund, H. (2007). Renewable energy strategies for sustainable development. Energy,
32(6), pp. 912-919.

Lund, H., P.A. Ostergaard, and I. Stadler (2011). Towards 100% renewable energy
systems. Applied Energy, 88(2), pp. 419-421.

Lustgarten, A. (2011). Climate benefits of natural gas may be overstated. Scientific
American, 26 January 2011, Available at: www.scientificamerican.com/article.
cfm?id=climate-benefits-natural-gas-overstated.

Macedo, I.C., and J.E.A. Seabra (2008). Mitigation of GHG emissions using sug-
arcane bioethanol. In: Sugarcane Ethanol: Contributions to Climate Change
Mitigation and the Environment. P. Zuurbier and J. van de Vooren (eds.),
Wageningen Academic Publishers, Wageningen, The Netherlands, pp. 95-110
(ISBN: 978-90-8686-090-6).

Mahapatra, S., H.N. Chanakya, and S. Dasappa (2009). Evaluation of various
energy devices for domestic lighting in India: Technology, economics and CO,
emissions. Energy for Sustainable Development, 13(4), pp. 271-279.

Mainali, B., and S. Silveira (2011). Financing off-grid rural electrification: Country
case Nepal. Energy, 36(4), pp. 2194-2201.

Majer, E.L., R. Baria, M. Stark, S. Oates, J. Bommer, B. Smith, and H. Asanumag
(2007). Induced seismicity associated with Enhanced Geothermal Systems.
Geothermics, 36, pp. 185-222.

Malesios, C., and G. Arabatzis (2010). Small hydropower stations in Greece: The
local people’s attitudes in a mountainous prefecture. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews, 14(9), pp. 2492-2510.

Marcotullio, P.J., and N.B. Schulz (2007). Comparison of energy transitions in the
United States and developing and industrializing economies. World Development,
35(10), pp. 1650-1683.

Marcu, A. (2009). Sectoral approaches in greenhouse gas markets: A viable propo-
sition? In: NAMAs and the Carbon Market. Nationally Appropriate Mitigation
Actions of Developing Countries. UNEP Risg Centre, Roskilde, Denmark, pp.
97-111.

Markandya, A., S. Pedroso-Galinato, and D. Streimikiene (2006). Energy inten-
sity in transition economies: Is there convergence towards the EU average?

Energy Economics, 28(1), pp. 121-145.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Martinez, D.M., and B.W. Ebenhack (2008). Understanding the role of energy
consumption in human development through the use of saturation phenomena.
Energy Policy, 36(4), pp. 1430-1435.

Maruyama, Y., M. Nishikido, and T. lida (2007). The rise of community wind power
in Japan: Enhanced acceptance through social innovation. Energy Policy, 35(5),
pp. 2761-2769.

Mathews, J.A. (2008). How carbon credits could drive the emergence of renewable
energies. Energy Policy, 36(10), pp. 3633-3639.

Mattoo, A., A. Subramanian, D. van der Mensbrugghe, and J. He (2009). Can
Global De-Carbonization Inhibit Developing Country Industrialization? Center for
Global Development, Washington, DC, USA, 39 pp. Available at: www.cgdev.org/
content/publications/detail/1423203.

McCarl, B.A., and U.A. Schneider (2003). Greenhouse gas mitigation in U.S. agricul-
ture and forestry. Science, 294(5551), pp. 2481-2482.

McGowan, F., and R. Sauter (2005). Public Opinion on Energy Research: A Desk
Study for the Research Councils. Sussex Energy Group, Science and Technology
Policy Research, University of Sussex, Brighton, UK.

McLaughlin, S., and M.E. Walsh (1998). Evaluating environmental consequences
of producing herbaceous crops for bioenergy. Biomass and Bioenergy, 14, pp.
317-324.

McNally, A., D. Magee, and A.T. Wolf (2009). Hydropower and sustainability:
Resilience and vulnerability in China's powersheds. Journal of Environmental
Management, 90, pp. 286-293.

Meadows, D.H. (1998). Indicators and Information Systems for Sustainable
Development. A Report to the Balaton Group, The Sustainability Institute,
Hartland, VT, USA.

Mehta, S., and C. Shahpar (2004). The health benefits of interventions to reduce
indoor air pollution from solid fuel use: A cost-effectiveness analysis. Energy for
Sustainable Development, 8(3), pp. 53-59.

Melillo, J., J.M. Reilly, D.W. Kicklighter, A.C. Gurgel, TW. Cronin, S. Paltsev,
B.S. Felzer, X. Wang, A.P. Sokolov, and C.A. Schlosser (2009). Indirect emis-
sions from biofuels: How important? Science, 326(5958), pp. 1397-1399.

Meshakti, N. (2007). The safety and reliability of complex energy processing systems.
Energy Sources Part B - Economics Planning and Policy, 2(2), pp. 141-154.

Michalena, E., J. Hills, and J.-P. Amat (2009). Developing sustainable tourism, using
a multicriteria analysis on renewable energy in Mediterranean Islands. Energy for
Sustainable Development, 13(2), pp. 129-136.

Miller, B.A., V. Alavian, M.D. Bender, D.J. Benton, J.P. Ostrowski, J.A. Parsly, and
M.C. Shiao (1992). Integrated assessment of temperature change impacts on
the TVA reservoir and power supply systems. In: Hydraulic Engineering: Saving
a Threatened Resource — In Search of Solutions: Proceedings of the Hydraulic
Engineering sessions at Water Forum ‘92, Baltimore, MD, USA, 2-6 August 1992,
pp. 563-568.

Miller, S.A. (2010). Minimizing land use and nitrogen intensity of bioenergy.
Environmental Science & Technology, 44(10), pp. 3932-3939.

Mirza, U.K., N. Ahmad, K. Harijan, and T. Majeed (2009). Identifying and address-
ing barriers to renewable energy development in Pakistan. Renewable and
Sustainable Energy Reviews, 13(4), pp. 927-931.

Mishra, U.C. (2004). Environmental impact of coal industry and thermal power
plants in India. Journal of Environmental Radioactivity, 72(1-2), pp. 35-40.

781



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Modi, V., S. McDade, D. Lallement, and J. Saghir (2005). Energy Services for
the Millennium Development Goals. Energy Sector Management Assistance
Programme, United Nations Development Programme, UN Millennium Project
and World Bank, New York, NY, USA.

Molina, M.J., and L.T. Molina (2004). Megacities and atmospheric pollution.
Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association, 54(6), pp. 644.

Mondal, M.A.H., L.M. Kamp, and N.I. Pachova (2010). Drivers, barriers, and strat-
egies for implementation of renewable energy technologies in rural areas in
Bangladesh — An innovation system analysis. Energy Policy, 38(8), pp. 4626-4634.

Monroy, C.R., and A.S.S. Hernandez (2008). Strengthening financial innova-
tion energy supply projects for rural communities in developing countries.
International Journal of Sustainable Development and World Ecology, 15(5), pp.
471-483.

Moore, D., J. Dore, and D. Gyawali (2010). The World Commission on Dams + 10:
Revisiting the large dam controversy. Water Alternatives, 3(2), pp. 3-13.

Moreno, A., F. Fontana, and S. Grande (2007). ENEA e-learn platform for devel-
opment and sustainability with international renewable energies network. Data
Science Journal, 6(Supplement 9), pp. $92-598.

Moss, R.H., J.A. Edmonds, K.A. Hibbard, M.R. Manning, and S.K. Rose (2010).
The next generation of scenarios for climate change research and assessment.
Nature, 463, pp. 747-756.

Murphy, D., A. Cosbey, and J. Drexhage (2008). Market mechanisms for sus-
tainable development in a post-2012 climate regime: Implications for the
Development Dividend. In: A Reformed CDM — Including New Mechanisms for
Sustainable Development. K.H. Olsen and J. Fenhann (eds.), UNEP Risg Centre,
Roskilde, Denmark, pp 9-23. Available at: www.cd4cdm.org/Publications/
Perspectives/ReformedCDM.pdf .

