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1. Solar PV hit again

The full DECC review of the ‘Clean Energy Cashback’ Feed-In Tariff (FiT) for PV solar resulted in further cuts (see below) to support- following on from the 72% cut in the tariff for PV projects over 50 kW that had emerged from the earlier fast track review.  

The new cuts were prefigured in a speech at the end of October by Energy Minister Greg Barker, welcoming the installation so far of over 100,000 PV arrays (around 300 MW), But he said ‘much of the growth in PV has been as much about consumers accessing the Government backed tariff as accessing the technology. High net worth individuals chasing returns which are now easily reaching double figures at a time when interest rates for savers have collapsed to an historic low. That can’t be right. And I know responsible voices in the industry have been worried about this for some time.’  

He insisted that ‘the subsidised returns we have seen on solar PV investments- funded from consumer energy bills- are  unsustainable.... We have seen boom and bust in solar right across Europe. We have to make sure that UK solar has a steadier, clearer, sustainable growth path, that justifies the subsidy from all consumers, demonstrates clear value for money versus other low carbon forms of generation and can show a clear path to grid parity.’ 

He noted that ‘PV costs have plunged since the tariff levels were set, down by as much as 70% in 2 years according to Bloomberg. At rates like that, this sector should demonstrate clearly and openly that it is passing on these exciting and dramatic price reductions to consumers.  So the tariff levels need to reflect these new prices..... we cannot escape reality: this is a different world to the one in which FITs were launched. In particular we must provide value for money to bill payers. I cannot preside over a scheme which allows a solar panel installation in some of the least sunny locations in Britain to generate returns of more than 12%.’ 

* In the run up to the final announcement he evidently resisted an even larger cut, to 9p/kWh

       

    The proposed cuts  in the  PV Tariffs              

                                
        
         Current  
   proposed         
 pence/kWh

 
 ≤4kW (new build)   

37.8          21.0

 
 ≤4kW (retrofit)        

43.3          21.0

 
 >4-10kW                

 37.8          16.8

  >10-50kW              

 32.9          15.2

 
 >50-100kW            

 19             12.9

 
 >100-150kW          

 19             12.9

 
 >150-250kW           

 15             12.9

  
>250kW-5MW        

  8.5             8.5

  
 stand alone              

  8.5             8.5

A 50% cut for small PV FiT 

DECC is planning to more than halve feed-in tariff incentives for solar photovoltaic projects of 4 kW or less from April, back dated to Dec. last year- reducing the tariff from 43p/kWh to 21p/kWh, which should yield a 4.5% rate of return.  They also proposed reductions to the tariffs for PV installations between 4 kW and 250 kW, ‘to ensure those schemes receive a consistent rate of return’. See Table above. 

There’s also a proposal to introduce an energy efficiency requirement for FITs for solar PV, which will apply ‘to all new solar PV installations which become eligible for FITs on or after 1 April 2012 which are attached or wired to provide electricity to a building. If the building does not meet the energy efficiency requirement the installation would receive a lower FITs rate of 9p/kWh.’ DECC explained that ‘from 1 April 2012 a property would have to reach a certain level of energy efficiency to receive the proposed new tariff rates. This could include reaching an Energy Performance Certificate level of C or taking up all the measures potentially eligible for Green Deal finance, depending on the outcome of the consultation. As a transitional arrangement, installations with eligibility dates between 1 April 2012 and 31 March 2013 would have 12 months from the eligibility date to comply with the energy efficiency requirement.’

In addition there’s a proposal for new multi-installation tariff rates, set at 80% of the standard tariffs for individual installations, for ‘aggregated’ PV schemes- where an individual or organisation gets FIT payments from more than one PV installation, located on different sites, as in ‘rent a roof’schemes. 

Minister Greg Barker said that the existing tariffs led to ‘returns for investors in solar PV that are simply not sustainable and, without action, could result in the spending envelope for the scheme rapidly being breached. The cost of an average domestic PV installation has fallen by at least 30% since the start of the scheme- from around £13,000 in April 2010 to £9,000 now. If the Government took no action, by 2014-15 FITs for solar PV would be costing consumers £980m a year, adding around £26 (2010 prices) to annual domestic electricity bills in 2020. Our proposals will restrict FITs PV costs to between £250-280 m in 2014-15, reducing the impacts of FITs expenditure on PV on domestic electricity bills by around £23 (2010 prices) in 2020.’  He added ‘The proposed new tariffs will offer a rate of return of around 4.5% to 5% index linked and tax free (for domestic installations) for well-situated solar PV- broadly comparable to that intended when the scheme was set up. The tariffs are broadly comparable to those offered in Germany, which has also recently reduced its tariffs’, although that comparison is a bit unfair-  their FiT has run for years, so PV’s market is very well developed, unlike ours.
More to come...

DECC is to publish a separate consultation ‘around the end of 2011’ on ‘other aspects of the scheme including the tariffs for other FIT technologies. It will also consider proposals to make the FITs scheme more intelligent and responsive to change,’ so as ‘to remove the need for stop start reviews and provide greater transparency, longevity and certainty to the industry’. (See Section 4).  As part of its review of the FITs, DECC will also consider ‘whether more could be done to enable genuine community projects to be able to fully benefit from FITs and whether, for example, a definition of community scheme is required and if so, how this should be defined’. 

FiT cuts: reactions 

In a fact sheet it evidently released prematurely, the Energy Saving Trust gave an early warning of the scale of the cuts and said that under the proposed changes payback time would be 18 years for a 2.9 kW system, eight years longer than at the current levels. But it said that the new rate of return, which it put at 4%, was more “appropriate” than the original 5-8% rate, due to the changes in the investment market that has seen interest rates slashed.

The Micropower Council agreed that ‘they needed to recalibrate it... but if you go below five percent then you completely wipe out free solar and social housing schemes. It just becomes a rich man’s game.’ Friends of the Earth concurred: ‘The proposals will pretty much exclude everyone who does not own their own home and have significant savings to hand from installing solar’. Even the CBI saw it as an ‘own goal’.

The proposal to backdate the changes to Dec.12th caused particular concern- it could impact on those half way through installation.

Though Good Energy warned it could cut take up of PV even more, the idea of linking supply schemes to efficiency was backed by many. Barker had said he wants a new ‘whole-house approach’ to green energy, including measures to ensure that all new domestic PV sites meet minimum energy- efficiency standards: ‘It cannot be right to encourage consumers to rush to install what are still expensive electricity-generating systems in their homes before they have thoroughly explored all of the sensible options for reducing their energy consumption first. Frankly, such a standard should have been a pre-requisite for accessing the FiT subsidy from day one.’ 

