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At the RenewableUK Conference in Oct, Energy and Climate Secretary Chris Huhne lambasted  ‘the faultfinders and curmudgeons who hold forth on the impossibility of renewables - the unholy alliance of climate sceptics and armchair engineers who are selling Britain's ingenuity short’.

1. More PV solar cuts

The savage cuts of up to 72% in the tariff support for PV solar projects over 50 kW, as a result of the ‘fast track’ review of solar farm projects, look likely to be followed by proposals for further cuts, as a consequence of the follow-up full review of the FiT system, in line with the last Budgets announcement that £40m was to be shaved off the FiT programme. There’s been talk of at least a 30-50% decrease in the domestic PV feed-in tariff. 

One way to look at all this is as a preliminary to the introduction of the proposed new Contracts for a Difference (CfD) FiT. But, it’s unclear whether the CfD will help community-scale projects, and even with large renewables, it may lead to high costs: its main aim seem to be to support nuclear. And the new RO changes (see Section 4 below) don’t help PV.

It’s all beginning to look very odd e.g. the FiT cut for large PV projects was justified by DECC since they said there was profiteering by companies making a killing from the scheme and also because they said there was budgetary limit. But the FIT market seems now to be dominated by very large companies offering smaller rent your roof ‘free PV’ projects- taking advantage of the very high 41.3p retrofit tariff for individual domestic projects under 4 kW.  That’s much more than they would have got for large projects- 29.3p/kWh- before the cuts. So it will use up the fund faster, for less capacity installed with more being paid than was needed- bigger projects are more cost effective. A cut therefore seems likely, doubtless backed by the argument that PV is getting cheaper (see below). As we go to press (end Oct.) that seems to be on the cards - a 50% tariff cut for projects under 4 kW, according to a leaked EST briefing. 

FIT Rush
The August deadline the end of premium support for projects over 50 kW led to something of a PV boom earlier in the year.  Capacity rose over18-fold since last year- in April to June nearly 34 MW was added bringing the UK total to nearly 122 MW of PV (out of a total FiT led capacity of 164 MW so far: micro-wind is now at 24 MW, micro hydro 12.8 MW). Then, as the deadline neared, some large solar farms were added- including 11 from Lightsource Renewable Energy. EOS Energy installed a £3m 1.15 MW farm at a holiday park near Newquay in just 7 weeks. The Langage Solar Park near Plymouth was one of several 5 MW projects to get through-  in all ~ 60 MW of solar farm capacity made it. So, nicely, did the project at Long Sutton Butterfly and Wildlife Park.

DECC meanwhile was busily trying to close a loophole which would let projects expand beyond the 50 kW limit at a later date, with the additional arrays still being eligible for the higher tariff. 

So maybe the boom will falter. But some help is available for community projects: e.g. in Cornwall, the charity Community Energy Plus has set up a £20m fund to help 300 local organisations with up-front capital to install PV e.g. in schools, community buildings and farms. Guardian

*The Solar Portal’s useful overview gave a total of 66 MW beating the deadline, including about 6MW on roof tops. It put total UK PV at 151MW and, with this 66MW and subsequent smaller ones, it suggested that by the end of the year PV might reach 300MW. www.solarpowerportal.co.uk/
Solar farms covering the UK? 

 While the Times talked of the countryside “disappearing beneath solar panels”, the Guardian ran a nice piece which said that protests against what had been described by one objector as ‘blanket desecration of the countryside’ by solar farms were undermined by their tiny footprint. It said 200 acres of solar farms now exist which was about 0.0003% of the UK; there were 500 crazy golf courses in England alone. Assuming they covered roughly an acre each, they would be more than twice the area covered by solar farms!

PV cost break through soon

‘If the UK were to adopt net metering, large scale building connected projects could be generating 5% real pre-tax returns with 2 ROCs between 2013 and 2014. Without net metering and ROC or FiT support, our analysis indicates that solar PV is likely to generate this level of return by 2017. Grid parity with retail prices is expected to be achieved in the UK by 2020 without subsidy for non-domestic, on-site installations.’ 

So say consultants Ernst and  Young  in  its  new  ‘UK  solar PV industry outlook’ for the UK Solar Trading Association (STA), looking at the UKs 50 kW to 5 MW solar PV market. They add ‘Projects at high irradiation locations may become economic with 2 ROCs by 2012, and reach parity with retail power by 2017’. They define ‘high irradiation’ as 1323 kWh/sq.m yielding 1032 kWh/kWp.

As Jonathon Porritt noted in a Guardian review, grid parity will happen well before that in Germany, which has a similar climate, as a direct consequence of their far-sighted Feed-In Tariff.  

He points out that Germany plans to generate 50% of its daytime electricity from solar by 2020- with installed capacity of 52 GW. Despite the fact that solar PV has the potential to meet more than 30% of the UK’s day-time electricity by 2040, our target for 2020 is just 2.7 GW- not much more than the 2 GW that Germany installed in June 2010 alone. But our aim seems to be the let other countries get the price down and then adopt it.  

Certainly prices are falling rapidly around the world. HSBC calculates that the cost of solar cells- the key component in panels- has fallen by about 70% since Sept 2008.  The USA’s GE says its new PV cells should be able to generate power at $150/MWh by 2013, similar to conventional power. Bloomberg noted that in some sunny locations in the US, Italy & Turkey, PV is already cheaper than grid power. And Japan should soon be back in the race- at one time it was a PV leader. Following Fukushima, Prime Minister Natoto Kan told the G8 Summit ‘We will do everything we can to make renewable energy our base form of power, overcoming hurdles of technology and cost’, with PV, along with wind, a  focus. China too is pushing PV harder now.

Will the UK miss out? Energy Minister Greg Barker did admit that ‘historically, DEC has underestimated the contribution that solar can make’. DECC could have compensated for the savage cuts in the FiT for PV projects over 50 kW via the RO. But it’s stuck to 2ROCs/MWh  and then only for two years- after that it falls. See Section 4 below.   We await the new FiT review nervously! As the STA has pointed out, 50 kW is hardly large compared to many projects in Germany, or the USA. And big projects are more cost effective. 

Ernst & Young report:  www.oursolarfuture.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/The-UK-50kW-to-5-MW-solar-PV-market-190611-Final.pdf
RHI delay 

While we wait for the FiT review, its worrying that DECC seems to be loosing its grip on pushing plans/ legislation through quickly- 

DECC had to delay the Oct.1st launch of the Renewable Heat Incentive for non-domestic generation after the European  Commission (EC)  objected that tariffs for large biomass were too high. But the EC has given state aid approval for the RHI, subject to a cut in the errant 2.7p/kWh biomass tariff. So a December start? Hopefully the full domestic RHI should still start next spring.

2. Wind power

Wind power continues to attract a lot of vitriol, with for example, under the head-line ‘the monuments to lunacy that will be left to blot the landscape’, Telegraph columnist Brooker claiming that ‘these pointless monstrosities will continue to proliferate until the Government sees sense’. 

We look at some of the issues being raised- visual intrusion, even offshore, and economics, e.g. due to curtailment costs. This all has to be put in perspective- national polls show overwhelming support for wind power. And the UK resource is the EUs largest. But there has certainly been some bad press -and some bad news for wind, large and small.

Britannia sinks 

The Crown Estate has ended an agreement to buy the first 10 MW Britannia offshore wind prototype from Clipper Windpower, after Clipper’s parent company, United Technologies Corporation (UTC), halted the project.  It was to have been built in Newcastle. But Siemens, Vestas, Gamesa, GE and Doosan still plan to manufacture large offshore turbines in the UK.

Unproven

Proven Energy Ltd, the long standing Scottish producer of medium and small scale wind turbines, and one of the few UK manufactures in the field, has gone into receivership, after discovering a defect in, and suspending sales of, its flagship 12 kW model. 50 staff were made redundant, while 20 were retained to help prepare the business for a sale.Kingspan  then stepped in as a buyer. 

Too much wind 

The summer saw the usual crop of silly press coverage- including another anti-wind bash from the Telegraph (14/6), which said that ‘Wind turbines will have to be switched off on 38 days every year because it is too windy’. It noted that wind farm operators are given compensatory “constraint” payments and claimed that ‘some experts believe this will cost almost £300m a year by 2020, with the cost passed on to consumers’. This was on top of other subsidies, ‘with more than £500m going on wind power last year under the Renewables Obligation’, and it pointed to the recent large increases in power prices, as if to imply wind costs were the cause, rather than fossil fuel prices rises.

Dr John Constable, the Renewable Energy Foundations director of policy and research, told them: ‘National Grid acknowledges that wind power may cause very high system management costs in 2020, at around £286m a year. When combined with the required subsidy costs of upwards of £6bn a year in 2020, the consumer burden entailed by the renewables policy is looking increasingly unsustainable.’

However tucked away at the end of the article was a quote from a national grid spokesman, who said cutting wind generation output had only involved a small number of wind farms each time over a few hours: ‘Over the past year we have had to reduce output from wind generators on 25 days, amounting to less than half of one per cent of the output of wind generation connected to the high-voltage transmission system over the same period’.

That might increase as more wind farms are built. National Grid say that although ‘an output of greater than 35% of wind capacity by 2020 is expected to result in it being necessary to curtail wind generation output on about 38 days per year... it is estimated that the number of occurrences where higher wind outputs of 75% or more combine with low demand is in the order of 3 times per year.’ 