Nandy, S., S.P.S. Kushwaha, and S. Mukhopadhyay (2007). Monitoring the Chilla-
Motichur wildlife corridor using geospatial tools. Journal for Nature Conservation,
15(4), pp. 237-244.

Nannen, V., and J.C.J.M. van den Bergh (2010). Policy instruments for evolution
of bounded rationality: Application to climate-energy problems. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 77(1), pp. 76-93.

Nassar, A., L. Harfurch, M.M.R. Moreira, L.C. Bachion, L.B. Antoniazzi, and
G. Sparovek (2009). Impacts on Land Use and GHG Emissions from a Shock
on Brazilian Sugarcane Ethanol Exports to the United States using the Brazilian
Land Use Model (BLUM). The Brazilian Institute for International Negotiations,
Sao Paulo, Brazil.

Neely, J.G., A.E. Magit, J.T. Rich, C.C.J. Voelker, E.W. Wang, R.C. Paniello,
B. Nussenbaum, and J.P. Bradley (2010). A practical guide to understanding
systematic reviews and meta-analyses. Otolaryngology-Head and Neck Surgery,
142, pp. 6-14.

NETL (2008). Development of Baseline Data and Analysis of Life Cycle Greenhouse
Gas Emissions of Petroleum-Based Fuels. DOE/NETL-2009/1362, National Energy
Technology Laboratory (NETL), Pittsburgh, PA, USA.

NETL (2009). An Evaluation of the Extraction, Transport and Refining of Imported
Crude Oils and the Impact on Life Cycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions. DOE/NETL-
2009/1362, National Energy Technology Laboratory (NETL), Pittsburgh, PA, USA.

Neudoerffer, R.C., P. Malhotra, and P.V. Ramana (2001). Participatory rural energy
planning in India — a policy context. Energy Policy, 29(5), pp. 371-381.

Neumayer, E. (2003). Weak versus Strong Sustainability: Exploring the Limits of Two
Opposing Paradigms. 2nd ed. Edward Elgar, Northampton MA.

782

Chapter 9

Nieuwenhout, F.D.J., A. van Dijk, V.A.P. van Dijk, D. Hirsch, P.E. Lasschuit,
G. van Roekel, H. Arriaza, M. Hankins, B.D. Sharma, and H. Wade (2000).
Monitoring and Evaluation of Solar Home Systems. Experiences with Applications
of Solar PV for Households in Developing Countries. Report ECN-C--00-089,
Netherlands Energy Research Foundation, Department of Science, Technology
and Society of Utrecht University, Utrecht, The Netherlands.

Nikou, S.N. (2010). Iran’s Subsidies Conundrum. USIP PeaceBrief 49. United States
Institute of Peace, Washington, DC, USA. Available at: www.usip.org/files/
resources/pb49_0.pdf.

Niven, R.K. (2005). Ethanol in gasoline: Environmental impacts and sustainability
review article. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 9(6), pp. 535-555.

Norgaard, R. (1994). Development Betrayed: The End of Progress and a
Co-evolutionary Revisioning of the Future. Routledge, London, UK.

Notter, D., M. Gauch, R. Widmer, P. Wager, A. Stamp, R. Zah, and H.J. Althaus
(2010). Contribution of Li-ion batteries to the environmental impact of electric
vehicles. Environmental Science & Technology, 44(17), pp. 6550-6556.

Nouni, M.R., S.C. Mullick, and T.C. Kandpai (2008). Providing electricity access to
remote areas in India: Niche areas for decentralized electricity supply. Renewable
Energy, 34(2), pp. 430-434.

NRC (2000). Our Common Journey: A Transition toward Sustainability. National
Research Council (NRC), National Academies Press, Washington, DC, USA.

NRC (2010). Hidden Costs of Energy. Unpriced Consequences of Energy Production
and Use. National Research Council (NRC), National Academies Press,
Washington, DC, USA.

Nussbaumer, P.(2009). On the contribution of labelled Certified Emission Reductions
to sustainable development: A multi-criteria evaluation of CDM projects. Energy
Policy, 37(1), pp. 91-101.

NVE (2009). Energy in Norway. Norwegian Water Resource and Energy
Directorate (NVE), Oslo, Norway. Available at: www.nve.no/en/Energy/
Energy-in-Norway---a-brief-annual-presentation/.

O’Neill, B., and N. Nakicenovic (2008). Learning from global emissions scenarios.
Environmental Research Letters, 3(045014), pp. 1-9.

OECD (2002). Governance for Sustainable Development — Five OECD Case Studies.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Paris, France.

OECD (2006). Environmental and Energy Products: The Benefits of Liberalising Trade.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Paris, France
(ISBN-92-64-02481-6).

OECD/NEA (2002). Accelerator-driven Systems (ADS) and Fast Reactors (FR) in
Advanced Nuclear Fuel Cycles —A Comparative Studly. Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) and Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA), Paris,
France.

Offer, G., N. Meah, and A. Coke (2011). Enabling a Transition to Low Carbon
Economies in Developing Countries. Case Study: Bangladesh. Imperial College,
London, UK, 21 pp.

Oikonomou, E.K., V. Kilias, A. Goumas, A. Rigopoulos, E. Karakatsani,
M. Damasiotis, D. Papastefanakis, and N. Marini (2009). Renewable energy
sources (RES) projects and their barriers on a regional scale: The case study
of wind parks in the Dodecanese islands, Greece. Energy Policy, 37(11), pp.
4874-4883.

Olsen, K.H. (2007). The Clean Development Mechanism's contribution to sustainable
development: a review of the literature. Climatic Change, 84(1), pp. 59-73.



Chapter 9

Olsen, K.H., and J. Fenhann (2008a). A Reformed CDM Including New Mechanisms
for Sustainable Development. UNEP Risg Centre, Roskilde, Denmark, 184 pp.
Olsen, K.H., and J. Fenhann (2008b). Sustainable development benefits of clean
development mechanism projects: A new methodology for sustainability assess-
ment based on text analysis of the project design documents submitted for

validation. Energy Policy, 36(8), pp. 2819-2830.

0lz, S., and M. Beerepoot (2010). Deploying Renewables in Southeast Asia. Trends
and potentials. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development and
International Energy Agency, Paris, France.

Omer, A.M. (2003). Implications of renewable energy for women in Sudan:
Challenges and opportunities. International Journal of Sustainable Development,
6(2), pp. 246-259.

Onat, N., and H. Bayar (2010). The sustainability indicators of power production
systems. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14(9), pp. 3108-3115.
Ostergaard, P.A., and H. Lund (2010). A renewable energy system in Frederikshavn
using low-temperature geothermal energy for district heating. Applied Energy,

88(2), pp. 479-4817.

Ott, K. (2003). The case for strong sustainability. In: Greifswald” s Environmental
Ethics. Steinbecker Verlag Ulrich Rose, Greifswald, Germany, pp. 59-64.

Owen, A.D. (2006). Renewable energy: Externality costs as market barriers. Energy
Policy, 34(5), pp. 632-642.

Paine, L. (1996). Some ecological and socio-economic considerations for biomass
energy crop production. Biomass and Bioenergy, 10, pp. 231-242.

Painuly, J.P. (2001). Barriers to renewable energy penetration; a framework for anal-
ysis. Renewable Energy, 24(1), pp. 73-89.

Palanivelraja, S., and K.I. Manirathinem (2010). Studies on indoor air quality
in a rural sustainable home. International Journal of Engineering and Applied
Sciences, 6(2), pp. 70-74.

Pang, X., Y. Mu, J. Yuan, and H. He (2008). Carbonyls emission from ethanol-
blended gasoline and biodiesel-ethanol-diesel used in engines. Atmospheric
Environment, 42(5), pp. 1349-1358.

Parfitt, B. (2010). Fracture Lines: Will Canada’s Water be Protected in the Rush to
Develop Shale Gas. Munk School of Global Affairs, University of Toronto, Toronto,
Canada.

Park, C., Y. Choi, C. Kim, S. Oh, G. Lim, and Y. Moriyoshi (2010). Performance and
exhaust emission characteristics of a spark ignition engine using ethanol and
ethanol-reformed gas. Fuel, 89(8), pp. 2118-2125.