He also maybe sensibly urged developers to move into the solar thermal market, which has seen slower deployment rates under the pilot Renewable Heat Premium Payment scheme than those experienced by the PV under the FiT. But the Solar Trade Association, warned that unless it was well managed, forcing households and businesses to comply with efficiency standards before they can install PV could act as another barrier to its adoption. Community projects could also be hit, though DECC says it will look at a community tariff, to help uptake by schools, hospitals and community buildings. 

But there were predictions of massive job losses in the PV sector. The REA had pointed out that the UK solar sector  employed  25,000 people- 8 times more then when the FiT started. But many could now be lost. So there was  a lot of resentment. Why, for example, was there an overall cap in the first place?  Surely if the FiT system worked, the cost would reduce as the market built, with FiT prices being degressed continually, so consumers wouldn’t be hit hard. The DECC report suggests otherwise. Basically it says PV has boomed too fast, in part due to the cost reductions: see Box right. 

So now there was a need to ramp up the degression rate more than had been planned. But some say it was fear of imminent cuts that caused the boom! See www.blewbury.co.uk/energy/BEI_FiTs_response.pdf
See Box below for the DECC view. 

DECCs consultation report is at: www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/ cms/consultations/fits_comp_rev1/fits_comp_rev1.asp
PV booms too much, too fast – DECC view

In the consultation report, DECC notes that ‘modeling undertaken prior to the start of the FITs scheme projected that there would be 137 MW of PV installed under FITs in the first two years of the scheme.  However, deployment of PV, particularly over summer 2011, has accelerated rapidly resulting in a level of uptake that is significantly above these projections. As at September 2011 (i.e. half way through the second year of the FITs scheme), 255 MW of solar PV had been registered for FITs. This compares to the 94 MW that was originally projected for this point in time, and is nearly double the projection for the first two years of the scheme’. Moreover July, August and Sept of 2011 saw ‘the monthly rate of growth in the number of new installations registered for FITs more than double compared with June 2011.’ 

It goes on ‘The key factor driving the recent increase in the PV numbers has been the reduction in the cost of PV systems’ but  ‘the increased returns available from solar PV  have also been driven by a 13% increase in retail electricity prices since April 2010, which has increased the savings from avoided consumption of imported electricity’. It added that, in addition, multiple installation schemes have played a role in the uptake.

All of this threatened to push the cost passed on to consumers up rapidly, adding around £26 to annual domestic electricity bills in 2020. But what about the benefits, not just the cost savings for those on the scheme, but the climate benefits, which all share, and in indirect cost saving since less fuel has to be used nationally?   

More specifically, as DECC admitted, some multiple installations schemes enabled ‘those who cannot afford the upfront capital costs of purchasing a PV installation, including the fuel poor, to share in some of the benefits’, as in ‘free solar’, rent-a-roof schemes.  But DECC said ‘the principal beneficiaries are generally the third parties rather than the hosts of the generating equipment’ and ‘the returns available to such schemes are higher than in the case of individual installations. We therefore consider there is a strong case for adopting a different approach and tariff for multi-site generators of FITs.’ 

FiTs: Cut don’t Kill

The battle over the PV Feed-In Tariffs became quite heated, with a Cut don’t Kill campaign emerging, founded by a coalition of 20 major companies from across the solar industry, kicking off with a Westminister demo calling for revision of the plans.  While some reductions in the FiT were seen as fair, the scale and timing of the cuts (and their  backdating) were not, and would cripple the industry. Alan Simpson a one time Labour MP who has helped create the FiT system, noted that PV was ‘the only sector that has delivered 25,000 new and sustainable jobs in the last 18 months’. He argued that the government was aiming to limit the uptake of PV because it would threaten the centralised energy supply, currently dominated by the ‘Big Six’ energy companies. There were also disputes over some of the numbers used. Thus Greg Barker had said that the new 21p/kWh FiT for 4kW or under  ‘will attract the highest level of any subsidy of mainstream technologies’. But critics pointed out that micro wind turbines under 1.5 kW got 36.2p/kWh while those with under 15 kW received 28p/kWh. The trouble with this argument is that all the FiTs, these included, were under review- and they may get cut to below PV! 
FiT cuts: what next?

DECC said the PV FiT cuts, of around 50%, would avoid excessive costs being passed on to consumers, and mentioned a fearsome £26 extra on annual bills by 2020. The DECC consultation report noted that the changes would reduce this to ~ £3. Given this far off saving, and DECCs admission that the current cost of FiTs to energy bill payers is typically £1.40 per year, it was hardly surprising that feelings ran high, with one PV supporter commenting ‘a sector that now employs more people than the nuclear industry is being short changed’. 

The impact certainly looked likely to be significant. In an REA/STA industry survey, the 139 solar companies who answered felt that the initial impact of the cuts could result in employment levels falling by 42%; 95% of social housing tenants might not get the PV panels they were expecting; 33% feared they may be forced to close; 90% said the proposed cuts were too deep and too fast; 98% were alarmed by DECCs treatment of the industry. www.r-e-a.net/info/rea-news/rea-sta-solar-survey-details-industry-distress
The Solar Power Portal offered a tragic view of what it described as a DECC induced ‘pandemonium’ with installers desperate to fulfill orders before the deadline but running out of components, and warehouses emptying (of inverters especially). It added ‘The quality of the work, the integrity of the roof and the warranty claims are all now questionable in a lot of cases. There are of course installers who are working to the same quality standards they always have, but the inescapable truth is that there are also many others who are scrabbling around trying to bosh any old product onto people’s roofs in any way they can.’ www.solarpowerportal.co.uk/news/solar_ fit_cuts_how_is_the_pv_supply_chain_affected_5478/
So where now? 

Opposition to the PV FiT cuts was defeated in a House of Commons vote  (by 292 to 220), and despite the pressure for a U-turn, it was claimed that the existing PV FIT proposals couldn’t be revised until the consultation was over, even though they included a back-dated cut to before then- the threat of which was likely to wreck many projects. Perverse...

All of this was so unnecessary. We only hope that DECC will learn from it.  

However there may still be more.  A Judicial Review of the PV decision may follow given that at the end of December a High Court Judge ruled in favour of a FoE, Solar Century, Homesun challenge, saying the review process for the PV FiTs was legally flawed.  So it could be that the whole thing will unravel…. 