Moreover, new grid balancing, storage and load management techniques, as well as wind forecasting techniques, should make it easier and cheaper for gas turbines to load follow, and, along with grid upgrades, reduce the need for wind cutailment: 

www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Media+Centre/PressReleases/2011/25.05.11+wind+forecasting.htm
and www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/CBB087D7-94E4-4CC0-A5DA-3ED795CF4D40/45414/Wind_Power_Forecasting.pdf
  The full National Grid report is at:

www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/DF928C19-9210-4629-AB78-BBAA7AD8B89D/47178/Operatingin2020_finalversion0806_final.pdf
UnBritish 

The Telegraph has noticed that just about all the wind farms in the UK are foreign owned. So they are profiting from the RO and from the occasional curtailment compensations. www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/energy/windpower/8770937/Wind-farm-paid-1.2-million-to-produce-no-electricity.html
Offshore objections 

Offshore wind is moving ahead rapidly in the UK. There is 1.5 GW in place, over 2 GW in construction and 1.7 GW with approval. So far most of the projects have been in English waters, but now projects are planned off Scotland. And objections have begun to emerge. 

For example, ScottishPower Renewables wants to build a 180 turbine  offshore windfarm 5km off the southwest coast of Tiree in the Hebrides. But the Argyll Array, has met with strong local opposition. The No Tiree Array group has produced images of what they say it would look like- as above.  They want it put much further out. But that would be in deeper water, adding substantially to the cost. 

Meanwhile US tycoon Donald Trump has criticised a  proposal to build an 11 turbine offshore windfarm in Aberdeen Bay near his golf resort.   

As you’d expect, anti-wind views have been widely circulated by anti-wind groups, with the argument now often moving on from just visual intrusion to economic viability: e.g. see  http://wattsupwiththat.com/2011/08/22/britains-wind-farm-scam- threatens-economic-recovery/ 

Somewhat similarly, BBC Radio News has been running a series on offshore wind, asking if they were ‘an expensive luxury’, which included coverage of Oxford Prof. Dieter Helm’s view that while the government should invest in green power, offshore wind farms are far too expensive: www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-14478226
Also -14412189  -14412182  and  -14474677

The Daily Telegraph moved the debate on to technical issues, noting that a new report from the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies had concluded that ‘the maximum feasible level of wind generating capacity is 28 GW. At higher levels than this, the country faces the prospect of short notice intervention to reduce turbine output with the added complication that forecasts of wind speed beyond six hours into the future are inherently uncertain.’ 

The report commented ‘It would appear that the more ambitious targets for wind generation in the UK have been formulated without a full appreciation of the costs and complexities caused by the intermittency of very substantial levels of wind generation’. 

The Telegraph added ‘the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies is allied to three Oxford University colleges but also receives funding from ‘members’ and sponsors, such as gas producers BP and BG Group and companies with huge investments in wind power, including Centrica and Dong Energy. Its gas research is also sponsored by National Grid. Prof. Jonathan Stern writes in the preface to the study: “It is no part of the remit of the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies gas research programme to promote natural gas, either in the UK or more generally. We are gas researchers not advocates or lobbyists. However, our research increasingly suggests that the likely future role of gas in energy balances has and continues to be underestimated”.’ Make of that what you will! 

On land wind- new MoD  objections 

The Ministry of Defence (MoD) has already objected to some wind farms on the basis of potential impact of the rotating blades on military radar. This issue is being addressed e.g. by improved radar systems and by painting the blades with reflective ‘stealth’ paint.  However the MoD is now blocking plans for hundreds of wind turbines because it says their low level “seismic noise” will prevent the detection of nuclear explosions around the world. The MoD claims that vibrations from new windfarms across a large area of NW England and SW Scotland will interfere with the operation of its seismological recording station at Eskdalemuir, near Lockerbie, which listens out for secret tests of nuclear warheads in breach of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Carlisle council rejected the latest application for six wind turbines at Hallburn Farm, near Longtown, because of MoD objections. Up to 1 GW was being held up by the MoD, the company told the Guardian- equivalent to about a quarter of the UK’s current onshore wind capacity.

There may be solutions. One idea is to hang weights like pendulums inside turbine towers to deaden the vibrations from the blades. The MoD promised it would reassess its opposition if there were a proven technological solution and insisted that ‘Objections are only raised where such action is considered vital to adequately protect MoD interests’.

Opposition to on-land wind usually focused on visual intrusion and it certainly is possible to provide examples of some apparently poor sitings: see this video. But beware telephoto lens shots!  www.wind-watch.org/video-windmadness.php
 Storms: Bad for some, good for others

Around 13 wind farms in Scotland were stopped in Sept. by National Grid when their output in high wind speeds threatened to overload the grid for three consecutive nights, as the remnants of Hurricane Katia hit the UK,  causing wind speeds of 75-80 mph in the some parts of the North. Up to 750 MW was shut down at one stage. But nationally, National Grid data showed wind power production reached 3.1 GW and actually reached a new record high of 4.5 GW just before the storm.  Maybe 8% of UK power.  

With better grid links (and less nuclear on the grid!), more of the high winds could perhaps have been used, and the admittedly provocative £2.6m curtailment costs (see the Telegraph report above) could have been avoided, since demand was presumably high due to the wind chill factor- though wind turbines are usually closed down at 26m/s to protect them from damage. As it happened, it seems the grid system was partly shut down for upgrade over the summer, which didn’t help. 

Curtailment costs for wind are relatively high- wind operators negotiate high cut off charges since, as there are no fuel costs. They make no savings by switching off- the marginal costs of wind are minimal, compared to fossil plants- which ought to be, and usually are, shut down first. But this all has to be put in perspective. As was pointed out by a Claverton Energy Group member, the cost of wind balancing is only about 1% of the £300m p.a. or so cost of balancing the total grid system.

Sources:WPM/Reuters/CEG/ Telegraph

Only Connect...

Well if we want better grid links for wind and other renewables, that means some more pylons... like them or not they are here to stay (all 88,000 off them), and we will need more of them as we link up the more diffuse and variable renewable sources to the grid. 

So DECC has run a competition with RIBA on new pylon design, with six finalist emerging. 

The winner- was a T shaped tower. 

For all of them see: www.ribapylondesign.com/shortlist
3. Wave and tidal  power

Scottish marine power ‘disadvantaged’ 

Scotland’s wave and tidal sector faces charges of £56 million every year to connect projects to the grid while developers south of the border would receive millions in subsidy, says Scottish Renewables. The current transmission charging regime issued by Ofgem is calculated according to where the generator is located. The north of Scotland has the highest charges anywhere in the UK with projects in some parts of the UK, such as Cornwall, receiving a subsidy payment.

Scottish Renewables say that the proposed 1600 MW  of wave and tidal projects in the Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters face an annual grid charge of £56 million, compared to an £11m subsidy if they were sited off the south west coast of England- home to Wave Hub, the only other test site for marine renewables in the UK.

Commenting on the figures, Niall Stuart Chief Executive of Scottish Renewables, said: “Scotland has long been recognised internationally as the leader in pioneering wave and tidal Research and Development and is home to 25% of Europe’s tidal resource and 10% of its wave resource.  However, these charges could actually result in development going elsewhere, despite Scotland’s fantastic wave and tidal resource. High charges are acting as a barrier to investment and development in Scotland, and costs threaten to slow progress towards both the Scottish Government and UK Government’s 2020 renewable energy targets. Any slowdown in the industry’s development will place in jeopardy the significant potential economic benefits of this new sector and its supply chain identified in the Marine Energy Road Map- 2,600 jobs and £2.4 bn of investment. The projected grid charge bill for the Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters in the first year of operation is £2m a year more than all the direct public sector support to the wave and tidal industry in its development. This is hardly the way to support and build this new industry.’

Ofgem is currently reviewing the charging framework known as the Transmission Network Use of System (TNUoS) through Project TransmiT.

To date Scotland has 1.6 MW wave and 1.25 MW tidal installed capacity, but by 2020 the target is 1.6 GW for the Pentland Firth area. 

Swimming Against the Tide: www.scottishrenewables.com/news/scotlands-wave-tidal-sector-swimming-against-tide
Tidal breakthrough ‘in 5 years’

According to Sustainable Marine Technologies’ Jason Hayman, in five years the first commercial scale tidal stream energy farms of around 30 MW will be deployed and tidal technology could be cost competitive with offshore wind power. But it will only happen given the right levels of better-targeted support to help the industry lower generation costs. ‘We see the opportunity for really rapid learning and rapid cost reduction over that time frame.’  

The key is to ensure R&D investment looks at the overall infrastructure and, crucially, practical mechanics of project installation and operation and maintenance regimes, rather than development of turbine technologies in isolation. ‘The turbine itself is only around 30% of the value chain, but that’s where most of the effort is focused.’ He says streamlining overheads associated with the other 70% of project costs could prove critical.

There’s a very short operational window to get things done at subsea level- it may open every six hours, but he said in flat tide areas, it can be just 30 - 40 minutes or up to an hour if lucky. ‘If you’re constrained to working in neat tide conditions then you’ve only really got three or four days out of every two weeks to play with. If you miss those windows then you’re paying a huge amount of money.’  

So it’s vital to have operations that can be performed quickly, to limit the number of steps you need to perform, and decouple ‘what you’re doing subsea from what you’re doing on the surface’.  That gets even more important in deep sea waters further out. 

SMT’s PLAT-O project is developing a common platform to carry a wide range of horizontal axis tidal energy devices to ‘dramatically cut costs of deployment and maintenance access’.  

Source:  Gail Rajgor TidalToday.com

It’s moving: Open Hydro has a new project with EDF with four 2 MW units off the Brittany coast. 