Parson, E., V. Burkett, K. Fisher-Vanden, D. Keith, L. Mearns, H. Pitcher,
C. Rosenzweig, and M. Webster (2007). Global Change Scenarios: Their
Development and Use. Department of Energy, Office of Biological and
Environmental Research, Washington, DC, USA, 106 pp.

Paul, S., and R.N. Bhattacharya (2004). Causality between energy consumption
and economic growth in India: a note on conflicting results. Energy Economics,
26(6), pp. 977-983.

Paul, W., R.S. Kirk, J. Michael, and H. Andrew (2007). A global perspective on
energy: health effects and injustices. Lancet, 370(9591), pp. 965-978.

Paulsson, E. (2009). A review of the CDM literature: from fine-tuning to critical scru-
tiny? International Environmental Agreements-Politics Law and Economics, 9(1),
pp. 63-80.

Pearce, D., K. Hamilton, and G. Atkinson (1996). Measuring sustainable develop-
ment: progress on indicators. Environment and Development Economics, 1, pp.
85-101.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Pehnt, M., M. Oeser, and D.J. Swider (2008). Consequential environmental system
analysis of expected offshore wind electricity production in Germany. Energy,
33(5), pp. 747-759.

Pelc, R., and R. Fujita (2002). Renewable energy from the ocean. Marine Policy, 26,
pp. 471-479.

Perkins, R. (2003). Environmental leapfrogging in developing countries: A critical
assessment and reconstruction. Natural Resources Forum, 27(3), pp. 177-188.

Peters, G.P.,, and E.G., Hertwich (2008). CO, embodied in international trade with
implications for global climate policy. Environmental Science & Technology,
42(5), pp. 1401-1407.

Peters, J., M. Harsdorff, and F. Ziegler (2009). Rural electrification, Accelerating
impacts with complementary services. Energy for Sustainable Development,
13(1), pp. 38-42.

Petersen, LK., and A.H. Andersen (2009). Socio-cultural Barriers to the
Development of a Sustainable Energy System — The Case of Hydrogen. 248,
National Environmental Research Institute, Aarhus, Denmark.

Pezzey, J. (1992). Sustainability — An interdisciplinary guide. Environmental Values,
1, pp. 321-362.

Pischinger, S., M. Miither, F. Fricke, and A. Kolbeck (2008). From fuel to wheel:
How modern fuels behave in combustion engines. Erdoel Erdgas Kohle, 124(2),
pp. 58-63.

Pohekar, S.D., and M. Ramachandran (2006). Multi-criteria evaluation of cooking
devices with special reference to utility of parabolic solar cooker (PSC) in India.
Energy, 31(8-9), pp. 1215-1227.

Pokhrel, A.K., K.R. Smith, A. Khalakdina, A. Deuja, and M.N. Bates (2005). Case
control study of indoor cooking smoke exposure and cataract in Nepal and India.
International Journal of Epidemiology, 34(3), pp. 702-708.

Pollin, R., H. Garrett-Peltier, J. Heintz, and H. Scharber (2008). Green Recovery
— A Program to Create Good Jobs and Start Building a Low-Carbon Economy.
Centre for American Progress and Political Economy Research Institute (PERI),
University of Massachusetts, Washington, DC and Amherst, MA, USA.

Poornima, E., M. Rajadurai, T. Rao, B. Anupkumar, R. Rajamohan, S. Narasimhan,
V. Rao, and V. Venugopalan (2005). Impact of thermal discharge from a tropi-
cal coastal power plant on phytoplankton. Journal of Thermal Biology, 30, pp.
307-316.

Poumadere, M., C. Mays, S. Le Mer, and R. Blong (2005). The 2003 heat wave
in France: dangerous climate change here and now. Risk Analysis, 25(6), pp.
1483-94.

Rabl, A., and J.V. Spadaro (1999). Damages and costs of air pollution: an analysis of
uncertainties. Environment International, 25(1), pp. 29-46.

Rajagopal, D., G. Hochman, and D. Zilberman (2010). Indirect fuel use change
(IFUC) and the lifecycle environmental impact of biofuel policies. Energy Policy,
39(1), pp. 228-233

Ramanathan, V., and G. Carmichael (2008). Global and regional climate changes
due to black carbon. Nature Geoscience, 1, pp. 221-228.

Ramanathan, V., and Y. Feng (2008). On avoiding dangerous anthropogenic inter-
ference with the climate system: Formidable challenges ahead. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 105(38), pp. 14245-14250.

Ramanathan, V., C. Chung, D. Kim, T. Bettge, L. Buja, J.T. Kiehl, W.M. Washington,
Q. Fu, D.R. Sikka, and M. Wild (2005). Atmospheric brown clouds: Impacts on
South Asian climate and hydrological cycle. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, 102(15), pp. 5326-5333.

783



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Ramanathan, V., M.V. Ramana, G. Roberts, D. Kim, C. Corrigan, C. Chung, and
D. Winker (2007). Warming trends in Asia amplified by brown cloud solar
absorption. Nature, 448(7153), pp. 575-578.

Rao, K.U., and V.V.N. Kishore (2010). A review of technology diffusion models with
special reference to renewable energy technologies. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews, 14(3), pp. 1070-1078.

Ravindranath, N.H., and R. Balachandra (2009). Sustainable bioenergy for India:
Technical, economic and policy analysis. Energy, 34(8), pp. 1003-1013.

Rebitzer, G., T. Ekvall, R. Frischknecht, D. Hunkeler, G. Norris, T. Rydberg,
W.P. Schmidt, S. Suh, B.P. Weidema, and D.W. Pennington (2004). Review:
Life cycle assessment. Part 1: Framework, goal and scope definition, inventory
analysis and applications. Environment International, 30, pp. 701-720.

Reddy, A.K.N., W. Annecke, K. Blok, D. Bloom, B. Boardman, A. Eberhard,
J. Ramakrishna, Q. Wodon, and A.K.M. Zaidi (2000). Energy and social issues.
In: World Energy Assessment: Energy and the Challenge of Sustainability. United
Nations Development Programme, UN Department of Economic and Social
Affairs and the World Energy Council, New York, NY, USA and London, UK, pp
40-60. Available at: www.undp.org/energy/activities/wea/drafts-frame.html.

Reddy, S., and J.P. Painuly (2004). Diffusion of renewable energy technologies —
barriers and stakeholders' perspectives. Renewable Energy, 29(9), pp. 1431-1447.

Reiche, D. (2010). Renewable energy policies in the Gulf countries: A case study
of the carbon-neutral “Masdar City” in Abu Dhabi. Energy Policy, 38(1), pp.
378-382.

REN21 (2009). Renewables Global Status Report: 2009 Update. Renewable Energy
Policy Network for the 21st Century Secretariat, Paris, France, 42 pp.

REN21 (2010). Renewables 2010: Global Status Report. Renewable Energy Policy
Network for the 21st Century Secretariat, Paris, France, 80 pp.

Reuscher, G., C. Ploetz, V. Grimm, and A. Zweck (2008). /nnovationen gegen
Rohstoffknappheit.
Consulting der VDI Technologiezentrum GmbH, Diisseldorf, Germany.

Reynolds, C.C.0., and M. Kandlikar (2008). Climate impacts of air quality policy:
Switching to a natural gas-fueled public transportation system in New Delhi.

Zukiinftige  Technologien. ~ Zukinftige Technologien

Environmental Science & Technology, 42(16), pp. 5860-5865.

Reynolds, J.Z. (1980). Power plant cooling systems: policy alternatives. Science, 207,
pp. 367-372.

Richter, B.D., S. Postel, C. Revenga, T. Scudder, B. Lehner, A. Churchill, and
M. Chow (2010). Lost in development’s shadow: The downstream human con-
sequences of dams. Water Alternatives, 3(2), pp. 14-42.

Riffell, S., J. Verschuyl, D. Miller, and T.B. Wigley (2011). Biofuel harvests,
coarse woody debris, and biodiversity — A meta-analysis. Forest Ecology and
Management, 261(4), pp. 878-887.