For the moment though, the formal position is that, with the PV FiT consultation period over, the main focus now is on the full review of all the FiTs. Signs are that it may try to avoid some of the problems with the PV FiT by imposing annual capacity caps- to limit costs passed through to consumers. So it could be that the PV mess will be bundled into that review. 

More at: www.oursolarfuture.org.uk/
Final word:  Despite all, PV got to over 500MW installed capacity in December.. 

2. Renewables Backlash 

It’s not just PV solar that’s under fire. Chancellor George Osborne‘s attacked green policies generally at the Tory Party Conference for ‘piling costs on the energy bills of households and companies’, and attacks on renewables across the board have continued, with the Policy Exchange, calling on Osborne to axe the 2020 renewable energy target. 

Even the House of Commons Select Committee of Energy and Climate change had a go: ‘In July 2011, contrary to the advice of the Committee on Climate Change, the Government increased its ambition for the deployment of offshore wind generation by 2020 from 13 GW to 18 GW. This is part of a plan to meet the UK’s commitment to generating 15% of energy from renewables by 2020. This strategy is a big gamble. On the one hand, the encouragement of offshore wind makes sense. Renewable energy is vital for climate change mitigation and the UK has a potentially huge resource that could amount to the equivalent of a billion barrels of oil each year. However, offshore wind is also a notoriously expensive and intermittent source of electricity, which could end up reducing the reliability of our electricity supply and imposing an unacceptable cost on consumers. The Government is banking on reductions in the cost of offshore wind and improvements in efficiency to make the numbers add up.’ 

The media have added to the noise e.g. Dominic Lawson, writing in The Independent, said the government ‘should  immediately abandon the fatuous and massively subsidised wind-power experiment and instead dash for gas’.  

The reality is that, as New Statesman put it, around £20 of the £300 increase in bills has been caused by the UK’s renewable obligations. Most of the increase has been due to the dramatic rise in gas prices See: www.newstatesman.com/blogs/the-staggers/2011/10/energy-prices-huhne-cameron
and http://blogs.channel4.com/factcheck/factcheck-are-green-taxes-dragging-britain-into-fuel-poverty/8242
But media portrayals of wind as expensive and of evil ‘parasites’ exploiting generous PV Tariffs have been influential, despite a few good rebuttals, and the backlash continues- backed up a report from KPMG and a BBC Panorama documentary- see below. 

‘Green energy could blot out countryside’

The Sunday Times (20/11/11) tried to recycle the numbers from Prof David MacKays ‘Sustainable Energy without the hot air’, to prove that if we covered 10% of the UKs land area with wind turbines we would only get a sixth of the energy we need and ‘for solar power to dominate’, we’d need one third of the land. But they seem to have got the numbers wrong. PowerUP calculates that with wind on 10% the UK would deliver a third of total energy (not just electricity) and 10% of land covered in PV would deliver over 100% of it. So with a mix, and remembering that much of the wind would be offshore and most of the PV on rooftops, the land take is much smaller.  http://energyrace.wordpress.com/
 Prince Phillip has also been at it. He was reported as saying wind  farms were  ‘absolutely useless’ and ‘a disgrace’: www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2063836/Prince-Philip-blasts-wind-farms-useless-disgrace.html?ito=feeds-newsxml
And it was all rounded off nicely in a Commons debate in Nov. (see Section 4 below), by Tim Yeo, the Tory the chair of the Energy and Climate Select Committees, who said he was ‘increasingly sympathetic to the views of [Oxford Prof.] Dieter Helm, who suggested that the cost and security advantages, in the short and medium term, of using more gas over the next 15 years are considerable. During that period, the cost of some renewables, such as solar photovoltaics, energy from waste and others, may fall substantially. There is a possibility that new nuclear may also start to make a significant contribution. At a time when consumers are understandably concerned about rising bills, the wisdom of betting the farm on the more expensive and intermittent renewables, such as offshore wind, is increasingly questionable.’  

Gas and nukes, not wind 

‘The government could save each member of the population almost £550 by 2020 if it scraps expensive wind energy plans in favour of cheaper nuclear and gas-fired power plants.’  So said the Times, drawing on a controversial but at that point unpublished report, ‘Thinking About the Affordable’ by KPMG, the accountants and adviser on government energy policy, which, they report, said that Britain could reach the 2020 target for reducing carbon emissions for a third less than predicted, a potential saving of £34 bn, with wind slashed and the shortfall made up by new gas and nuclear plants. 

Under current plans, KPMG evidently estimate that companies will have to spend £108 bn by 2020 on a new generation of on-land and offshore wind farms, solar and nuclear plant. There would also have to be new grid connections. However, the ‘nukes and gas’ approach would, the report evidently says, only cost £74 bn, and help Britain to reach its target of a 34% CO2 cut over 1990  levels. Although it seems it admitted that nuclear plants cost a similar amount to offshore wind it said they do not require the back-up plants. Mark Powell, author of the report, said: ‘the most expensive forms of renewable energies- particularly offshore wind- need to be scaled back in the generation mix. Trying to meet our carbon targets with a heavy reliance on renewable energy was a laudable vision, but surely it’s time to face the facts on how the huge level of investment may translate into fuel poverty.’

The BBC’s Panorama seemed to back this view, with an interview with KPMG, in what many saw as an oddly one-sided programme on the costs of energy, focusing on offshore wind.  

Reactions

DECC commented ‘By focusing exclusively on the upfront capital costs, KPMG ignores the long-term benefits to consumers of energy sources that involve no ongoing fuel costs’. 

RenewableUK (RUK) was more forthright: ‘Central to the report authors claims is the assumption that a large proportion of the new generation of nuclear plants can be deployed quickly during the coming decade despite industry expectations of drawn out technical and planning approval processes. Few industry analysts believe that more than two new nuclear power stations will be operating before the end of the decade. However, a failure to deliver the level of nuclear power assumed in the KPMG report would leave us dangerously over-reliant on imported fossil fuels, during a decade in which a quarter of the UK’s existing power stations will have to be permanently decommissioned.’