* For a good overview of Scotlands ambitious 100% renewables by 2020 plan, which includes a lot of wave and tidal power  see: www.europeanenergyreview.eu/site/pagina.php?id_mailing=205&toegang=eae27d77ca20db309e056e3d2dcd7d69&id=3222
4. DECC pushes on: RO rebanding 

10% from renewables 

The UK has not been doing too well is getting renewable capacity installed compared with most other EU countries, in part, arguably because of the weakness of the Renewables Obligation as a support mechanism. But some progress has been made- we have just now almost reached our 2010 target! 

 Renewables are now providing nearly 10% of UK’s electricity, following a 120% increase in electricity from wind compared to a year ago and a 50% rise overall in electricity from renewables. According to DECC statistics, renewable electricity contributed 9.6% of the UK’s grid mix in the second quarter of this year- 7.86 TWh- up from 6.3% in the same quarter in 2010. 

These percentage increases were enhanced due to an overall 1.7% fall in electricity production, with gas generating 44% of UK electricity, down from 55% last year. That also helped the nuclear percentage to rise- to 21% (up from 15% in Q2 last year), putting it on a par with coal. 

Hydro did well, with a 75% rise to  1.17 TWh in Q2 (14.9%), but wind, at   3.65 TWh in Q2, accounts for 46.4%,  with  Scotland  well in the lead. www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/stats/publications/energy-trends/2872-pn11-077.pdf
RO rebanding 

The Renewables Obligation is still set to take in new projects and run with them, and existing RO projects, until 2017, offering ROCs- Renewable Obligation Certificates- for each MWh produced. After 2017, the new Contracts for a Difference system will be the main mechanism. Indeed, if the CfD offers more, some existing and new projects may chose to go for that before then, as soon as it’s in place- in  2013/14?  

Meanwhile DECC has released new proposals for RO banding- for consultation. Chris Huhne, Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change said: ‘We have studied how much subsidy different technologies need. Where new technologies desperately need help to reach the market, such as wave and tidal, we’re increasing support. But where market costs have come down or will come down, we’re reducing the subsidy.’

In the proposals wave and tidal stream have both been boosted from 2 to 5 ROCs/MWh, below 30 MW.  Very good news!

Offshore wind also has a boost, with one more year at 2 ROCs, but onland wind falls back to 0.9 ROCs. Solar PV gets two more years at 2 ROCs, then tails off. The same for geothermal and microgen. 

Sadly Hydro gets demoted, while more understandably low cost/low potential landfill gas is finally written out, but sewage gas stays unchanged. There is some serious tinkering with various biomass and co-firing definitions and arrangements, and some get ROC cuts later on. A lot to debate there. 

DECC says that as a result of these proposals, by 2017, they expect to see 70-75 TWh of renewable electricity in the UK. They add  ‘This is 70% of the way towards the 108 TWh of electricity needed to meet the UK’s 2020 renewable energy target’.  

Crucially they say ‘These proposals are expected to cost between £0.4bn and £1.3bn less than retaining current bandings’, but they claim that they will ‘drive a higher level of deployment than leaving bandings as they are’. In addition ‘the proposals also provide industry with the certainty needed to make investment decisions and will overall mean a lower impact on consumer bills, without reducing our level of ambition’.  

The main saving (about £372m p.a.) would seem to be from the revised support for biomass/wastes, but onshore wind is also cut (£60-80m p.a.). On the plus side wave/tidal are only going to involve £13m p.a. extra, but offshore wind gets £130m-190m p.a. more. 

The DECC report is backed by a new study of cost from consultants ARUP, which actually emerged earlier (we review it in Renew 2012). Amongst other comments, it says that PV solar is a technology ‘with very significant deployment potential of 16.6 GW by 2030 (medium forecast), but with very high capex’ (capital cost). 

So it’s surprising, especially given the FiT cut, that DECC leaves it at 2 ROCs and falling later- expect major complaints!   

This RO consultation applies to England and Wales only. There will be separate banding consultations on proposals in Scotland and Northern Ireland. 

DECC consult/Arup report: www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/cons_ro_review/cons_ro_review.aspx
DECC RO Rationales   based in Arup’s data 

On-land wind

Arup concluded that utilising the best sites, together with repowering existing sites with newer, more efficient turbines, could provide an increase from present levels to deliver up to 13 GW, 23 of capacity by 2020, depending on the financial support available and degree of success in overcoming non-financial barriers. It found that capital costs vary depending on scale of technology with central costs of £1.5m per MW (range of £1.2 - 1.8m) for installations above 5 MW.  DECC say ‘Our costs and incomes analysis shows that the cost effectiveness of the technology continues to improve, and is moving towards a situation where subsidies may no longer be required in the initally longer term. This suggests that the ROC level could be reduced slightly without significantly adversely affecting deployment rates’, and they felt that ‘setting support at 0.9 ROCs would bring on the most cost-effective part of the large onshore supply curve and incentivise the most efficient developments’. They add ‘lowering the band will reduce costs to consumers’ from £250-280m p.a. at the current 1 ROC band from 2016/17on, to £170-220m p.a. from 2016/17 on. 

Offshore wind 

Arup say up to 23.5 GW is achievable by 2020, with potential for up to 52 GW by 2030, depending on the financial support available, the degree of success in overcoming non-financial barriers, and how quickly costs are driven down. It found that capital costs vary depending on scale, with costs of £2.3m- £3.2m for Round 2 and Scottish installations above 100 MW. 

DECC propose to set the band for offshore wind at 2 ROCs/MWh for new/additional capacity added in 2014/15, but then, ‘as we aim to drive down costs of offshore wind, and encourage early movers, we propose to bring support levels down to 1.9 ROCs for generating stations accrediting (and  additional capacity added) during 2015/16, and to 1.8 ROCs for generating stations accrediting (and additional capacity added) during 2016/17. This should incentivise cost reductions in offshore wind and support the most cost effective developments’.  They add that RO support costs ‘reach around £100m per year under the current ROC regime. Under the proposed bands, RO support costs from new build under the RO reach around £230 - 290m per year from 2016/17 onwards. This extra cost is considered necessary to maintain deployment of offshore wind, as offshore wind will be required to meet the 2020 renewables target.’

Wave/Tidal

Arup says that there could be around 280 MW of installed wave energy capacity by 2020 under a high build scenario, and up to 2.5 GW by 2030. For tidal stream, they suggests that we have around 400 MW of installed capacity by 2020 under a high build scenario, ramping up to 2.2 GW by 2030.  DECC says ‘These are maximum build levels, and achieving them would require high levels of financial support’. 

Arup assumed that up to 7 MW of tidal steam and 6 MW of wave could be deployed in 2013/14; 28 MW of tidal stream and 12 MW of wave in 2014/15; and 44 MW of tidal stream and 26 MW of wave in 2014/15, making a total of up to 126 MW over the banding review period. 

In-house DECC analysis of marine projects currently in the pipeline suggests that up to 160 MW of wave and tidal generation could be deployed by 2017, before considering non-financial barriers to deployment. DECC says ‘Deployment of around 50-150 MW during the banding period should enable developers to demonstrate viability of the technology at commercial scale, and pave the way for cost reduction which will allow them to compete with other low carbon technologies in the future’.  

DECC notes that ‘beyond 2017, it is the intention that marine technologies will continue to be supported via the proposed FiT with CfD support mechanism’,  but on the way to that it says ‘the cost evidence suggests there is a need for ROC levels above 2 ROCs/MWh for these nascent technologies. Without grants, wave demonstration projects at central costs currently require 8.4 ROCs (7.1-9.7) and tidal stream  demonstration projects require 5.5 ROCs (4.6 - 6.6). However, even in combination initially with grants, for example set at 25%... DECC analysis suggests that wave demonstration projects at central costs would need 6.6 ROCs/MWh (5.6-7.5); and for tidal stream demonstration projects at central costs, it suggests they would need 4.2 ROCs/MWh (3.6-5.1).’ 

It comments ‘Any support above 2 ROCs, marks a significant change for the RO in England & Wales, and moves us away from supporting only the most marginal technology needed to meet our 2020 renewables target’.

 It goes on ‘offshore wind is considered to be the most expensive technology required on a large scale to meet our 2020 renewables target. Therefore, in the context of meeting the 2020 renewables target, it would not be value for money to provide a higher level of support to any other technology for the purposes of meeting that target.’

But it says, with the UK a world leader in this area, there may be ‘other reasons for setting a higher level of support’, such as ‘the desirability of securing the long term growth, and economic viability, of the industries associated with this technology’ (e.g. UK jobs) and as a ‘hedge’ against ‘underperformance of other forms of generation out to 2050.’ (i.e. insurance).

RO support costs from new build of wave devices are estimated to reach around £9m p.a. from 2016/17 onwards under current bands; but would reach ~ £10m p.a. under the new banding. RO support costs from new build of tidal stream are estimated to reach around £13m p.a. from 2016/17 onwards under current bands, but would reach ~ £26m p.a under the  new banding.  

Barrages & Lagoons: DECC says ‘we do not anticipate that any commercial-scale tidal range deployment will come on stream before 2020, and costs are therefore highly uncertain’. 

Hydro 

Arup  says 1 GW by 2030 for small hydro  (<5 MW) is possible, but the FiT covers that. DECC says 0.5 ROCs from 2013 ‘represents the most cost effective way of incentivising the remaining medium/large-scale hydro electricity potential’, cutting costs from £4.3m to £2.8m p.a. from 2016/17

PV Solar

Arup says we could have 4.9- 5.7 GW by 2020 if financially unconstrained, but DECC says that would need 5ROCs/MWh or more, which they can’t support- it would cost £5.7m p.a., up from £1.2m now, with few UK jobs likely. So it stays at 2 ROCs and then falls. Will the FiT help?!