Rijsberman, F. (2006). Water scarcity: Fact or fiction? Agricultural Water
Management, 80(1-3), pp. 5-22.

Roayaei, E., and K. Taheri (2009). Test run evaluation of a blend of fuel-grade
ethanol and regular commercial gasoline: Its effect on engine efficiency and
exhaust gas composition. Clean Technologies and Environmental Policy, 11(4),
pp. 385-389.

Rogers, J.C., E.A. Simmons, I. Convery, and A. Weatherall (2008). Public percep-
tions of opportunities for community-based renewable energy projects. Energy
Policy, 36(11), pp. 4217-4226.

Rogner, H.H. (1997). An assessment of world hydrocarbon resources. Annual Review
of Energy and the Environment, 22, pp. 217-262.

784

Chapter 9

Rogowska, J., and J. Namiesnik (2010). Environmental implications of oil spills
from shipping accidents. Reviews of Environmental Contamination and
Toxicology, 206, pp. 95-114.

Roques, F., C. Hiroux, and M. Saguan (2010). Optimal wind power deployment in
Europe — A portfolio approach. Energy Policy, 38(7), pp. 3245-3256.

Rosenberg, D.M., F. Berkes, R.A. Bodaly, R.E. Hecky, C.A. Kelly, and
JW.M. Rudd (1997). Large scale impacts of hydroelectric development.
Environmental Reviews, 5, pp. 27-54.

Rovere, E.L.L., J.B. Soares, L.B. Oliveira, and T. Lauria (2010). Sustainable expan-
sion of electricity sector: Sustainability indicators as an instrument to support
decision making. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14, pp. 422-429.

Roy, J. (2000). The rebound effect: some empirical evidence from India. Energy Policy,
28(6-7), pp. 433-438.

Runge, C.F., and B. Senauer (2007). Biofuel: corn isn't the king of this growing
domain. Nature, 449(7163), pp. 637.

Rylands, A.B., and K. Brandon (2005). Brazilian protected area. Conservation
Biology, 19(3), pp. 612-618.

Sala, O.E., D. Sax, and H. Leslie (2009). Biodiversity consequences of biofuel
production. In: Biofuels: Environmental Consequences and Interactions with
Changing Land Use. Proceedings of the Scientific Committee on Problems of
the Environment (SCOPE) International Biofuels Project Rapid Assessment. R.W.
Howarth and S. Bringezu (eds.), Gummersbach, Germany, 22-25 September 2008,
pp. 127-137.

SARI (2010). Unlocking South Africa’s Green Growth Potential. The South African
Renewables Initiative. South African Renewables Initiative (SARI), Department
of Trade and Industry, Department for Public Enterprises, Pretoria, South Africa.

Sastresa, E.L., A.A. Uson, A.Z. Bribian, and S. Scarpellin (2009). Local impact
of renewables on employment: assessment methodology and case study.
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14(2), pp. 679-690.

Sathaye, J., A. Najam, C. Cocklin, T. Heller, F. Lecocq, J. Llanes-Regueiro,
J. Pan, G. Petschel-Held, S. Rayner, J. Robinson, R. Schaeffer, Y. Sokona,
R. Swart, H. Winkler, S. Burch, J. Corfee Morlot, R. Dave, L. Pinter, and
A. Wyatt (2007). Sustainable development and mitigation. In: Climate Change
2007: Mitigation. Contribution of Working Group Ill to the Fourth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007. B. Metz, O.R.
Davidson, P.R. Bosch, R. Dave, and L.A. Meyer (eds.), Cambridge University Press,
pp. 691-743.

Sauter, R., and J. Watson (2008). Technology Leapfrogging: A Review of the
Evidence. A report for DFID, Sussex Energy Group, Science and Technology Policy
Research, University of Sussex, Brighton, UK.

Saygin, H., and F. Cetin (2010). New energy paradigm and renewable energy:
Turkey's vision. Insight Turkey, 12(3), pp. 107-128.

Schafer, A. (2005). Structural change in energy use. Energy Policy, 33(4), pp. 429-437.

Schifter, I., L. Diaz, M. Vera, E. Guzman, and E. Lopez-Salinas (2004). Fuel for-
mulation and vehicle exhaust emissions in Mexico. Fuel, 83(14-15Spec), pp.
2065-2074.

Schifter, 1., L. Diaz, R. Rodriguez, and L. Salazar (2011). Assessment of Mexico's
program to use ethanol as transportation fuel: impact of 6% ethanol-blended
fuel on emissions of light-duty gasoline vehicles. Environmental Monitoring and
Assessment, 173(1-4), pp. 343-360.

Schlamadinger, B. (1997). Forests for carbon sequestration or fossil fuel substitu-
tion? A sensitivity analysis. Biomass and Bioenergy, 13(6), pp. 389-397.



Chapter 9

Schleisner, L. (2000). Comparison of methodologies for externality assessment.
Energy Policy, 28, pp. 1127-1136.

Schmidt, J.H. (2008). Development of LCIA characterisation factors for land use
impacts on biodiversity. Journal of Cleaner Production, 16(18), pp. 1929-1942.

Schneider, L. (2009). A Clean Development Mechanism with global atmos-
pheric benefits for a post-2012 climate regime. International Environmental
Agreements-Politics Law and Economics, 9(2), pp. 95-111.

Scholz, R. (2007). Assessment of land use impacts on the natural environment. Part
1: An analytical framework for pure land occupation and land use change. The
International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 12(1), pp. 16-23.

Schulz, U., O. Brauner, and H. Gruss (2009). Animal diversity on short-rotation
coppices — a review. Landbauforschung vTI Agriculture and Forestry Research,
3, pp. 171-182.

Schurr, S.H. (1984). Energy use, technological change, and productive efficiency —
an economic-historical interpretation. Annual Review of Energy, 9, pp. 409-425.

Scott, M.J,, J.A. Edmonds, N. Mahasenan, J. Roop, A.L. Brunello, and E.F. Haites
(2004). International emission trading and the cost of greenhouse gas emissions
mitigation and sequestration. Climatic Change, 64(3), pp. 257-2817.

Searchinger, T.,, R. Heimlich, R.A. Houghton, F. Dong, A. Elobeid, J. Fabiosa,
S. Tokgoz, D. Hayes, and T.H. Yu (2008). Use of U.S. croplands for biofuels
increases greenhouse gases through emissions from land-use change. Science,
319(5867), pp. 1238-1240.

Seljom, P., G. Simbolotti, and G. Tosato (2010). Unconventional Oil and Gas
Production. IEA Energy Technology Systems Analysis Program, Paris, France.
Semere, T., and F.M. Slater (2007). Ground flora, small mammal and bird species
diversity in miscanthus (Miscanthusxgiganteus) and reed canary-grass (Phalaris

arundinacea) fields. Biomass and Bioenergy, 31(1), pp. 20-29.

Sen, S., and T. Babali (2007). Security concerns in the Middle East for oil supply:
Problems and solutions. Energy Policy, 35(3), pp. 1517-1524.

Shanthi, V., and N. Gajendran (2009). The impact of water pollution on the socio-
economic status of the stakeholders of Ennore Creek, Bay of Bengal (India): Part
. Indian Journal of Science and Technology, 2(3), pp. 66-79.

Sheehan, J., A. Aden, K. Paustian, K. Killian, J. Brenner, M. Walsh, and R. Nelson
(2004). Energy and environmental aspects of using corn stover for fuel ethanol.
Journal of Industrial Ecology, 7(3-4), pp. 117-146.

Shen, Y., T. Oki, N. Utsumi, S. Kanae, and N. Hanasaki (2008). Projection of future
world water resources under SRES scenarios: water withdrawal. Hydrological
Sciences Journal, 53(1), pp. 11-33.

Shields, M.A., D.K. Woolf, E.P.M. Grist, S.A. Kerr, A.C. Jackson, R.E. Harris,
M.C. Bell, R. Beharie, A. Want, E. Osalusi, S.W. Gibb, and J. Side (2011).
Marine renewable energy: The ecological implications of altering the hydrody-
namics of the marine environment. Ocean & Coastal Management, 54, pp. 2-9.