It went on ‘The recent rises in electricity bills have been caused by the global increase in the price of gas, not by renewables. DECC’s own Annual Report on Fuel Poverty, clearly states that between 2004 and 2009, “domestic electricity prices increased by over 75%, while gas prices increased by over 122% over the same period”, while the cost of generating electricity from wind, according to Ofgem, is less than £10 per year per household, or less than 1% of the average household fuel bill. So relying heavily on gas will not drive fuel bills down in the future.’ It added ‘The most authoritative study on the impact of renewable energy on domestic bills was carried out by the Government’s official energy regulator Ofgem. Its Project Discovery research, which examined the impact on prices for a range of scenarios for different UK energy mixes up to 2020, shows that if Britain fails to invest in renewable energy, electricity bills will be pushed up by 52% because of the volatility of fossil fuel prices.’

RUK says KPMG ‘focuses solely on the upfront costs of building new power plants, ignoring other lifecycle costs, such as fuel and decommissioning. In comparing the costs of the various technologies, the report appears to deliberately fail to take into account the low operating costs of wind, which counterbalance the high capital and construction cost. In Germany, Denmark and Spain, three European countries with a high level of wind power deployment, the low operational cost of wind means that it is the first choice of power source used to meet demand, displacing more expensive options, and thereby actually reducing rather than increasing electricity prices.’ 

Moreover ‘The report states that wind farms only generate electricity for about one-third of the time. This is factually incorrect. Wind turbines in fact generate electricity for 80-85% of the time. They generate the maximum possible amount at full speed for about one-third of the time. KPMG appear to have confused these two concepts, leading to a basic error which does not inspire confidence in the rest of their research.’
Finally it says ‘The report also appears to downplay the wider economic benefits offered by the development of a UK based manufacturing sector for offshore wind. Those countries who previously embraced wind energy have reaped the rewards in terms of job creation. In Germany 80,000 people are employed in the wind energy sector, in contrast in the UK which missed its opportunities with onshore wind in the 1990s. Our wind industry currently employs just 10,600. RenewableUK’s report ‘Working for a Green Britain’ shows how this will could be increased to almost 90,000 people by 2020, but only if the Government recommits to offshore wind and meeting the 2020 renewable energy targets.’

A different view 

KPMG’s conclusions seem to be refuted by research published by Bloomberg New Energy Finance who say that electricity from onshore wind farms will cost the same as that from fossil fuel plants by 2016, as efficiency increases and equipment costs fall. They claim that the best wind farms in the world already produce power as economically as coal, gas and nuclear, and predict a 12% drop in price over the next 5 years. Larger and taller turbines, better aerodynamics, better controls and gearboxes, and improved electrical generation efficiency, mean that the capacity factor (power output as a percentage of full capacity), has increased to 34 %.

* KPMG said drafts were given to BBC and The Times but ‘the full report goes into a lot more detail’ . It’s yet to emerge..

3. Scottish ups & downs 

NFFO money goes home

The UK and Scottish governments have reached an agreement on accessing funds from the Fossil Fuel Levy, a tax paid by suppliers of non-renewable energy sources under the old Non Fossil Fuel Obligation (NFFO), the predecessor to the Renewables Obligation. For several years the schemes ran in tandem (with contracts under the old NFFO being honoured)  generating a surplus which now stands at £206m, kept in an OFGEM account. It had long been a bone of contention that this NFFO revenue from Scottish projects had not been available to Scotland. Under the deal, £103m will go towards Scottish renewable projects, including wave and tidal schemes. The remaining £103m will be made available to support  capitalisation of the £3bn UK-wide Green Investment Bank.

Draft grid study undermines case for nuclear

Energy regulator Ofgem asked energy consultancy Redpoint to assess the impact on the energy mix if it removed the high charge for feeding the north of Scotland’s renewable energy to the national power grid and the subsidies for grid connection available in the south of England- over £6 per kilowatt.  This differential pricing system was designed to create incentives for generating companies to build further south, near the loads, and avoid the extra cost of remote connections in the far north, so in theory minimising overall consumer costs.  But this approach in effect denies access to a large renewable resource. What if the approach was changed from what’s called cost reflective pricing to open access pricing, with the cost of connection being shared across the UK equally? 

Redpoint’s answers, in a draft that has been circulating before its full publication, were startling. The cost of feeding the north of Scotland’s renewable energy into the national power grid could fall by 80%, with  the access charge for wind and marine power from the north of Scotland  falling from £24/kW to less than £5. As well as benefitting Scotland, it would make renewables cheaper for the UK as a whole- there is a lot of wind in Scotland and large wave and tidal resources.  Moreover, sharing the costs equally across the UK would remove the financial incentives to build any new nuclear power stations, all of which are proposed to be in England and Wales, since they would have to pay more for connection. Under the current pricing regime the charge would be £17bn, so if they weren’t built that money would be available for other projects.  Expect some rewrites to the draft!  Source: BBC Scotland and www.ofgem.gov.uk/Pages/MoreInformation.aspx?docid=167&refer=Networks/Trans/PT/WF
New Scottish/NI RO bands/tariffs

Scotland & Northern Ireland have proposed adjustments to their variants of the Renewables Obligation similar to those outlined for England & Wales (see Renew194), so that, for example, Scottish wave & tidal projects would both get 5ROCs/MWh, instead of 5/3ROCs respectively as at present. On land wind support will tail off, as in the UK as a whole, in favour initially of offshore wind, but that too will then reduce. The biomass changes also involve cuts.  

IMechE on Scottish renewables

In a report on Scotlands renewables programme, the  Institution for Mechanical Engineers says they ‘support  the  aspirations of the Scottish government to fully exploit the potential for renewables energy that exists in Scotland’, but are very critical of the current plans and policies, which they claim are unrealistic & unworkable. 

It’s a surprisingly intemperate analysis, arguing that the Scottish government has been mislead by poorly thought through studies and lobbying from NGOs. It mentions a 2009 FoE/WWF/RSPB report ‘The Power of Scotland- Renewed’, which claimed that Scotland could meet 143% of 2030 electricity demand from renewables. IMechE says ‘Subsequent policy thinking on energy appears to have been strongly influenced by this argument’, which it says ‘was based on idealistic solutions and not backed up by a detailed engineering analysis of how these targets could be practically achieved through a workable approach to delivery’. 

No mention that it was produced by Garrard Hassan, a leading energy consultancy. Maybe it was the ‘no need for more nukes’ bit that got to IMechE!  But they do raise some important points about grid backup/balancing. The Scottish government said that its policy had been misinterpreted- it had considered backup- hence its recent decision to  back the Conkenzie gas plant. 

Independence? Can’t be done! 