Geothermal 

Arup says there could be 480 MW of geothermal by 2020, 4GW by 2030. DECC says it should have the same support level as offshore wind! It doesn’t see any geopressure projects emerging before 2017

Biomass 

DECC sees biomass conversion/AD/CHP and co-firing as being big, but oddly it mainly cuts and tinkers. Many issue emerge...

Micro gen 

Microgeneration stays as it is initially then falls - but the existing FiT is seen as its main support

After the RO: the CfD 

But will it also waste money? 

The White Paper on UK Electricity Market Reforms confirmed that the government intends to introduce a ‘Contracts for a Difference’ system (CfD) for all low carbon options rather than fixed price Feed-In Tariffs, as used so successfully on the continent.  This may be fine for nuclear, but, as far as renewables are concerned, it goes against the advice of many experts. For example, in a paper for the Cambridge University Electricity Policy Research Group, Prof. John Newbery argues that the CfD could lead to over £250m of electricity consumers’ money being wasted every year, and rising, as offshore wind develops.  He explains that ‘Wind power has high capital costs and low variable costs, so the cost of capital is the main determinant of the cost of wind power and the cost of meeting our 2020 renewables target. The aim is therefore to reduce risk as far as possible.’  He argues that ‘a CfD on metered output will still leave basis risk and volatility risk (having to contract ahead of knowing actual output) on the wind developers, while a classic fixed FiT would transfer all those risks to an agency better placed to bear them, and at lower cost. The financial benefits of this risk reduction and reduced cost of capital for on-shore wind alone might together be £250m per year by 2020... and perhaps £70m p.a. by 2020 for on-shore wind.’ 

As far as we can see, this is over and above any waste that would be incurred if the government also goes ahead with the idea of contract auctions, which is something they are keen on- to further ensure market competition- but which they have deferred for the moment. As with the old NFFO, that might lead to low price bids, but for projects which were not actually possible to deliver in reality.  But the CfD is quite bad enough. And it gets worse. Dr Dave Toke suggests the market risk heightened by the CfD would also make it hard for smaller players- and medium sized renewable developers (under 100 MW) are likely to lose at least 20% of their income to electricity suppliers since, unlike electricity suppliers, they cannot trade on wholesale electricity markets. So as ever, the Big 6 will do well, and smaller projects will be marginalised. http://realfeed-intariffs.blogspot.com/
*The Newbery report includes an interesting overview of wind variability and its impacts on markets. It’s at: www.eprg.group.cam.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/EPRG1120_Complete.pdf
5. UK Energy Policy Battles 

There seem to be some conflicting views emerging on the way ahead.  Treasury Chancellor George Osborne told the Tory conference in the  Autumn  that the UK should cut CO2 emissions but no slower or faster than the rest of the EU. However, in Sept. the usually reliably right wing Daily Telegraph ran a page on energy dilemmas/opportunities, sponsored by Shell, with this editorial lead-in: ‘It will take a technology revolution to build the green economy, but this is already under way. Much of the technology necessary to create low-carbon prosperity is available and is being developed- and costs are falling fast. The question is whether Britain will be in the vanguard of developing and using it, reaping the rewards in exports and jobs, or whether, as often in the past, it will stumble along behind more far-seeing economies.’

REF, the Renewable Energy Foundation, and Lord (Nigel) Lawson’s Global Warming Policy Foundation (GWPF) took a very different line.  They seem so concerned about the short term costs of subsidies, and what they see as their negative impacts, that they are willing to forgo what others see, given the inevitable rise in cost of fossil fuels, as the longer term benefits of developing ‘future- proof’ renewable energy systems. REF take the ‘One Million Jobs’ report by the Campaign for Climate Change apart- claiming there will be no significant jobs from subsidised investment in green energy, while GWPF argue that this is partly since renewables are and will remain expensive: ‘there is little evidence that there are large additional economies of scale or learning to be gained, except perhaps for solar thermal equipment.  Indeed, US figures suggest that the average cost in real terms of both wind and solar power installations stabilised and/or has been increasing since the middle part of the decade 2000-09. It is unlikely that there is some large reduction in the costs of renewable energy which can be achieved without a major shift in technology.’  See below. 

Green Mirage 

Green energy policies mean ‘more pain than gain’ for the UK, according to a new Civitas report ‘Green Mirage’ by Dr John Constable, from the Renewable Energy Foundation (REF). He claims that the low-carbon economy will not deliver many jobs in the UK. He reviews a series of economic models developed for the EU Commissions 2009 EmployRES, which he notes, predicted that the EU-27’s climate policies will have only ‘slight’ net positive benefits in terms of GDP and net employment by 2020. He points out that this outcome assumes that Europe remains dominant in the world export markets for low-carbon technologies, whereas experience of competition between the German and Chinese solar industries does not support this view: China came up with cheaper solar cells. 

Moreover, any EU gains will be unevenly spread, with the UK missing out: Spain was the main winner in most of the EC’s export scenarios gaining an estimated 120,000 net jobs via current green policies, and over 150,000 if green subsidies are accelerated. But the UK loses 10,000 jobs with current green policies and 30,000 jobs if those policies are accelerated with more subsidies. 

Basically, he adopts a traditional free market view, and argues that, the more green techs are subsidised by the EU, the greater the net loss for British workers. He notes that in 2002-10 the UK spent £5bn subsidising dedicated renewable electricity generators, at a cost of £230,000 per wind industry worker. He says that the subsidy per wind industry worker in the year 2009/10 amounted to £54,000, which is greatly in excess of the median earnings in either the public (£29,000) or the private sectors (£25,000). 

He claims that continuing to subsidise renewables will also impose high costs on the rest of the economy, undermining  international competitiveness. A subsidised artificial market for low-carbon industries will provide a ‘premature reward for unready technologies’, and actively discourage further invention. He claims that current green policies waste resources that could be better spent on improving low-carbon technologies for the future. ‘Far from re-energising Britain’s economy, the ‘green economy’ will drain investment from other sectors, making Britons pay more for electricity indefinitely and live less productive lives with access to fewer jobs.’

Reactions 

In response, RenewablesUK said that the figures used by Constable were not a reliable guide to the future- so far the UK had focused on on-shore wind using imported technology, whereas now, investment was expected to be directed more towards off-shore wind. ‘A lot of the calculations seem to be based on what’s happened in the past- we are looking at the future. Britain is set to be a market leader in offshore wind.’

The hope is that more of the resultant jobs will created in the UK- as a result of inward investment in new manufacturing facilities.

 RUK says “The potential for job creation is phenomenal. If you take onshore, offshore and the associated supply chains then by 2021 it’s around 88,000 jobs in the UK. To be talking about a net loss of jobs is not borne out by evidence.” 

Constable is not impressed by this view- he suggest that, though some areas in the UK may benefit, the overall economic inefficiency of investment in renewables via subsidies will lead to a net loss. 

So what’s the alternative? Slow growth for renewables with CCS and nuclear leading instead?  Is this what the Renewable Energy Foundation wants? 

You can read extracts at: www.amazon.co.uk/Green-Mirage-Low-carbon-Economy-Further/dp/1906837309
*‘The Myth of Green Jobs’, a report from Lord (Nigel) Lawsons Global Warming Policy Foundation, says much the same as REF: we should not expect much gain by premature investment in new green techs: www.thegwpf.org/images/stories/gwpf-reports/hughes-green_jobs.pdf
We will review that shortly. 

We wonder what they would make of this-
 Green Zones 

The government has announced locations for new enterprise zones in England to try to boost economic growth, claiming that  30,000 new jobs would be created by 2015 by giving cheaper business rates, superfast broadband and lower levels of planning control.

 New zones were announced at sites in Warrington,  Gosport, Norfolk, Hereford, Kent, Cornwall and Oxfordshire. Other locations include Essex, Northampton, Leicestershire, Cambridgeshire, Suffolk and the Humber Estuary.

Renewable energy projects should benefit. For example, plans for a Humber enterprise zone which could create 4,850 new jobs have received a go-ahead by government. The Humber Estuary Renewable Energy Super Cluster is set to cover the Green Port Hull and a proposed 2,000-acre energy park near Killingholme. The zone will focus on offshore wind equipment manufacturers  and its supply chain.

6. Grids, heat and gas

There is still a healthy debate over whether we should be focusing on electricity grids, heat grids, or gas grids, or rather what the combination should be: see the Technology section of Renew 194.   

The case for an electricity supergrid is still strong (see below), but as we report, the UK efforts at smart metering may not help get smart grids going-whereas we really could do with some demand side management. Meanwhile, biomass heat and power remains a cross cutting option. So does hydrogen. But shale gas may yet blow all this off course for a while (see the big UK find below) …and with it lots of new career patterns in the expanding green energy field- perhaps undermining the excellent new ESRC/ETI PhD training scheme. And much else. Though we doubt it.

Supergrid backed 

The House of Commons Select Committee on  Energy and Climate Change has backed a supergrid system arguing that ‘at the moment, the UK is virtually an electricity island. While the rest of Europe is increasingly interdependent, sharing electricity resources across borders, in the UK we continue to rely on our own power plants to produce our energy and our own transmission system to deliver electricity to where it is needed. The Government has only just begun to consider the options for interconnection and creating an offshore grid. It must agree to meet European targets for interconnection and set out further plans for the period up to 2050.’  

With the UK plan for 18 GW of offshore wind in mind it says ‘immediate action will be necessary if the kind of offshore grid required to connect up new renewables and interconnect with other electricity systems is to be developed’.  

It goes on ‘At the moment, we use point-to-point connections from a single offshore wind farm to the land, but this approach will reach its limits in the near future. It is costly, inefficient and requires a huge amount of infrastructure, particularly where electricity cables come ashore. By sharing transmission assets, we can save money and reduce the environmental impact of network reinforcements.’  