Shiklomanov, I.A. (2000). Appraisal and assessment of world water resources.
Water International, 25(1), pp. 11-32.

Shrestha, R.M., and S. Pradhan (2010). Co-benefits of CO, emission reduction in a
developing country. Energy Policy 38, pp. 2586-2597.

Shukla, P.R. (1995). Greenhouse gas models and abatement costs for developing
nations : A critical assessment. Energy Policy, 23(8), pp. 677-687.

Shukla, P.R., S. Dhar, and D. Mahapatra (2008). Low-carbon society scenarios for
India. Climate Policy, 8, pp. $156-S176.

Singh, A. (2009). The sustainable development of Fiji's energy infrastructure: A status
report. Pacific Economic Bulletin, 24(2), pp. 141-154.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Singh, R. (2007). Advancing a “carrot and stick” framework for effective CARICOM
environmental cooperation and governance. Penn State Environmental Law
Review, 16(1), pp. 199-256.

Singh, S., and A. Kumar (2011). Development of water requirement factors for bio-
mass conversion pathway. Bioresource Technology, 102(2), pp. 1316-1328.
Sjoberg, L. (2009). Precautionary attitudes and the acceptance of a local nuclear

waste repository. Safety Science, 47, pp. 542-546.

Skjold, D.0. (2009). Power for Generations: The Development of Statkraft and the
Role of the State in Norwegian Electrification 1890-2009. Universitetsforlaget,
Oslo, Norway, 284 pp.

Slaski, X., and M. Thurber (2009). Cookstoves and Obstacles to Technology Adoption
by the Poor. Program on Energy and Sustainable Development, Freeman Spogli
Institute for International Studies, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, USA.

Smil, V. (2000). Energy in the twentieth century: Resources, conversions, costs, uses,
and consequences. Annual Review of Energy and the Environment, 25, pp. 21-51.

Smith, K.R., and M. Ezzati (2005). How environmental health risks change with
development: The epidemiologic and environmental risk transitions revisited.
Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 30(1), pp. 291-333.

Smith, K.R., and S. Mehta (2003). The burden of disease from indoor air pollution in
developing countries: comparison of estimates. International Journal of Hygiene
and Environmental Health, 206, pp. 279-289.

Smith, K.R., J.M. Samet, I. Romieu, and N. Bruce (2000). Indoor air pollution in
developing countries and acute lower respiratory infections in children. Thorax,
55(6), pp. 518-532.

Smith, K.R., S. Mehta, and M. Maeusezahl-Feuz (2004). Indoor air pollution from
household use of solid fuels: comparative quantification of health risks. In: Global
And Regional Burden of Disease Attributable to Selected Major Risk Factors.
WHO, Geneva, Switzerland, pp. 1435-1493.

Smith, K.R.,, K. Dutta, C. Chengappa, P.P.S. Gusain, 0.M.a.V. Berrueta,
R. Edwards, R. Bailis, and K.N. Shields (2007). Monitoring and evaluation of
improved biomass cookstove programs for indoor air quality and stove perfor-
mance: conclusions from the Household Energy and Health Project. Energy for
Sustainable Development, 11(2), pp. 5-18.

Sneddon, C., R.B. Howarth, and R.B. Norgaard (2006). Sustainable development
in a post-Brundtland world. Ecological Economics, 57(2), pp. 253-268.

Soimakallio, S., T. Makinen, T. Ekholm, K. Pahkala, H. Mikkola, and T. Paappanen
(2009). Greenhouse gas balances of transportation biofuels, electricity and heat
generation in Finland — Dealing with the uncertainties. Energy Policy, 37(1), pp.
90-90.

Solow, R.M. (1974). Intergenerational equity and exhaustible resources. The Review
of Economic Studies, 41, pp. 29-45.

Sorrell, S., J. Speirs, R. Bentley, A. Brandt, and R. Miller (2009). Global Oil
Depletion — An Assessment of the Evidence for a Near-Term Peak in Global Oil
Production. UK Energy Research Centre, London, UK.

Sovacool, B.K. (2009). The cultural barriers to renewable energy and energy effi-
ciency in the United States. Technology in Society, 31(4), pp. 365-373.

Sovacool, B.K., and R.F. Hirsh (2009). Beyond batteries: An examination of the ben-
efits and barriers to plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs) and a vehicle-to-grid
(V2G) transition. Energy Policy, 37(3), pp. 1095-1103.

Steenblik, R. (2005). Liberalisation of Trade in Renewable-Energy Products and
Associated Goods: Charcoal, Solar Photovoltaic Systems and Wind Pumps and
Turbines. COM/ENV/TD(2005)23/FINAL, Organisation for Economic Co-operation

and Development, Paris, France.

785



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Steinberg, L.J., H. Sengul, and A.M. Cruz (2008). Natech risk and management: an
assessment of the state of the art. Natural Hazards, 46, pp. 143-152.

Stern, D.1., 1993: Energy and economic-growth in the USA — a multivariate approach.
Energy Economics, 15(2), pp. 137-150.

Stern, N. (2007). The Economics of Climate Change. Cambridge University Press, 712
pp. Available at: webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.hm-treasury.
gov.uk/sternreview_index.htm.

Sternberg, R. (2008). Hydropower: Dimensions of social and environmental coexist-
ence. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 12, pp. 1588-1621.

Steurer, R., and A. Martinuzzi (2007). From environmental plans to sustainable
development strategies. European Environment, 17(3), pp. 147-151.

Stiglitz, J. E., Sen, A. and J.-P. Fitoussi (2009). Report by the Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress. No publisher speci-
fied. Available at: www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr.

Stone, K.C., P.G. Hunt, K.B. Cantrell, and K.S. Ro (2010). The potential impacts
of biomass feedstock production on water resource availability. Bioresource
Technology, 101, pp. 2014-2025.

Strand, J. (2009). Revenue Management Effects Related to Financial Flows Generated
by Climate Policy. Policy Research Working Paper, World Bank, Washington, DC,
USA, 37 pp.

Suckale, J. (2009). Induced seismicity in hydrocarbon fields. Advances in Geophysics,
51, pp. 55-106.

Suh, S., M. Lenzen, G.J. Treloar, H. Hondo, A. Horvath, G. Huppes, 0. Jolliet,
U. Klann, W. Krewitt, Y. Moriguchi, J. Munksgaard, and G. Norris (2003).
System boundary selection in life-cycle inventories using hybrid approaches.
Environmental Science & Technology, 38(3), pp. 657-664.

Sundqvist, T. (2004). What causes the disparity of electricity externality estimates?
Energy Policy, 32, pp. 1753-1766.

Sutter, C., and J.C. Parrefio (2007). Does the current Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM) deliver its sustainable development claim? An analysis of oficially regis-
tered CDM projects. Climatic Change, 84(1), pp. 75-90.

Suwa, A. (2009). Soft energy paths in Japan: a backcasting approach to energy plan-
ning. Climate Policy, 9, pp. 185-206.

Suzuki, T., S. Kabuto, and O. Togawa (2008). Measurement of iodine-129 in
seawater samples collected from the Japan Sea area using accelerator mass
spectrometry: Contribution of nuclear fuel reprocessing plants. Quaternary
Geochronology, 3(3), pp. 268-275.

Tamiotti, L., A. Olhoff, R. Teh, B. Simmons, V. Kulagoglu, and H. Abaza (2009).
Trade and Climate Change. A Report by the United Nations Environment
Programme and the World Trade Organization, World Trade Organization,
Geneva, Switzerland.

Tarik-ul-Islam, M.D., and S. Ferdousi (2007). Renewable energy development —
Challenges for Bangladesh. Energy and Environment, 18(3-4), pp. 421-430.
Tavoni, M., and R.S.J. Tol (2010). Counting only the hits? The risk of underestimat-

ing the costs of stringent climate policy. Climatic Change, 100(3-4), pp. 769-778.

Tawney, R., Z. Khan, and J. Zachary (2005). Economic and performance evaluation
of heat sink options in combined cycle applications. Journal of Engineering for
Gas Turbines and Power, 127(2), pp. 397-403.