Citigroup say an independent Scotland would have too small a consumer base to generate the £4bn p.a. subsidy they claim would be needed to support heavy reliance on renewables, as planned by the devolved Scottish Government: ‘Continued subsidy from consumers in England and Wales would be required, but Scotland seceding from the UK would clearly place this subsidy stream at grave risk. Renewable investors risk seeing their assets stranded in a newly independent Scotland’. It added, ‘utilities and other investors should exercise extreme caution in committing further capital to Scotland’.  

Scotland’s First Minister Alex Salmond said Citigroup had misunderstood the programme- large amounts of electricity would still be exported: to meet UK targets ‘England is going to have to have Scottish renewables from the sea’. 

*It does sound pre-emptive- a referendum on independence isn’t due until 2016. And Audit Scotland puts the total cost of the 2020 100% renewables programme at £10-11bn.

No to coal plant 

Controversial plans for a £3 bn mainly coal-fired power station at Hunterston attracted over  20,000 objections. Environmental groups said it would be ‘climate- wrecking’ and could damage a nationally important wildlife site. The RSPB said over 74 acres of a coastal site used by tens of thousands of wintering water birds would be ‘destroyed’. WWF Scotland said ‘The huge public opposition shows this application should be turned down, especially as we don’t believe it will be built should it be given the go-ahead’. FoE  Scotland, & the Scottish Wildlife Trust agreed. The decision has now been postponed. The plant would use coal and biomass and carbon-capture to trap 25% of its GHG. If successful, CCS would be extended to cover all its emissions. But plans for CCS at the Longannet coal-fired station in Fife, the last surviving entry in the £1bn flagship CCS competition, have been abandoned, so who knows what’s next? Shell/SSE’s gas plant?

4. Policy debates 

The EMR debate 

MPs debated the proposals for Electricity Market Reform last November.  Tim Yeo (Con), noted with approval that ‘The White Paper suggests a move to an auction-based approach. It accepts the need to begin with technology-specific auctions before moving to a general low-carbon option in the longer term. It suggests that technology-specific auctions or tenders will start by 2017, and that greater competition between the technologies will be introduced in the 2020s.’

He evidently sees it as a way to avoid what have been portrayed as problems with fixed price Feed-In Tariffs. He noted that ‘flexible and base load carbon generation, feed-in tariffs with contracts for difference will be used on a reference price, such as the annual electricity price’.

Actually that’s similar to the system now used in Germany where the FiT price degression system is based in part on market growth. However this can undermine the big advantage of FiTs- the guaranteed prices make it easier to get investment capital cheaply. Frequent mid-course corrections can wreck that, as Yeo seemed to appreciate: ‘The contracts for difference regime provides an umbrella mechanism, under which the levels of support for each technology can be set. This makes it possible to stimulate the deployment of different low-carbon technologies by adjusting the strike price. However, I hope that Ministers avoid the temptation to tinker with the regime too often early in the process through too many early reviews of support levels. The regime is open to that, but I hope that that temptation will be avoided. I therefore invite the Minister to put in place an automatic mechanism for feed-in tariff strike prices to respond to changes in cost and thus avoid the problems seen recently with the solar PV feed-in tariffs.’

He was also worried that the proposed unilateral UK carbon price floor ‘will mean that the UK pays more for its emissions reductions’ and, ‘provides a subsidy to other member states and reduces the economic efficiency of the emissions trading system’.  

In addition there was the issue of windfall profits and what to do about the market power of the Big Six energy companies, who were ‘almost unchallenged in the sector, as they dominate both generation and supply, and little room is left for independent or decentralised generation’. In his view ‘real competition is needed in the wholesale and supply markets so that consumers can be confident that the path to a low-carbon economy is being followed in the most efficient way possible’. 

It was left to Dr Alan Whitehead (Lab) to note that actually the new system was still skewed: ‘the contract for difference as currently proposed conflates mature technology, the overall costs of which will not change, with emerging technology, where costs may well change. That is to say, it rewards, and particularly in the future will reward, old nuclear technology, as well as new nuclear power stations, for their output.’

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm111103/halltext/111103h0001.htm
Renewables could meet 60-90% of UK electricity needs by 2030 says a new report ‘Positive Energy’ from WWF. We’ll review it soon. http://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/ positive_energy_final_designed.pdf]
A breath of sanity? 

The UK’s ‘eccentric’ determination to build new nuclear power means it is not fit to take part in the ‘third industrial revolution’ of switching to clean renewable according to one of the world’s most influential climate scientists. Prof John Schellnhuber, the current adviser to the German chancellor, Angela Merkel, and previous adviser the president of the European commission and other governments, said the UK was missing out owing to its failure to replicate the successful use of feed-in tariffs (FiTs) to kickstart its renewables industry. ‘Britain could have a very important role if it reconsidered the role of nuclear. I am a physicist and not afraid of nuclear power plants but if you factor in all the costs including nuclear waste treatment or dismantling a nuclear plant, it is the most expensive energy source. The myth of a low-cost, safer and easily manageable nuclear alternative [to renewables] is keeping the UK from becoming a member of the fitness club for the 21st century and a real partner for countries like Germany in the third industrial revolution.’

In Guardian interview, Schellnhuber, who heads the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research, said the cost of transforming the infrastructure to run the world on renewable energy was roughly the same as current subsidies for carbon fuels.  He said that the world’s energy system could be transformed to a cleaner and cheaper renewable model for the same expenditure already paid out in subsidies to the fossil fuel industry: in 2010, $409bn was given to the oil, gas and coal industry as subsidy, with just $66bn going to green energy. ‘The money is absolutely available.’
He added that, while up-front investment was needed to create the clean infrastructure, it would be much cheaper to run in the long term. ‘Renewables are by definition inexhaustible, so do not lead to the piling up of debts. They are also evenly spread: the wind is blowing almost everywhere, the sun is shining almost everywhere. In the end renewables are the quintessential democratic energy source.’ But he warned ‘the world economy is still locked into the wrong paradigm’. Energy costs are cut by bequeathing debts to future generations ‘we are exploiting the future by using the atmosphere as a waste dump’.

But he was confident that the energy transformation was underway, with “pioneer” nations such as Germany and South Korea leading, probably followed by China. ‘The German story is very encouraging,’ with the FiTs and other policies  leading to a ‘grassroots revolution on the energy supply’. 

DECC however said: ‘Nuclear will have a role to play in our future energy mix- as it does today- but we’ve always said that will be as part of a portfolio approach, of which renewables and clean coal and gas will play a key role too’.