But it would still be costly!

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmenergy/1040/104003.htm
DSM the new frontier 

The Electricity Market Reform White paper (see Renew 183) promised more details of the proposed new  Capacity Payment system for ensuring security of supply. On the way to that, DECC has been working on Demand Side Management (DSM) issues and options- how to develop a smart interactive grid system, with grid balancing aided by dynamic demand management, two-way flow via interconnectors, storage & backup. 

It’s a tough remit to integrate all this, since we don’t know what demand patterns will look like when and if, for example, large numbers of electric vehicles (EV) start using grid power for charging.  Amusingly Chris Huhne has indicated that the proposed new 80mph motorway speed limit might only apply to green cars/EVs!

Ecotricty plans to install EV charging points at Motorway Services- to be fed by wind/PV, but that will only be a small part of it.  And National Grid says in its new study of grid management, it doesn’t consider the next step ‘vehicle to grid (V2G) services, as economically viable in the near term due to additional costs that be incurred to make them export capable’. 

But it says ‘as ~ 70% of the total energy supply cost results from the underlying cost of electricity, there should be significant value to suppliers in storage’, though  it  adds  that ‘from an ancillary services perspective alone, they are not competitive against other alternatives’.

NG focuses on grid/technology options/issues; DECC’s main focus has often been on using market mechanisms to bring capacity/ tech into play. It can be very lucrative to meet peaks, but how to you reward demand reduction? Let’s hope DECC’s new report goes further. Also due soon, a new biomass strategy.
Not so smart

Smart meters may not change individual’s energy use in the long term, says a researcher from the University of East Anglia. A year long survey found that in some homes the use of smart meters was abandoned altogether, while in others they caused rows between members of the household. ‘Rather than feeling motivated to save more energy and money, householders were left feeling frustrated and despondent that the changes they could make were very small and they were receiving little or no meaningful support from anywhere else, such as government and local authorities.’ 

Biomass moves 

Energy minister Charles Hendry has given the go ahead for two Drax Biomass power stations- a 299 MW plant on land at the 4,000 MW Drax Power Station site in Selby, North Yorkshire, and a 299 MW unit at South Killingholme near Immingham, though the final go ahead will depend on what finally emerges from the re-banding  Renewables Obligation exercise- see Section 4 above for the quite complex proposals: biomass conversion actually drops down, but some co-firing goes up. 

Projects will have to meet the governments new sustainability criteria which require biomass generators to demonstrate at least a 60% reduction in Green House Gases in order to be eligible for financial support. 

Hendry said: ‘I am confident that the bioenergy industry can deliver our ambition for around 6 GW of biomass electricity by 2020, as set out in our Renewables Roadmap.  The very clear sustainability criteria we now have in place will mean we know where biomass has come from and how it has been grown.’

Meanwhile, Air Products has secured planning permission from Stockton on Tees Borough Council to build the 49 MW Tees Valley Renewable Energy Facility, which is expected to be the first large-scale facility to use advanced gasification technology to generate energy from municipal waste.

But not everyone is happy. A new RSPB report ‘Bioenergy: A Burning Issue’ says the rush to build new power stations in the UK will mean that  imports of the wood needed will have to rise from 13% to 68%- three times higher than the UK’s total current wood production. That will destroy forest habitats overseas and add to climate chaos, with swathes of forests overseas being logged as the industry exploits renewable energy subsidies. Instead it calls for more use of domestic wood fuel from overly dense woodlands, domestic waste wood, food and garden wastes and agricultural by-products such as straw and manure.

www.rspb.org.uk/news/288724-study-exposes-green-failings-of-wood-fuel-power-plans-
Hydrogen move 

ETI has a new £2m project to advance the safe design and operation of gas turbines, engines and CHP systems using hydrogen based fuels.

Green Skills 

£6.5m in investment for a new generation of engineering leaders in renewable energy has been announced by the Business Secretary Vince Cable. Leading universities and industry will provide training for up to 50 of the best engineering students as part of a new Industrial Doctorate Centre in Offshore Renewable Energy (IDCORE). 

Working with industry, the students ‘will be trained in the most innovative future technologies from designing cost-efficient new windmill blades to testing the latest wave energy technology’. They will also be trained to ‘understand the needs of business and develop their entrepreneurial skills alongside boosting their research and technical skills’. The first graduates are expected to begin their training in Jan 2012

The new Centre will be funded through the Energy Technologies Institute (ETI) and the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC). Training will be delivered by Edinburgh, Strathclyde and Exeter universities, together with the Scottish Association for Marine Science and HR-Wallingford. Companies taking part include EDF Energy, BP, Caterpillar, E.ON, Rolls Royce and Shell.

The Centre forms part of the Research Councils UK Energy Programme which is investing more than £530m in research and skills to pioneer a low carbon future. This builds on an investment of £360m over the past 5 years. The Centre will also form a key part of the ETI’s Marine and Offshore Wind Programmes, addressing a priority area for the ETI’s engineering and technology developments. The ETI has so far invested £61m in these two programme areas. 

CCS  slows to a halt 
Scottish Power pulled out, and the flagship Longannet Carbon Capture and Storage  project in Scotland is dead-  it was the last remaining candidate for the governments £1bn CCS competition.

Big UK Shale Gas find

Cuadrilla has found 200 trillion cubic feet of shale gas at its test site near Blackpool and if all goes well hopes to drill 400 wells over the next nine years.....But it may not be possible (or wise!) to get at all of it…

7. UK Nuclear moves

 Nuclear costs reviewed

The Committee on Climate Change, which said in May that nuclear power was currently ‘the most cost effective of the low carbon technologies’, has now effectively abandoned that claim. Challenged on this issue, a Senior Analyst of the Committee told Dr David Toke of the University of Birmingham that: ‘Whilst we think it is likely that nuclear will be cost competitive, consideration of the uncertainties demonstrates why it is inappropriate to base policy on a conclusion that nuclear (or onshore wind, or offshore wind...) is “the” cheapest option’.

In parallel, Dr David Olivier has pointed out that if new nuclear plants proceed as the government envisages, the amount of spinning reserve on the national grid would need to rise sharply, because the new nuclear reactors of 1.6 GW each would be much larger than existing fossil or nuclear plants. This could cost electricity consumers an extra £160m/yr, or perhaps 0.5 p/kWh on each unit of nuclear electricity, if this sum were charged specifically to the new nuclear plants. This is the extra cost if one divides the extra annual cost of £160m by the annual output of four 1.6 GW(e) nuclear plants operating at 75% capacity factor.

In its 2010 study of the cost of maintaining adequate frequency response via the grid Balancing Services Incentive Scheme (BSUoS), National Grid estimated that ‘the risk imposed by six additional 1800 MW power stations on the system could increase from £160m to £319m’. At present it says, ‘the cost of Response is currently recovered through BSUoS uniformly from all classes of demand and generation on a MWh basis’. But it thinks this should be changed. And it saw nuclear as presenting special problems: ‘during periods of low demand, such as overnight, National Grid must ensure that there are sufficient additional units capable of reducing generation within the half-hour period in order to balance sudden losses of demand or increases in generation. Nuclear generation is unsuited to shutting down over trough periods, and hence the introduction of significant levels of nuclear into the generation mix may increase the costs of downward reserve.’  

But it said that though ‘a nominal cost of £10m for downward reserve’ could  be included to reflect the assumed increase in inflexible nuclear capacity’, since at present ‘the charging arrangements do not discriminate based on fuel type, it is not appropriate for this cost to be factored in’. 

Similarly, in terms of the £/MWh commodity charge which generators pay for their use of the transmission system, NG say ‘as more larger and smaller generators are commissioned, such as 1800 MW nuclear sites and 50 MW wind farms, the cost inequalities between smaller and larger generators will grow. Continuing with the existing commodity charging regime does not take this development into account.’ 

However, as noted in Renew 188, when NGs report emerged, Ofgem had pointed out that charging these extra costs just to nuclear and its users ‘could delay the commissioning of a large nuclear plant by a number of years’. So with eight new plants planned, perhaps it’s not surprising that we’ve not heard much more about it. 

www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/A4B42E9E-A315-47FC-B819-5BE812CE3E6F/41716/GBECM19Consultationv1_0.pdf.

UK Nuclear Safety Review 

The final full version of the Nuclear Installations Inspectorates review of UK nuclear plant safety and the lessons of Fukushima, did not go much further than Mike Weightman’s preliminary statement earlier this year, which said there was no need for plant closures- the UK was 1000 miles from any likely source of tsunamis and not prone to earth quakes of any significance.  But safety arrangements could be tightened up to avoid the sort of knock on problem and cascade effects that occurred at Fukushima. The problem there is that not everyone agrees what actually happened- see the Feature in Renew 194. It’s been claimed by some that it wasn’t just the tsunami that was the problem- writing off the backup pumps, leading to loss of cooling and melt downs. Some say the earthquake damaged the reactor cooling circuit and started the melt down process. If true that changes the situation a lot. It’s not just a matter of siting back up pumps better.  Many reactors around the world are on or near earthquake fault lines- see Groups in Renew 194.  

The International Atomic Energy Agency sent a team out to study the reactor wreck, with the NII represented. UK nuclear consultant Dr John Large has taken them to task for not addressing the key issue of internal pre tsunami damage in their report: ‘doubts from a number of usually well-informed sources about possible (pre-tsunami) seismic damage to the reactor coolant circuit, services and containments should warrant further and detailed investigation’. 