Teipel, U. (2010). Rohstoffeffizienz und Rohstoffinnovationen. Fraunhofer Verlag,
Stuttgart, Germany.

786

Chapter 9

Thaulow, H., A. Tvede, T.S. Pedersen, and K. Seelos (2010). Managing catchments
for hydropower generation. In: Handbook of Catchment Management. R. Ferrier
and A. Jenkins (eds.), Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford, UK, pp. 253-287.

Thiam, D.R. (2010). Renewable decentralized in developing countries: Appraisal
from microgrids project in Senegal. Renewable Energy, 35(8), pp. 1615-1623.

Thompson, S., and B. Duggirala (2009). The feasibility of renewable energies at
an off-grid community in Canada. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews,
13(9), pp. 2740-2745.

Tilman, D., J. Hill, and C. Lehman (2006). Carbon-negative biofuels from low-input
high-diversity grassland biomass. Science, 314(5805), pp. 1598-1600

Tiwary, R.K. (2001). Environmental impact of coal mining on water regime and its
management. Water; Air & Soil Pollution, 132, pp. 185-199-199.

Toft, P, A. Duero, and A. Bieliauskas (2010). Terrorist targeting and energy secu-
rity. Energy Policy, 38, pp. 4411-4421.

Torcellini, P., N. Long, and R. Judkoff (2003). Consumptive Water Use for U.S.
Powver Production. National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Golden, CO, USA.
Torfs, R., F. Hurley, B. Miller, and A. Rabl (2007). A Set of Concentration-Response

Functions. European Commission, Brussels, Belgium.

Torres-Duque, C., D. Maldonado, R. Perez-Padilla, M. Ezzati, and G. Viegi (2008).
Biomass fuels and respiratory diseases: A review of the evidence. Proceedings of
the American Thoracic Society, 5(5), pp. 577-590.

Toth, F.L., and H.-H. Rogner (2006). Oil and nuclear power: Past, present, and
future. Energy Economics, 28, pp. 1-25.

Trieb, F.S., C. Schillings, M. O'Sullivan, T. Pregger, and C. Hoyer-Klick (2009).
Global Potential of Concentrating Solar Power. In: SolarPACES Conference, 15-18
September 2009, Berlin, Germany.Available at: www.dlr.de/tt/Portaldata/41/
Resources/dokumente/institut/system/publications/Solar_Paces_Paper_Trieb_
Final_Colour_corrected.pdf.

Tsoutsos, T., N. Frantzeskaki, and V. Gekas (2005). Environmental impacts from
the solar energy technologies. Energy Policy, 33, pp. 289-296.

Turchi, C., M. Wagner, and C. Kutscher (2010). Water Use in Parabolic Trough
Power Plants: Summary Results from Worley Parsons’ Analyses. NREL/TP-5500-
49468, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Golden, CO, USA.

Turton, H., and F. Moura (2007). Vehicle-to-grid systems for sustainable devel-
opment: An integrated energy analysis. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 75(8), pp. 1091-1108

Tyner, W., F. Taheripour, Q. Zhuang, D. Birur, and U. Baldos (2010). Land Use
Changes and Consequent CO, Emissions due to U.S. Corn Ethanol Production:
A Comprehensive Analysis. GTAP Resource 3288, Department of Agricultural
Economics, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, USA.

Udo de Haes, H.A., and R. Heijungs (2007). Life-cycle assessment for energy analy-
sis and management. Applied Energy, 84, pp. 817-827.

UN (2002). Report of the World Summit on Sustainable Development. Al
CONF.199/20*, United Nations, Johannesburg, South Africa and New York, NY,
USA, 173 pp.

UN (2005a). 2005 World Summit Outcome. Resolution Adopted by the General
Assembly. AIRES/60/1, United Nations, New York, NY, USA.

UN (2005b). Beijing Declaration on Renewable Energy for Sustainable Development.
United Nations, New York, NY, USA. Available at: www.un.org/esa/sustdev/
whats_new/beijingDecl_RenewableEnergy.pdf.



Chapter 9

UNCED (1992). Agenda 21. UN Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED), UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, New York, NY, USA.

UNDESA (2008). Addressing Climate Change in National Sustainable Development
Strategies — Common Practices. Background Paper No. 12, DESA/DSD/2008/12,
Comission on Sustainable Development, UN Department of Economic and Social
Affairs (UNDESA), New York, NY, USA, 62 pp.

UNDP (2007). Human Development Report 2007/2008. United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), New York, NY, USA (ISBN 978-0-230-54704-9).

UNDP (2010). Human Development Report 2010. United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), New York, NY, USA.

UNDP and WHO (2009). The Energy Access Situation in Developing Countries, A
Review Focusing on the Least Developed Countries and sub-Saharan Africa.
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the World Health
Organization (WHO), New York, NY, USA.

UNDP/UNDESA/WEC (2000). World Energy Assessment: Energy and the Challenge
of Sustainability. United Nations Development Programme, United Nations
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, and World Energy Council, New York,
NY, USA.

UNEP (2008a). Green Jobs: Towards Decent Work in a Sustainable, Low-Carbon
World. United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Nairobi, Kenya (ISBN:
978-92-807-5).

UNEP (2008b). Reforming Energy Subsidies. Opportunities to Contribute to the
Climate Change Agenda. Division of Technology, Industry and Economics, United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Paris, France.

UNEP (2010). Global Trends in Sustainable Energy Investment 2010. Analysis of
Trends and Issues in the Financing of Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency.
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and Bloomberg New Energy
Finance, Nairobi, Kenya.

UNEP and SETAC (2010). The Life Cycle Initiative. Division of Technology, Industry
and Economics, United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Society for
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (SETAC), Paris, France.

UNEP Rise Pipeline (2011). UNEP Rise CDM/JI Pipeline. UNEP Risg Centre, Roskilde,
Denmark. Available at: www.cdmpipeline.org.

UNFCCC (2009). The Copenhagen Accord 2/CP.15. FCCC/CP/2009/11/Add.1, United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Bonn, Germany.
Available at: unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf.

Unruh (2000). Understanding carbon lock-in. Energy Policy, 28, pp. 817-830.

Upreti, B.R. (2004). Conflict over biomass energy development in the United
Kingdom: some observations and lessons from England and Wales. Energy Policy,
32(6), pp. 785-800.

Urban, F., R.M.J. Benders, and H.C. Moll (2007). Modelling energy systems for
developing countries. Energy Policy, 35(6), pp. 3473-3482.

Urmee, T., D. Harrie, and A. Schlapfer (2009). Issues related to rural electrification
using renewable energy in developing countries of Asia and Pacific. Renewable
Energy, 34(2), pp. 354-357.

US DOE (2010). Critical Materials Strategy. U.S. Department of Energy (DOE),
Washington, DC, USA, 166 pp.

US DOT (2010). Transportation’s Role in Reducing U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington, DC, USA.

USGS (2010). Mineral Commodity Summaries 2010. United States Department of the
Interior, United States Geological Survey (USGS), Washington, DC, USA, 193 pp.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

UBner, M., and F. Miiller-Langer (2009). Biofuels today and tomorrow: effects of
fuel composition on exhaust gas emissions. Accreditation and Quality Assurance:
Journal for Quality, Comparability and Reliability in Chemical Measurement,
14(12), pp. 685-691.

van Alphen, K., W.G.J.H.M. van Sark, and M.P. Hekkert (2007). Renewable
energy technologies in the Maldives — determining the potential. Renewable and
Sustainable Energy Reviews, 11(8), pp. 1650-1674.

van Dam, J., A.P.C. Faaij, J. Hilbert, H. Petruzzi, and W.C. Turkenburg (2009).
Large-scale bioenergy production from soybeans and switchgrass in Argentina.
Part B: Environmental and socio-economic impacts on a regional level. Renewable
and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 13(8), pp. 1679-1709.

van der Horst, D. (2007). NIMBY or not? Exploring the relevance of location and
the politics of voiced opinions in renewable energy siting controversies. Energy
Policy, 35(5), pp. 2705-2714.