Huhne hits out at GWPF 

Energy Secretary Chris Huhne has launched a direct attack against Lord Nigel Lawson Global Warming Policy Foundation, which he says ‘has   been misinformed’ and whose sceptical  conclusions ‘are poorly supported by the underlying science evidence’. He says: ‘It would be perverse to ignore this well attested and thoroughly reviewed body of evidence’. He adds ‘It is not true to say that UK climate change policy relies on a  single source of  evidence,’ or that ‘the UK is taking unilateral action’.  

Huhne spells it out

At the RenewableUK Conference in Manchester last year, Energy and Climate Secretary Chris Huhne had a go at what he called ‘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’. He attacked head on their claims that “Renewables are too expensive”, and that “they cannot deliver energy at scale and are uneconomic, unreliable and unwanted”.

In 2010 he said, global investment in renewable energy rose by 32% to $211 billion. And $142 bn of that was new financial investment, which excludes government and corporate R&D, with more than a third of the new capacity added globally last year- some 60 GW-being from non-hydro renewables. He added that the Committee on Climate Change estimates that even with 65% of our energy provided by renewables in 2030, intermittency may cost just 1p/kWh. ‘We already swing from a low of demand of 40 GW to a high of 80 GW every day. Peaking plant has long been part of our mix. Without such backup the nation’s kettles would be cold in the Coronation St ad breaks.’ He went on ‘Ipsos MORI polled a thousand UK adults on which energy source they preferred. By a clear margin, people favoured renewables. 88% of those polled viewed solar power favourably; 82% for wind, 76% for hydroelectric, 57% for biomass. The highest placed traditional energy source for electricity was gas, at 56%. 73% of people would support a new wind farm in their area, as opposed to just 21% for a new coal plant.’

And it was good for jobs. ‘Over the last financial year, nearly 4,500 new jobs were created in the low-carbon sector, which grew by 4.3%.  51,600 companies in Britain provide low-carbon and environmental goods and services. Exports are now £11.3 billion, up 3.9%.’ He added ‘This is the sharp reality of green growth. At a time when closures and cuts dominate the news cycle, next-generation industries are providing jobs just as in the recovery after the last deep depression in 1929 to 1931. It is new and innovative industries that grow fastest. Renewable energy is surging out across the UK, blazing a trail of start-ups and jobs. Across the Pennines, in Yorkshire, 2,250 jobs- £130 m in Real Ventures’ biomass plant, employing up to 285 people. And in the North East, more than 1,400 jobs- TAG Energy Solutions, delivering up to 400 jobs in the Billingham turbine factory. North of the border, one of the jewels in our renewable energy crown- £160m of new investment and more than 420 Scottish jobs. Across the Irish Sea, 450 jobs in Belfast Harbour thanks to DONG Energy’s Duddon Sands offshore wind farm; 1,400 jobs in Wales. In the heart of England, 100 jobs in the East Midlands- and 50 in the West; 120 in East Anglia. 2,200 jobs in the SE, supported by £172m- from Vestas, the Green Home Company, and more. And at Tilbury, the first UK coal plant to convert completely to biomass, safeguarding livelihoods.’ Not bad for once. Almost a Renew editorial! Even if  PV got left out. For the rest: www.epolitix.com/latestnews/article-detail/newsarticle/speech-in-full-chris-huhne-2/
Red tape- or green tape? www.npower.com/redtape
A consultation by npower among business energy users found that 69% wanted the Carbon Reduction Commitment Energy Efficiency Scheme (CRC) simplified, 57% believed it should be scrapped. 38% would like to see it merged with existing regs.  

5. UK Policy developments and options 

Renewables: a third by 2030

Renewable energy generation is set to rise from 232 terawatt-hours (TWh) in 2020 to 474 TWh between 2020 and 2030, 33% of total energy supply, according to National Grid, in its ‘Gone Green Scenario’, which is part of its ‘UK Future Energy Scenarios’ study. 

Its most optimistic scenario, ‘Accelerated Growth’, assumes rapid build-up of offshore wind due to expanded supply-chains, higher carbon prices and strong government stimulus: wind capacity reaches 42 GW in 2020 (33 GW offshore) and 59 GW (49 GW offshore) in 2030.  See Reviews, Renew 195.

..but Carbon Plan cautious

The governments new Carbon Plan, produced as required under the Climate Change act, is more cautious. It looks at a core strategy based on a mix of renewables (45 GW), CCS (28 GW) and nuclear (33 GW) by 2050, but also includes three alternative possible scenarios.  In one, if CCS does not take off (just reaching 2 GW) and renewables are restricted to 22 GW, up to 75 GW of nuclear is built by 2050. If CCS moves up to 40 GW, nuclear is then at 20 GW and renewables 36 GW. However, in the third, renewables move up to 106 GW with nuclear at 16 GW and CCS at 13 GW by 2050.  

All three futures are at http://2050-calculator-tool.decc.gov.uk
The ‘Higher CCS, more bioenergy’ scenario  assumes ‘significant natural gas imports, driven by changes such as a reduction in fossil fuel prices as a result of large scale exploitation of shale gas reserves’.   It also assumes that ‘significant amounts of relatively low cost, sustainable biomass result in CCS also being used with biomass (BE-CCS) to generate negative emissions’. Perhaps deviously, the government says ‘negative emissions production is a game-changer’ in that it could allow for ‘continued burning of fossil fuels’.  www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/tackling-climate-change/carbon-plan/3702-the-carbon-plan-delivering-our-low-carbon-future.pdf
Industry and Energy 

The government is to offer energy intensive industries tax relief (up to £250m p.a.) to help them cope with energy cost rises. Greenpeace saw this as a retrogressive idea. Certainly offering general hand outs is not as progressive as ensuring that heavy energy users improve their energy performance. Many of course have already taken action to cut energy waste- it makes economic sense. The Carbon Trust says that further savings of 25-30% are possible in some sectors, including metal-forming: www.carbontrust.co.uk/emerging-technologies/current-focus-areas/ieea/pages/industrial-energy-efficiency-accelerator.aspx
And in some cases it also makes sense to install their own on-site green energy generation systems, rather than just buying in green power from the public supply. There’s over 10 MW of on-site ‘merchant’ wind plant in place in UK companies, including Ford Dagenham (see photo), supplied by Ecotricity, and maybe 20 MW of PV across the EU, including at plants run by General Motors, Toyota and Volkswagen.