He went on ‘This is because the Fukushima Dai-ichi NPPs were designed and (supposedly) maintained to the highest international seismic standards- seismic failure at Fukushima Dai-ichi has obvious implications for NPPs, not just elsewhere in Japan but for all plants located in seismic sensitive regions globally- surprising, therefore, that the IAEA have not expressed interest in this potential weakness of the nuclear safety regulatory standard,’  It’s less of a problem (for nuclear) just focusing on pumps. 

The Japanese government’s report for the IAEA ministerial conference on nuclear safety also managed to blank out this issue: ‘Although damage to external power supply was caused by the earthquake, no damage caused by the earthquake to systems, equipment and devices important for nuclear reactor safety has been confirmed’.  Though, it did provide a let out: ‘further investigation should be conducted as the detailed status remains unknown’. That may be fair enough- engineers still hadn’t been able to get inside to see exactly what happened.  But some staff say they did see broken pipes before  the tsunami hit-  just before  they evacuated the plant www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/the-explosive-truth-behind-fukushimas-meltdown-2338819.html
However it was evidently clear quite early on that meltdown has occurred- and yet, as Large notes, ‘In the days and weeks following the earthquake, TEPCO insisted that the greater part of the reactor fuel cores remained immersed under water and that the Reactor Pressure Vessel containments were sound- this ‘controllable’ situation was not at all challenged by the Japanese nuclear safety regulator NISA. This strongly implied that the risk of further radiological release had been curtailed by the end of the first week and, as a result, the emergency procedures and actions in the public sector overseeing the welfare of tens, if not hundreds of thousands of individual members of public were appropriate and entirely adequate. This was obviously not so because TEPCO admitted on 15 May (2 months later) that the fuel core of Unit 1 had in fact completely melted and slumped into the bottom of the RPV within 16 hours of the tsunami strike and, in doing so, had burnt through the RPV shell containment.’  

That delay is an issue of at the very least poor communication (some might say contrived editing of reality) rather than safety issue as such, but it does undermine confidence in what they say generally- and yet this issue was not raised by the IAEA. As Large says ‘The prolonged absence of this crucial information on the state of the reactor fuel and its containment (Units 2 and 3 were confirmed to be in a similar condition 2 days later) is completely overlooked in the IAEA summary report’.  

It gets to the point when trust, already strained, collapses. Thus the earlier NII report on the UK noted that there was ‘potential for flooding to occur in the near vicinity of nuclear sites’, but says that the actual flooding risk is unknown ‘because the detailed specific likelihood and consequences of flooding have not been assessed’. 

It is hard to see then how Weightman can justify concluding that: ‘Flooding risks are unlikely to prevent construction of new nuclear power stations at potential development sites in the UK over the next few years’.                                                                    Is he just hoping that climate change will take time to impact?  

The new NII review

The level of trust was not helped by a leaked email from a staff member of the UK Dept for Business, Innovation and Skills, who after Fukushima famously wrote, ‘This has the potential to set the nuclear industry back globally. We need to ensure the anti-nuclear chaps and chapesses do not gain ground on this. We need to occupy the territory and hold it. We really need to show the safety of nuclear.’ 

Evidently that didn’t require anything as radical as happened in Japan, with three ministers sacked and the entire regulatory system revamped.  Weightman basically gave the UK nuclear industry a clean bill of health: there were no fundamental weaknesses in the safety culture, although he said it could and should  learn lessons from Fukushima to make it even better. No mention of any need to look again at the UK’s now very old plants, or to worry unduly about flooding for the new plants. It was all in hand- although perhaps there was a need to rethink the size of the (3km) emergency exclusion zones, just in case. But basically there was nothing to worry about. So now the way is clear for the reactor Generic Design Assessment to be finished..

Perhaps the last word should go the (now replaced) Japanese Prime Minister Kan, who said ‘Through my experience of the March 11 accident, I came to realize the risk of nuclear energy is too high. It involves technology that cannot be controlled according to our conventional concept of safety.’

The NII reports are at  www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear
*Fukushima finished off the Sellafield MOX plant, which has now closed- its market gone. But what a waste of £1.2bn+ of taxpayers money.

SSE ditch nuclear bid  

in favour of renewables

Scottish and Southern Energy have decided to pull out of a proposed new nuclear project in Cumbria and said ‘our core investment in generation should be in renewable energy’. 

It will sell its 25% stake in the NuGen consortium which is in the preliminary stages of a plan to build a new nuclear plant on a site it has an option to purchase near Sellafield for £19.5m  

SSE says it is still in favour of nuclear power as part of the UK’s mix of generation, but commented ‘we have always adopted a cautious approach to the financial and other issues associated with nuclear power development. NuGen will have to make a multi-billion pound investment decision around 2015, but even getting to the point of that decision will absorb, from now on, significant financial and management resources. We have concluded that, for the time being, our resources are better deployed on business activities and technologies where we have the greatest knowledge and experience.’

SSE hasn’t built or run any nuclear plants so far. But it’s a major renewable energy player, big on wind especially. 

*The SSE project is one of the 8 new UK plants currently planned. EDF is still moving ahead with its plans for Hinkley. But it’s rumoured that RWE may drop out of its joint Horizon Nuclear plan with E.ON for plants at Wylfa and Oldbury. 

Media Balance 

The BBCs ‘Horizon’ in Sept and ‘Bang goes the Theory’ in Oct were seen by critics as very pro nuke: it’s safe. Trust us, seemed to be the line taken. This has led to some complaints! 

See www.sgr.org.uk/resources/sgr-supports-joint-complaint-bbc-over-fukushima-documentary
And http://www.nuclearconsult.com/information.php   (which includes responses from the BBC) 

8. Global News 

Climate fears

A key issue that ought to be resolved at the next UN Climate COP 17 Conference in Durban at the end of Nov., is whether credits for nuclear can be included in support measure for emission reduction like the Clean Deployment Mechanism. So far it’s been kept out. 

The panic over Fukushima may mean it stays out. CCS is also an issue. More generally though, many seem to doubt whether much progress will be made at COP 17. It seems that UK PM David Cameron wont be attending and that may indicate a lower priority. His Chancellor did note that the UK only produced 2% of global emissions.  

 In which case some might be tempted to go for global technical fixes. The Forum for the Futures special geotech issue had an interesting article about the risks of aerosol spraying as a geotechnic response to climate change- it could reduce warming by thinning out sunlight but kill off ecosystems which rely on it, and didn’t deal with acidification of the seas from CO2 absorption. It would also allow us to continue with a business as usual approach to energy generation/ use.  www.forumforthefuture.org/greenfutures/undernewmanagement
But some progress has been made:  the IEA now seems to accept that peak oil is real: www.abc.net.au/catalyst/stories/3201781.htm
IEA: 27%from Biofuels 

Biofuels could supply 27% of global transport fuel by 2050 on a sustainable basis, the International Energy Agency says: ‘while vehicle efficiency will be the most important and most cost-efficient way to reduce transport emissions, biofuels will still be needed to provide low-carbon fuel alternatives for planes, marine vessels and other heavy transport modes’. 

With optimised policies in place, they predict that biofuel production could grow from 55 million tonnes of oil equivalent (Mtoe) today to 750 Mtoe in 2050.

To protect land for food production, the IEA’s ‘Biofuels for transport’ roadmap suggests using 1 bn tonnes of residues/wastes, and 3 bn tonnes of high-yielding non-food energy crops, the so-called second-generation tech, such as cellulosic ethanol. 

Even so, production would have to be supplemented with around 100m hectares of land- about 2% of total agricultural land, a three-fold increase compared with today. 

And the report admits that the 27% target is only attainable if lignocellulosic technologies are produced at an industrial scale within 10 years, and would require government support and R&D investment of over $13 trillion over the next four decades and an international support programme. 

But it claimed that ‘biofuels would increase the total costs of transport fuels only by around one per cent over the next 40 years, and could lead to cost reductions over the same period’. 

Nevertheless, the report warns that the use of fossil energy during cultivation, transport, conversion of biomass to biofuel will have to be reduced, while direct or indirect land-use changes, such as converting forests to grow biofuel feedstocks which release large amounts of CO2, must be avoided. 

The IEA says that it is important to impose sustainability standards for biofuels to prevent harmful impacts on land, food production and human rights. It suggests a land use management strategy be imposed along with a reduction in tariff levels to encourage trade in and production of sustainable biofuels. 

More in Renew 2011 Review.   

Sources: Business Green, IF&P, IEA 

Go 100% Green

The World Council for Renewable Energy has called for global ban on new nuclear, a phase out of old plants- and a 100% renewable world.

Solar best 

An interesting paper from Australia argues that resource limits make it impossible for nuclear to expand to meet global energy needs; it sees solar thermal as a better bet:

 www.physorg.com/news/2011-05-nuclear-power-world-energy.html
A fun movie: www.carbonnationmovie.com
9. Around the world 

Japan’s energy rethink

Following Fukushima, Japan’s prime minister Naoto Kan (right) announced a major review of energy policy: ‘I think it is necessary to discuss from scratch the current basic energy plan, under which the share of nuclear energy is expected to be more than 50% in 2030, while more than 20% will come from renewable power. The past energy policy has regarded nuclear energy and fossil fuels as two major pillars in electricity. With the recent accident, I think two additional pillars are important. The first additional pillar is to add renewable energy, such as solar and wind power as well as biomass, to be one of the core energy resources. The second additional pillar is to create an energy-saving society where energy will not be used as much as it is now. I would like to add renewable energy and energy saving as two major pillars and to exert further efforts to achieve them, while promoting safety of nuclear energy and reducing carbon dioxide from fossil fuels. Based on these thoughts, I would like to accelerate the discussion on reviewing the overall energy policy.’