van der Vleuten, F., N. Stam, and R. van der Plas (2007). Putting solar home
systems programmes into perspective: What lessons are relevant. Energy Policy,
34(3), pp. 1439-1451.

van Metre, P.C., and J. Gray (1992). Effects of uranium-mining releases on ground-
water quality in the Puerco River Basin, Arizona and New Mexico. Hydrological
Sciences, 37, pp. 463-480.

van Ruijven, B. (2008). Energy and Development — A Modelling Approach. PhD
Thesis, Department of Science, Technology and Society, Utrecht University,
Utrecht, The Netherlands.

van Ruijven, B., F. Urban, R.M.J. Benders, H.C. Moll, J.P. van der Sluijs, B. de
Vries, and D.P. van Vuuren (2008). Modeling energy and development: An
evaluation of models and concepts. World Development, 36(12), pp. 2801-2821.

van Vliet, 0., A.S. Brouwer, T. Kuramochi, M. van den Broek, and A. Faaij (2011).
Energy use, costs and CO, emissions of electric cars. Journal of Power Sources,
196(4), pp. 2298-2310.

van Vuuren, D.P,, P.L. Lucas, and H. Hilderink (2007). Downscaling drivers of global
environmental change: Enabling use of global SRES scenarios at the national and
grid levels. Global Environmental Change, 17(1), pp. 114-130.

van Vuuren, D.P., S.J. Smith, and K. Riahi (2010a). Downscaling socioeconomic
and emissions scenarios for global environmental change research: a review.
Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, 1(3), pp. 393-404.

van Vuuren, D.P,, E. Bellevrat, A. Kitous, and M. Isaac (2010b). Bio-energy use
and low stabilization scenarios. Energy Journal 31(Special Issue 1), pp. 192-222.

Varun, R. Prakash, and 1.K. Bhat (2010). A figure of merit for evaluating sustaina-
bility of renewable energy systems. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews,
14(6), pp. 1640-1643.

Vega, L.A. (2002). Ocean thermal energy conversion primer. Marine Technology
Society Journal, 36, pp. 25-35.

Veil, ). (2010). Water Management Technologies Used by Marcellus Shale Gas
Producers. ANL/EVS/R-10/3, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL, USA.
Vera, 1., and L. Langlois (2007). Energy indicators for sustainable development.

Energy, 32(6), pp. 875-882.

Verbruggen, A., and V. Lauber (2009). Basic concepts for designing renewable
electricity support aiming at a full-scale transition by 2050. Energy Policy, 37(12),
pp. 5732-5743.

Viebahn, P,, S. Kronshage, F. Trieb, and Y. Lechon (2008). final Report on Technical
Data, Costs, and Life Cycle Inventories of Solar Thermal Power Plants. European
Commission, Brussels, Belgium.

787



Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Vinnem, J.E. (2010). Risk indicators for major hazards on offshore installations.
Safety Science, 48, pp. 770-787.

Viscusi, K.W. (2010). The heterogeneity of the value of statistical life: Introduction
and overview. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 40, pp. 1-13.

Voitsekhovitch, 0., Y. Soroka, and T. Lavrova (2006). Uranium mining and ore pro-
cessing in Ukraine — radioecological effects on the Dnipro River water ecosystem
and human health. Radioactivity in the Environment, 8, pp. 206-214.

Volkery, A., D. Swanson, K. Jacob, F. Bregha, and L. Pintér (2006). Coordination,
challenges, and innovations in 19 national sustainable development strategies.
World Development, 34(12), pp. 2047-2063.

von Blottnitz, H., and M.A. Curran (2007). A review of assessments conducted
on bio-ethanol as a transportation fuel from a net energy, greenhouse gas, and
environmental life cycle perspective. Journal of Cleaner Production, 15(7), pp.
607-619.

Voorspools, K.R., E.A. Brouwers, and W.D. D'haeseleer (2000). Energy content
and indirect greenhouse gas emissions embedded in ‘emission-free’ plants:
results from the Low Countries. Applied Energy, 67, pp. 307-330.

Walker, G., P. Devine-Wright, S. Hunter, H. High, and B. Evans (2010). Trust
and community: Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community
renewable energy. Energy Policy, 38(6), pp. 2655-2663.

Wallquist, L., V.H.M. Visschers, and M. Siegrist (2009). Lay concepts on CCS
deployment in Switzerland based on qualitative interviews. International Journal
of Greenhouse Gas Control, 3, pp. 652-657.

Walter, A., P. Dolzan, O. Quilodran, J.G. de Oliveira, C. da Silva, F. Piacente, and
A. Segerstedt (2011). Sustainability assessment of bio-ethanol production in
Brazil considering land use change, GHG emissions and socio-economic aspects.
Energy Policy, doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2010.07.043.

Wang, M., M. Wu, and H. Hong (2007). Life-cycle energy and greenhouse gas
emission impacts of different corn ethanol plant types. Environmental Research
Letters, 2(2), 024001.

Wara, M. (2008). Measuring the Clean Development Mechanism’s performance and
potential. UCLA Law Review, 55(6), pp. 1759-1803.

Ward, M. (2008). Sector no-lose targets: A new scaling up mechanism for develop-
ing countries. In: A Reformed CDM Including New Mechanisms for Sustainable
Development. K.H. Olsen and J. Fenhann (eds.), UNEP Rise Centre, Roskilde,
Denmark, pp. 147-163.

Warren, C.R., and M. McFadyen (2010). Does community ownership affect pub-
lic attitudes to wind energy? A case study from south-west Scotland. Land Use
Policy, 27(2), pp. 204-213.

WBGU (2009). World in Transition — Future Bioenergy and Sustainable Land Use.
German Advisory Council on Global Change (WBGU), Earthscan, London, UK.

WCED (1987). Our Common Future. World Commission on Environment and
Development (WCED), Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK and New York, NY,
USA.

WEC (2007). Survey of Energy Resources. World Energy Council (WEC), London,
UK. Available at: www.worldenergy.org/documents/ser2007_final_online_ver-
sion_1.pdf.

WEC (2010). Survey of Energy Resources 2010. World Energy Council (WEC), London,
UK. Available at: www.worldenergy.org/documents/ser_2010_report_1.pdf
Werner, M., and A.l. Schaefer (2007). Social aspects of a solar-powered desalina-

tion unit for remote Australian communities. Desalination, 203(1-3), pp. 375-393.

788

Chapter 9

West, J., I. Bailey, and M. Winter (2010). Renewable energy policy and public per-
ceptions of renewable energy: A cultural theory approach. Energy Policy, 38(10),
pp. 5739-5748.

Westwood, A. (2007). Wave and tidal — project review. Renewable Energy Focus
8(4), pp. 30-33.

Weyant, J.P. (1993). Costs of reducing global carbon emissions. The Journal of
Economic Perspectives, 7(4), pp. 27-46.

Whitaker, M., and G. Heath (2010). Life Cycle Assessment Comparing the Use of
Jatropha Biodiesel in the Indian Road and Rail Sectors. NREL/TP-6A2-47462,
National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Golden, CO, USA.

WHO (2002). The World Health Report. Reducing Risks, Promoting Healthy Life.
World Health Organization (WHO), Geneva, Switzerland.

WHO (2006). Air Quality Guidelines. Global Update 2005. Particulate Matter, Ozone,
Nitrogen Dioxide and Sulfur Dioxide. World Health Organization (WHO) Regional
Office for Europe, Copenhagen, Denmark.

Wicke, B., V. Dornburg, M. Junginger, and A. Faaij (2008). Different palm oil
production systems for energy purposes and their greenhouse gas implications.
Biomass and Bioenergy, 32(12), pp. 1322-1337.

Wilbanks, T.J. (2002). Geographic scaling issues in integrated assessments of climate
change. Integrated Assessment, 3(2-3), pp. 100-114.

Wilkie, A.C., K.J. Riedesel, and J.M. Owens (2000). Stillage characterization and
anaerobic treatment of ethanol stillage from conventional and cellulosic feed-
stocks. Biomass and Bioenergy, 19, pp. 39.

Wilkins, G. (2002). Technology Transfer for Renewable Energy. Overcoming Barriers
in Developing Countries. The Royal Institute of International Affairs, Earthscan
Publications, London, UK.