 Heavy energy users like steel and aluminium production plants though have yet to join in. Maybe that will have to wait until more grid power- and also gas supply- is greened. 

But Carbon Trust Advisory say there’s a strong case for businesses to produce their own on-site renewable energy, with potential returns over 20%, so we might see more of it: www.carbontrust.co.uk/Publications/npages/publicationdetail.aspx?id=CTA004
Interestingly a UNIDO report says that globally, up to 21% of all final energy use and feedstock in manufacturing industry in 2050 could be of renewable origin, dominated by the use of biomass, primarily for process heat, which could supply 54% of the energy used for pulp and paper and 67% in the wood sector, 22% in the chemical sector and 30% in the cement sector: www.uncclearn.org/sites/www.uncclearn.org/files/unido05.pdf

The UKs Carbon Plan (see above) includes a section on industry which says that biomass CHP could play a key role, as could the RHI.  Less palatable was the parallel announcement that the government was thinking of building a new £3bn MOX plant at Sellafield, to replace the ~£1bn defunct one there. One industry we don’t need? But Minister Charles Hendry said ‘only when the government is confident that its preferred option could be implemented safely and securely, that it is affordable, deliverable and offers value for money, will it be in a position to proceed with a new Mox plant’.

Some  might be happier with the opening of what’s been trumpeted as the UK’s first Carbon Capture and Storage scheme- at Ferrybridge coal power station in Yorkshire. The £21m project, a collaboration between the UK’s SSE and Doosan Power Systems and Sweden’s Vattenfall, has had £6m in public finding. It will capture up to 100 tonnes of CO2 from 5 MW of coal-fired power a day. It’s small and doesn’t have any storage facility, but aims to bridge the gap between demonstration projects and full scale plants.

£200m Green Deal boost

A one off pump priming £200m injection has been agreed for the Oct start of the Green Deal consumer loan scheme for domestic energy efficiency upgrades. It may be available in the form of ‘cash back’. DECC sees the Green Deal as a key to offsetting energy price rises. A new consultation on details includes a proposed £1.3 bn p.a. industry input.   

Local Power 

DECC is to provide £10m in total to help assess options for ~200 community energy projects, via a Local Energy Assessment Fund. Access is via EST and a competition- but the projects have to be finished by March!  There’s also a £20m boost for the existing public sector energy efficiency loan scheme.

Shale Gas will blow targets  

The Tyndall Centre for Climate Research, in a report commissioned by the Co-operative Group, warned that exploiting even just 20%  of Lancashires shale gas reserves would produce about 15% of the total CO2 that the UK can release between now and 2050 under current targets, making them unviable. The report claimed that about £32bn would be needed to exploit the resource, which  would be enough to build 2,300 offshore wind turbines, producing enough renewable energy to meet government targets. 
6. UK Technology developments 

ETI back Floating wind

The Energy Technologies Institute (ETI) is to invest up to £25m in a floating offshore wind turbine system demonstration project which would open up new areas off the coast of the UK and help bring generation costs down.

ETI say that it’s estimated that the UK has over a third of the total European potential offshore wind resource- enough to power the country nearly three times over. They add ‘Exploiting this natural resource economically, particularly in deeper waters off the west of the country, will require significant technology developments to build, operate and support large offshore wind arrays’.
The project will see the design, construction and installation of a floating system demonstrator by 2016 at a relatively near shore site with high wind speeds up to about 10 metres per second in water between 60 and 100 metres deep. It will be operated for at least two years to test if it can generate high levels of electricity, be maintained without using specially designed vessels and to verify the predicted technical and economic performance. The aim is that it would be operated for another eight years to allow further developments to take place. The ETI will also commission a test site for the demonstrator with possible sites being provided to project participants during the design phase.

Floating wind turbines are seen as a way to go into deep water, where it is very hard and expensive to provide sea bed mounting, and that’s often been seen as the way ahead for projects further out in the north sea than the current rounds of projects. But floating systems are not cheap and the cost of links back to shore are high. 

The ETI seem to have adopted a different interim tack- near shore sites off the west coast.  Dr David Clarke, ETI CEO said: ‘although large, floating turbines will have high capital costs, they can access near-to-shore, high wind speed sites off the west coast of the UK which overall brings down the cost of electricity generation for the long term. Our studies have shown that access to high wind areas which are close to shore should be an attractive investment compared to some existing UK sites which are further from the coast in areas of lower wind. We also expect there is likely to be a considerable global market for floating wind turbines which can be developed in the UK.’ More: www.eti.co.uk
The ETI backed vertical-axis Nova project, which led to the 10 MW Aerogenerator X design, would seem likely to be one candidate for support. But there are many others, including its Deepwater design and the Norwegian Sway (though it’s prototype sank recently!) ETI has invited proposals for projects in the 5-7 MW range.

Of course there will also be opportunities, under Round 3, for location further out to sea off the east coast, where there are shallow areas e.g. the Dogger Bank (see above), without having to use floating devices. Although the cost of installing undersea grid links will be high, that may be offset by also having the option of delivering power to mainland Europe- a much bigger market- with the project being part of an emerging North Sea supergrid.  For example see  www.forewind.co.uk/dogger-bank/overview.html
When and if that is established, then it may become economically viable to infill in the deeper water with floating devices.

Tidal Current turbine Summit

As usual, the annual Tidal Summit in London in November, organised by Tidal Today.com, covered tidal stream developments around the world. We’ll look at some of the projects from overseas in Renew 196, but its UK coverage indicated that a lot was happening. Tidal Generation Ltd got the annual award for competitiveness and Scotrenewables won  the ‘newcomer of the year’ award, while Minesto was lauded for innovation (for their Tidal Kite). 

Discussions revolved around the ROC banding decision, and how the industry could get economies of scale to reduce costs- primarily it seems through collaboration & partnerships. But most participants seemed pleased with the governments proposal the previous month to expand RO support from 2 to 5 ROCs/MWh for wave/tidal stream projects, although not everyone was 100% happy with just revenue support via ROC. Market leader Marine Current Turbines, had earlier said, ‘there are a number of technologies that are entering their development phase and they all need a large amount of new capital investment to take these projects to the commercial stage’, although that was less of an issue for them, since, as they noted, ‘MCT have already completed the development stage’. 