Japan will it seems put more emphasis on renewables like solar, wind and geothermal, and expanding the size of its renewable energy market to 10 trillion yen. There’s little chance of new nuclear build now. Indeed Kan later said he believed ‘Japan should aim for building a society that is not dependent on nuclear power’. He wanted to reduce its use ‘in a planned and phased manner, so that future society will be sustained without it’. In a July media poll, 70% agreed. 

* Nan stood down in Sept and says he will devote himself to developing renewables. The new PM, Yoshihiko Noda, seems less committed to a full nuclear phase out. Japan has already decided to continue promotion of its nuclear technology overseas. It reached an agreement last Oct with Vietnam to construct two nuclear plants, and has been in negotiations with Turkey for similar exports. You would think it would do better now with PV solar- it was a world export leader at one point. And it also used to export wind turbines.  Meanwhile it’s been doing well cutting demand at home by 30%, via emergency measures (Times 16/7/01). 

EU options  Good overview of EU renewable energy policies: www.reshaping-res-policy.eu   The new government in Denmark now aims to get 50% of its power from renewables by 2020 - up 8%

Germany ramps up renewables

Germany is to accelerate its shift from nuclear power to renewable energy and increased energy efficiency, according to a draft plan by the environment and economy ministries. The draft, reported on Dow Jones Newswires, said ‘After the catastrophe in Japan, we will accelerate the fundamental conversion of our energy supply already laid out in the [2010] energy concept’ i.e. the ‘Energiekonzept’ review, produced by the Federal Environment Ministry, BMU, which had renewables supplying 35% of electricity by 2020, 50% by 2030, 65% by 2040, 80% by 2050. Legislation on renewables will be updated and R&D spending raised 75%.

Among measures to boost renewables, the plan envisions a € 5 bn programme to increase offshore wind financed by KfW, Germany’s state development bank. Germany’s first commercial offshore windfarm, the 48 MW Baltic 1, opened in May.  Meanwhile, existing on land wind parks should be ‘repowered’ by replacing old turbines with more efficient models. The draft plan also foresees the construction of new gas-fired power plants to balance out fluctuations in energy output from renewables. These should be built by companies currently providing less than 5% of Germany’s electricity-generating capacity, the plan stipulates. That would exclude the country’s major energy producers. The draft plan also demands an ‘offensive’ to designate new areas for wind parks and plan the construction of ‘electricity highways’ to bring renewable power from windy northern Germany to industrial areas in the south. 

The Wall Street Journal said the report ‘marks a significant shift as Germany ceases to debate whether to phase out its reactors and focuses more on how quickly and at what cost’.  It should be good for jobs. By end 2010, 370,000 jobs had been created in Germany’s green energy sector:  www.erneuerbare-energien.de/inhalt/47124
Germany’s Siemens has withdrawn from nuclear entirely:‘The chapter for us is closed. Germanys third largest utility, EnBW, will spend € 8 bn on renewables by 2020 to compensate for the nuclear phase out, doubling its current 3 GW renewables capacity. € 500m is to be spent on new storage/grid links maybe even using the 7,800 km Deutche Bahn HV railway  power net as a cheaper option. www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,758698,00.html       

The German government has allocated €3.4 bn over 3 years for R&D on renewables, efficiency, storage, and grid tech

Shifting to renewables: the cost 

Costs are obviously going to be an issue. But a new report by the Wuppertal Institute dispels the myth that it will cost too much.  Critics of the support of renewables and specifically of the German Renewable Energy Sources Act (Erneuerbare- Energien-Gesetz, EEG) argue that the costs associated with the expanded use of renewables are too high. Some advocate a significant reduction or even a complete halt to support. 

The Wuppertal analysis met that head on, with an overview of the costs and benefits of the EEG. It assumes renewables will increase to supply 65% of electricity by 2030 and looks at the additional costs to consumers. It says that ‘despite the expected increase in 2011, the EEG apportionment will not exceed 15 % of household electricity prices. An average German household will have to spend only about 0.3 % of its net income on the support for renewable electricity.’  

In the worst case, the price rise will peak at around 2.6- 2.8c/kWh around 2016 and then could begin to fall to below current levels by 2030- as the technology/market develops and price degression kicks in, and as the cost savings from not having to import fuel begin to impact.  Indeed, even now, some existing fossil plants don’t need to be used so much, so there is already what’s called a ‘merit order’ cost saving effect. 

Taking that into account, the report says that, although the expected EEC related price for the next year was 3.5c/kWh, in fact it would only be 2.5c/kWh, adding € 7.30 to typical monthly domestic fuel bills. It adds ‘many of the arguments often put forward against the support of renewable energies through the EEG are not in line with theoretical and empirical findings. An assessment of calculations made by the German economic research institute RWI about the costs to consumers of promoting photovoltaics shows that these costs are overestimated by at least 6% and up to 42%. Implausible assumptions and the non-consideration of some aspects and interrelationships lead to these wrong results.’ 

It ended ‘expanding the use of renewable energy technologies reduces the negative external effects associated with fossil and nuclear power plants. Investing in these technologies is also the main driver for reducing the specific costs of these technologies and thus increases the chances of successful climate protection in Germany as well as abroad.’

www.wupperinst.org/uploads/tx_wiprojekt/EEG_Expand_report.pdf
German public support grows for renewables, falls for nuclear

“I think we all want to move away from nuclear energy as quickly as possible and switch to renewables.” Angela Merkel, April Summit 

The public seems to agree. Only 5% of German consumers still see nuclear as a viable option, but there’s widespread support for renewables, according to survey by GfK Marktforschung in April.

In Jan. 2011, over 10% of German house holds still saw nuclear as fit for the future, on account of security of supply/CO2 emission cuts. But after Fukushima, only 4% thought it was necessary to invest in it for reasons of climate protection, though 5% still thought that security of supply was a reason to continue with nuclear. 

There were regional variations: nuclear was more popular in the East- still at 10%. But everywhere renewables continued to gain ground, solar & wind especially. Solar (PV and thermal) was top with 86% approval now (Jan: 83%), wind next, at 80% approval (Jan: 72%). Hydro got 63% (Jan: 50%). Biomass & biogas however remained at 33%, while only 11% wanted more investment in coal, but CHP was backed more strongly (20%), and 50% backed geothermal. Source: http://finchannel.com
*Renewables now at 20% BDEW says 20.8% of German electricity came from renewables in the first six months of 2011- up from 18.3% last year. Wind 7.5%, biomass 5.6%, PV 3.5%, hydro 3.3%.

China: more PV 

After Fukushima, China evaluated plans to double its goal for PV solar   to 10 GW by 2015.  Xu Gubao, from the National Energy Administration in Beijing, noted that though China temporarily suspended plans for more nuclear power plants, ‘construction of nuclear reactors that the government has allotted the funds for would still go ahead even if the expansion of solar power capacity is approved. What is important is that we are making sure that the plants do not hold more uranium than they are designed for and there is ample water supply around these areas.’  But PV is doing well- a FiT at ~11p/kWh has now been set and a Chinese think tank says PV price tariffs could match those for coal by 2015.  

Offshore wind wills also grow- to 5 GW by 2015, 30 GW by 2020- CREIA

US offshore wind  

Cape wind has at long last got the go ahead for its 469 MW offshore wind farm off the new England coast, the USA’s first, and Fishermen’s Energy- backed by commercial fishing firms- has secured approval for a 25 MW test project in New Jersey waters- with, if all goes well, a 330 MW follow up. 

But two Rhode Island manufacturers attempted to overturn Deepwater Wind’s 28.8 MW Block Island offshore project, arguing that the associated rise in electricity costs would damage their businesses- it will initially get 24.4 cents/kW/h, although that has been set as an upper limit for the first year and leaves the possibility the price will be reduced.  Deepwater Wind eventually hopes to build a 1 GW project off Rhode Island. 

US Wind Curtailment

Wind power generators in the US Pacific NW have been hit by a new ruling by the Bonneville Power Administration, which means that during times of high hydro output, lower electric demand, and high wind, wind output can be curtailed without compensation. 

The main problem, an evident preference for hydro apart, seems to be a failure to up-grade the grid so that power could be sent to where it was needed. Another issue is the fixed input from nukes.

Changes in North Africa

The political turmoils in North Africa may lead to the emergence of more progressive policies, but in the short term some see them delaying or undermining the case for ‘Destertech’ Concentrating Solar Power (CSP) electricity export projects- why would the EU want to become reliant on imported power from (another) politically unstable area?  The counter view is that there is no need for the EU to become dependent on this source- all that was being suggested was around a 15% contribution and that could opportunistic i.e. when prices were low there and high in the EU e.g. matching their peak supply and EU peak demand times.  In any case, CSP projects (and maybe CPV projects, along with Seawater Greenhouse projects) are likely to go ahead locally anyway since there are many local benefits, including energy for the desalination of seawater: e.g. see:   

www.ifeed.org/video-trinkwasser_EN.html
Changes in New Europe

Some of the ex-Soviet countries of new europe are still, like Russia, clinging on to nuclear, but most new EU countries, and those seeking admission to the EU, are pushing ahead with renewables.

That’s what is reported in a review from the OU New Europe-New Energy team (recently active in Kosovo on an EU backed outreach project), in a new Palgrave book on ‘Globalization, Economies in Transition,’ edited by Shmelev et al. ‘‘Sustainability Analysis: An Interdisciplinary Approach’, out next year

It also includes reports on developments in Russia and extensive high level analysis of global and national approaches to sustainability. 

We will review it in Renew 195. 

French Shale Gas ban

France imposed an interim moratorium on shale gas extraction earlier this year, and has now banned it entirely after the government backed a bill to outlaw the controversial process. 