Williams, P.R.D., D. Inman, A. Aden, and G.A. Heath (2009). Environmental and
sustainability factors associated with next-generation biofuels in the US: What
do we really know? Environmental Science & Technology, 43(13), pp. 4763-4775.

Winkler, H., 0. Davidson, and S. Mwakasonda (2005). Developing institutions for
the clean development mechanism (CDM): African perspectives. Climate Policy,
5, pp. 209-220.

Wise, M., K. Calvin, A. Thomson, L. Clarke, B. Bond-Lamberty, R. Sands,
S.). Smith, A. Janetos, and J. Edmonds (2009). Implications of limiting CO,
concentrations for land use and energy. Science, 324(5931), pp. 1183-1186.

Wise, M., G. Kyle, J. Dooley, and S. Kim (2010). The impact of electric passenger
transport technology under an economy-wide climate policy in the United States:
Carbon dioxide emissions, coal use, and carbon dioxide capture and storage.
International Journal of Greenhouse Gas Control, 4(2), pp. 301-308.

Wolf, A.T. (1998). Conflict and cooperation along international waterways. Water
Policy, 1(2), pp. 251-265.

Wolsink, M. (2000). Wind power and the NIMBY-myth: institutional capacity and
the limited significance of public support. Renewable Energy, 21(1), pp. 49-64.

Wolsink, M. (2007a). Planning of renewables schemes: Deliberative and fair
decision-making on landscape issues instead of reproachful accusations of non-
cooperation. Energy Policy, 35(5), pp. 2692-2704.

Wolsink, M. (2007b). Wind power implementation: The nature of public attitudes:
Equity and fairness instead of 'backyard motives'. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews, 11(6), pp. 1188-1207.

Wolsink, M. (2010). Near-shore wind power — Protected seascapes, environmental-
ists" attitudes, and the technocratic planning perspective. Land Use Policy, 27(2),
pp. 195-203.



Chapter 9

Wood, R.G. (2011). Carbon Finance and Pro-Poor Co-benefits: The Gold Standard
and Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards. International Institute for
Environment and Development, London, UK, 24pp.

World Bank (2001). The World Bank Group's Energy Program — Poverty Reduction,
Sustainability and Selectivity. Energy and Mining Sector Board, The World Bank,
Washington, DC, USA.

World Bank (2007a). African Development Indicators 2007.World Bank, Washington,
DC, USA, 176 pp.

World Bank (2007b). World Development Indicators 2007.\World Bank, Washington,
DC, USA.

World Bank (2008a). Global Economic Prospects. The International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, The World Bank, Washington, DC, USA, 224 pp.

World Bank (2008b). The Welfare Impact of Rural Electrification: A Reassessment of
the Costs and Benefits. The World Bank, Washington, DC, USA, 178 pp.

World Bank (2010). World Development Indicators 2010. World Bank, Washington,
DC, USA, 489 pp.

World Bank (2011). Climate Impacts on Energy Systems. Key Issues for Energy Sector
Adaptation. A World Bank Study. The World Bank, Washington, DC, USA (ISBN:
978-0-8213-8697-2).

World Commission on Dams (2000). Dams and Development — A New Framework
for Decision-Making. Earthscan Publications Ltd, London, UK and Sterling, VA,
USA.

WTO (2010). Background Note: Trade and Environment in the WTO. World Trade
Organization, Geneva, Switzerland.

Wu, M., Y. Wu, and M. Wang (2005). Mobility Chains Analysis of Technologies for
Passenger Cars and Light-Duty Vehicles Fueled with Biofuels: Application of the
GREET Model to the Role of Biomass in America’s Energy Future (RBAEF) Project.
ANL/ESD/07-11, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL, USA.

Wu, M., M. Mintz, M. Wang, and S. Arora (2009). Water consumption in the pro-
duction of ethanol and petroleum gasoline. Environmental Management, 44, pp.
981-97.

Wustenhagen, R., M. Wolsink, and M.J. Burer (2007). Social acceptance of renew-
able energy innovation: An introduction to the concept. Energy Policy, 35(5), pp.
2683-2691.

Yamada, M., and J. Zheng (2008). Determination of 2°Pu/?**Pu atom ratio in coastal
surface seawaters from the western North Pacific Ocean and Japan Sea. Applied
Radiation and Isotopes, 66(1), pp. 103-107.

Yamamoto, H., J. Fujino, and K. Yamaji (2001). Evaluation of bioenergy potential
with a multi-regional global-land-use-and-energy model. Biomass and Energy,
21, pp. 185-203.

Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development

Yanowitz, J., and R.L. McCormick (2009). Effect of E85 on tailpipe emissions from
light-duty vehicles. Journal of the Air and Waste Management Association, 59(2),
pp. 172-182.

Yeh, S., S. Jordaan, A. Brandt, M. Turetsky, S. Spatari, and D. Keith (2010). Land
use greenhouse gas emissions from conventional oil production and oil sands.
Environmental Science and Technology, 44, pp. 8766-8772.

Yim, M.-S. (2006). Nuclear nonproliferation and the future expansion of nuclear
power. Progress in Nuclear Energy, 48, pp. 504-524.

Yoon, S.H., S.Y. Ha, H.G. Roh, and C.S. Lee (2009). Effect of bioethanol as an alter-
native fuel on the emissions reduction characteristics and combustion stability in
a spark ignition engine. Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers,
Part D: Journal of Automobile Engineering, 223(7), pp. 941-951.

Zackrisson, M., L. Avellan, and J. Orlenius (2010). Life cycle assessment of lith-
ium-ion batteries for plug-in hybrid electric vehicles — Critical issues. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 18(15), pp. 1519-1529.

Zah, R., H. Boni, M. Gauch, R. Hischier, M. Lehmann, and P. Wager (2007).
Okobilanz von Energieprodukten: Gkologische Bewertung von Biotreibstoffen.
Bundesamtes fiir Energie, Bundesamt fiir Umwelt, Bundesamt fiir Landwirtschaft,
Bern, Switzerland.

Zhai, H., H.C. Frey, N.M. Rouphail, G.A. Goncalves, and T.L. Farias (2009).
Comparison of flexible fuel vehicle and life-cycle fuel consumption and emis-
sions of selected pollutants and greenhouse gases for ethanol 85 versus gasoline.
Journal of the Air and Waste Management Association, 59(8), pp. 912-924.

Zhang, J., and K.R. Smith (2007). Household air pollution from coal and biomass
fuels in China: Measurements, health impacts, and interventions. Environmental
Health Perspectives, 115(6), pp. 848-855.

Ziemann, S., and L. Schebek (2010). Substitution knapper Metalle — Ein Ausweg
aus der Rohstoffknappheit? Chemie, Ingenieur, Technik, 82(11), pp. 1965-1975.

Zoellner, J., P. Schweizer-Ries, and C. Wemheuer (2008). Public acceptance of
renewable energies: Results from case studies in Germany. Energy Policy, 36(11),
pp. 4136-4141.

Zografakis, N., E. Sifaki, M. Pagalou, G. Nikitaki, V. Psarakis, and K.P. Tsagarakis
(2009). Assessment of public acceptance and willingness to pay for renewable
energy sources in Crete. Renewable & Sustainable Energy Reviews, 14(3), pp.
1088-1095.

Zuk, M., L. Rojas, S. Blanco, P. Serrano, J. Cruz, F. Angeles, G. Tzintzun,
C. Armendariz, R.D. Edwards, M. Johnson, H. Riojas-Rodriguez, and
0. Masera (2007). The impact of improved wood-burning stoves on fine particu-
late matter concentrations in rural Mexican homes. Journal of Exposure Science
and Environmental Epidemiology, 17(3), pp. 224-232.

789



790



	University of Dayton
	eCommons
	2011

	Renewable Energy in the Context of Sustainable Development
	Jayant Sathaye
	Oswaldo Lucon
	Atiq Rahman
	John Christensen
	Fatima Denton
	See next page for additional authors
	eCommons Citation
	Author(s)


	2 Cover Sheet + Book TOC.indd