A report by IHS CERA said that unconventional gas reserves, including shale gas, in Europe could total 173 trillion cubic metres.  Poland is especially rich in this resource. See www.shalegas.com
But there are said to be major eco problems, not least the huge amount of water needed and emissions. 

However that’s not as bad as it seems, says a new report from the Global Warming Policy Foundation- the outfit headed up by climate change sceptic Lord (Nigel) Lawson- which goes on the offensive and argues that the eco-hazards ‘are much smaller than in competing industries’. 

It claims that ‘a single shale gas well uses in total about the same amount of water as a golf course uses in three weeks’. Perhaps not the best comparison to use! 

 It concludes ‘A surge in gas production and use may prove to be both the cheapest and most effective way to hasten the decarbonisation of the world economy, given the cost and land requirements of most renewables’.  www.thegwpf.org
10. Nuclear News 

Nuclear growth to falter?

Nobuo Tanaka, chief executive of the International Energy Agency, has warned that the role of nuclear power in global energy supply may be less than previously forecast, after Fukushima: “Building nuclear power or expanding nuclear power may mean more costs or more delay. That means the nuclear option may not play as big a role as we predicted.” 

Last year the IEA forecast that global demand for nuclear would rise from 6% of primary energy in 2008 to 8% in 2035. Source: FT    

Within the EU, it’s looking even bleaker for nuclear, with Germany, Switzerland & Italy reversing their recent pro-nuclear polices, Spain still having a phase-out policy (Belgium’s was reversed but then the government collapsed), while Austria, Ireland, Denmark, Greece and Portugal et al remain steadfastly non-nuclear: they’ve just set up an 11-EU nation anti-nuclear alliance. France is wobbling (with talk of a 2050 phase out), leaving Finland and the UK as the main nuclear standard bearers, at least in the western EU. 

In the US, developer NRG Energy Inc. pulled out from investment in South Texas Project units 3 & 4, saying: ‘The tragic nuclear incident in Japan has introduced multiple uncertainties around new nuclear development in the United States which have had the effect of dramatically reducing the probability that STP 3&4 can be successfully developed in a timely fashion’.  

China could well slow down- it has called for an interim halt on new projects. But Chile has an early outline plan for 4x1.1 GW coastal units by around 2030, so that their energy mix would be 26% nuclear, 43% hydro, 13% other renewables, 10% gas & 8% coal, ensuring that emissions could remain at 2009 levels despite growth in annual demand from about 60 to 140 TWh. But that was before Fukushima. 

Vietnam says it won’t abandon its nuclear programme as a result, but Malaysia has abandoned plans to have its first plant running by 2020 and Thailand has called off plans for five plants. The Philippines are also backing off.

Sources: WNN, IET mag. 

See Groups section in Renew 194 for more global reactions.

Greenpeace views

‘The helplessness in dealing with the disaster in Japan’ made it clear that Germany should close all its plants- ‘we could not pump radioactive water into the sea’.  Greenpeace Germany, May. It added that ‘TEPCO must have known of the core meltdowns downs’ early on, but ‘knowingly deceived the Japanese public’. See John Large’s report- in Features in Renew 194

Speading it around 

In April, a species of small fish, sand lances, caught off Fukushima and Ibaraki prefectures were found to have 12,500 Bq/kg of radioactive caesium, 25 times the legal limit, and 12,000 Bq/kg of radioactive iodine, 6 times the legal limit. Japans government says radioactive material will spread out from the coast to the NE but will then be picked up by a southerly current 100 km offshore in lower concentrations, and move eastward, with activity levels falling gradually. Meanwhile, on land, some of the shiitake mushroom crop grown outdoors in eastern Fukushima have been banned from sale because of radiation contamination. And 11 types of vegetable grown in Fukushima prefecture were found to be contaminated in April. e.g. Japanese parsley called seri grown in Soma City contained 1960 Bq/kg, four times the limit.   WNN

Nuclear Liabilities

AP says a worst-case nuclear accident in Germany could cost € 7.6 trillion, while the mandatory reactor insurance is only € 2.5 bn. In Switzerland, the obligatory insurance is being raised from 1-1.8 bn Swiss francs ($2bn), but a government agency estimates that a Chernobyl-style disaster might cost over 4 trillion francs- about 8 times its annual GNP. In the USA, insurance for nuclear operators is capped at $375m by law, with further claims funded by the utilities up to $12.6bn. France only requires insurance of € 91m from plant operators, with the government guaranteeing liabilities up to € 228m (it’s part state owned). The UK may raise its requirement to £1bn per event- taxpayers then covering the rest.  

Source: AP/Washington Post

The Japan Center for Economic Research says Fukushima could cost over $250bn.  

US support collapses 

In the aftermath of Fukushima, an ABC News/Washington Post poll found that 64% of Americans now opposed new nuclear plant construction, while 33% supported it. ‘Strong’ opposition far outstripped strong support, 47% to 20%. Opposition was up from 53% in 2008. But a Gallop Poll came out with far less clear results- 47% against/44% for- see Groups in Renew 194. But support has clearly waned. 

India under pressure

Indian leaders have been under strong pressure to reassess nuclear policy after Fukushima and violent protests against a proposed nuclear plant at Jaitapur.  India’s environment minister Jairam Ramesh, said: ‘The [Jaitapur] nuclear plant issue is a wakeup call after Fukushima and we cannot ignore the panic of the residents’.  He advocated a ‘pause button for the time being’ on approving new plants. On 15 April, he clarified his position on Jaitapur: he had not ‘called for a re-think, I have called for a deeper thinking’. 

But, India’s National Alliance of Anti-Nuclear Movements, was uncompromising ‘All the new nuclear plants that are being proposed should be scrapped and all the existing nuclear plants be gradually shut down’. It aims to persuade the central government that nuclear was so unpopular, it supported the industry at its electoral peril. ‘It has to come from the prime minister’s office and only public pressure can force a change like in Germany.’  Source: WNN

Russia digs in 

Russia still aims to increase its nuclear share to around 25% within 10-15 years from the current 16%.  Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said its reactors were ‘the safest in the world’ and it needed ‘to produce as many units, I mean big units, as in the entire Soviet period,’ but added that that ‘our energy should be balanced; it should be based on several sources: nuclear, hydrocarbon, hydro power, wind, solar panels’.    Source:   IFandP

Japan used to get 11% of its total energy from nuclear, before Fukushima

Germany about 6.3%. UK gets ~3%

11. In the rest of Renew 194

The cover to Renew 194 shows the end-2010 data from the EWEA for windpower in the EU. Interestingly Italy has now overtaken the UK, despite being not too well endowed with good wind speeds.  

Nor is Northern Europe, according to a new Pyrory report- covered in  Reviews- at least not reliably. But that seems faint hearted, set against the bold plans of Germany- now pushing ahead hard to replace nuclear, as well as fossil fuels, with renewables. 

It’s going to be hard though- and equally hard for Japan to revive its renewables programme. But they have an even more pressing and obvious need to do so- see our Features for an account of what happened at Fukushima. A mess. It’s hardly surprising then that opposition to nuclear has now spread so far and gone so deep: see our global roundup in Groups. 

However, as our Features report, the official view in the UK remains that we need both renewables and nuclear- and also CCS. And if that’s no good, well there’s always Shale gas, and even Liquid flouride salt Thorium reactors! 

In this high tech rush to find something in the ground to use for centralised energy production, little account seems to be taken of more local renewable options, like solar-fed district heating, and yet there are some good projects emerging elsewhere in europe, including some run as co-ops: see Groups.  

Wind, wave and tidal farms are fine, and that’s all moving ahead, although much too slowly and with some low estimates for what can be achieved in practice (see Reviews for the Carbon Trust’s views on marine renewables- just 9 GW of tidal by 2050 in the UK). But that’s assuming the continuation of the current approach.  

Maybe we need to push much harder, and also, as our editorial argues (in a contribution to the upcoming AT@40 gathering- see Forum), be more radical and change some structures too. That also includes us- we’re going to be just web based and free from 2013. 

Meanwhile though we have six more issues of the standard Renew for you. Why not subscribe?
12. Renew and NATTA subscriptions 

Renew is the bi-monthly journal of NATTA the Network for Alternative Technology and Technology Assessment, which was first established in 1976. Renew was based for many years in the OU Energy and Environment Research Unit, but given the retirement from the OU of Dave Elliott and Tam Dougan, they now run it, and NATTA, independently.

Renew is supplied in PDF format by email attachment.

NATTA members gets Renew free. NATTA membership cost £20 p.a. (waged) £14 p.a. (unwaged). Corporate/Institutional sub £52 p.a.  Make Cheques payable to ‘NATTA’ and send with your name, postal and email address to NATTA, The Cottage, Chapel Lane, Thornborough, Bucks, MK 18 2DJ.

Or better (to save paper and postage), if you can, use the Pay Pal service on our web site, allowing you to pay us direct: http://www.natta-renew.org  

More details from:  Tam_Dougan@natta-renew.org
The NATTA web site (above) includes an index to back issues of the full Renew. Plus access to some NATTA youTube videos, and much more.  

We also produce an annual end-of-year overview Renew supplement, out in December each year, free to members. 

Advanced warning: In 2013, after Issue 200, Renew will being going web only- and free. Subscribers joining or renewing during 2012 will be asked to pay progressively reduced subs for the remaining PDF issues,  degressed by £4 (£3 unwaged) for each successive issue, with payments direct to NATTA, not via Paypal. 

AT@40: on March 17th there is to be a conference on Alternative Technology then and now, at the Architectural Association in London. Details soon.