MCT are now working on their plans for a 10 MW array off Anglesey and, as the Summit heard, there were many other projects under test at EMEC and around the UK. More at: www.tidaltoday.com
Earlier last year Southampton University hosted the 9th European Wave and Tidal Energy Conference, a more specialist gathering. Amongst other things this looked at some of offshore test sites now in operation around the EU, including at EMEC on the Orkneys- for more:  www.ewtec.org
  UK Tidal Roundup 

Commercial power soon in Scotland

Alex Salmond, Scotlands first minister, says that the latest wave and tide units on test in Scottish waters were expected to become commercially viable by 2015 and has set up a new £18m fund to help. Rolls-Royce subsidiary Tidal Generation Ltd (TGL) has just fed over 100 MWh into the grid from its 500 kW prototype three-bladed tidal turbine installed at EMEC off the Orkneys. It has earnt ROC credits. TGL is planning to deploy 20 more 500 kW turbines in the fast-flowing Inner Sound area of the Pentland Firth, as part of a 400 MW project being developed by the MeyGen consortium. Rolls-Royce is also currently building a 1 MW demonstration unit to be deployed in mid-2012 at EMEC.

Cornwall project?

The river Camel in north Cornwall could soon see its tidal energy being harnessed. The Wadebridge Renewable Energy Network (WREN) has been investigating harnessing energy from the Camel river for some time. VerdErg Renewable Energy has indicated that the river has tidal project potential and their system would have minimal environmental impact- see Renew 191 for a report on their  SMEC venturi system.  See www.wren.uk.com/news.html
Proteus moves ahead 

Neptune  Renewable  Energy  has  approval  for  deployment  of  its Proteus NP1000  in the Humber. It’s a large ducted vertical axis system rated at 1MW which will provide power for The Deep, Hull’s ‘submarium’ visitor attraction. Neptune is also now developing its first commercial array of 5 advanced Proteus NP1500s, also planned for deployment in the Humber, with grid links.

Thames Hub 

A 525 GWh/year £5bn tidal energy scheme is part of Norman Fraser’s £50bn plan for a Thames Estuary project, with an in-barrier array + 90 MW of estuary bed turbines.

Tidal Resources to be modeled 

The UK’s tidal energy resources are to be modeled by the Energy Technologies Institute (ETI) in a project that will improve understanding of the possible interactions between tidal energy extraction systems as they are deployed between now and 2050. The £450,000 Tidal Modeling Project running until the end of 2012 will be led by consulting, engineering and construction company Black & Veatch supported by hydrodynamic modeling specialists HR Wallingford and the University of Edinburgh. It will develop models of the whole UK Continental Shelf to investigate how energy extraction at one site may affect the energy available elsewhere, with a wide range of possible future tidal stream and tidal range sites, and technologies looked at.  It will study the constraints any interactions place on design, development & location.

IT Power in Chinese link up 

Pioneering UK company IT Power has been awarded a contract by the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, as part of its China Prosperity Strategic Programme, to establish co-operation between the UK and China on Ocean Energy. Working with the Sustainable Energy Research Group at the University of Southampton and Chinese partners including the China National Offshore Oil Corporation and the China Ocean Energy Society, the team will study the wave/tidal energy resources of China’s seas and prepare a Road Map for development and deployment. The programme aims to facilitate technology co-operation between manufacturers, researchers and developers. IT Power has been working on tidal energy for over 25 years- Marine Current Turbines spun out of this.   The other big story of course was Irish company Open Hydro’s success in getting EDF support for a 8MW array off Brittany.

London Array delay?  

The first 630 MW phase of the 1 GW London Array offshore wind farm is well advanced and it could start up soon. However phase two could be threatened by the presence of a large colony of rare red-throated diver sea birds.  But well-known bird expert and BBC broadcaster Bill Oddie has said in response that sea birds currently face a far greater threat from land-based electricity pylons than they do from the presence of offshore wind turbines. The developers will do more studies and are looking at what the impact of the first phase has.  Source: Wind Power Monthly

Renewable Heat gets going  

24 social housing providers across Britain have been awarded a share of a £4 million fund to install green heating systems in the homes of their tenants. They are the first winners to be announced under the £15m Renewable Heat Premium Payment scheme competition for social landlords, which was launched last year as as a preliminary to the  full Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) for domestic schemes, which wont start until later this year. Air source heat pumps were the most popular technology in this first round, with, according to the Energy Savings Trust, 53% of the schemes planning to install only air source heat pumps, since they can be retrofitted into homes that are off the gas grid.

The delayed first phase of the full RHI for larger projects for businesses started up at the end of November. The government hopes will encourage 14,000 industrial installations and 112,000 in the commercial and public sector by the end of the decade. See below

RHI: 60%cut for large biomass

The delayed first phase of the Renewable Heat Incentive for larger projects went ahead at the end of November, after the tariff for large biomass projects was cut by 60%, following objections from the European Commission on the basis on State Aid rules. 

The tariff for biomass installations over 1 MW of capacity will fall from the 2.7p per kilowatt hour as agreed in March and approved by Parliament in July, to just 1p/kWh. The Renewable Energy Association said the cut would be an unexpected shock to developers: ‘this is a drastic reduction’. The RHI for domestic scale projects should start later this year, although a pilot ‘premium’ scheme is already running- see above.

The total RHI budget is set at £860m, direct from government, (i.e. taxpayers) unlike the FiT and the RO, the costs of which are passed on to electricity consumers. But a FiT cap of £867m was set, so as to limit the cost the consumers. Hence the recent cuts.

Solar heat - not bad

The Energy Saving Trust’s year-long trial of 88 solar hot water systems found that most of them provided around 39% of the hot water the homes needed, though if the system was well installed and used, it could provide 60%. But if not, it could provide as little as 9%. Which? energy expert Dr Sylvia Baron says: ‘The trials highlight how important it is that householders know how to make the best out of their system by insulating their tank and pipes, getting the right system size and setting up pumps and timers correctly’.

The EST found that, generally, solar thermal systems worked well and 84% of the people who took part in the trial were either fairly or very happy with their system. However, with the systems costing £3-5,000, and savings only £60-£90 p.a., payback time is still an issue. But help is at hand. The Renewable Heat Premium Payment scheme offers a grant of £300 towards the cost of installing solar thermal (see above) though that only runs until 31st March. However soon we may have the full domestic RHI. 

Wind good For a refreshing, if maybe a little bit over-blown, pro-wind view see Will Self’s homily: www.bbc.co.uk/news/magazine-15295769 Also hear him: www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/b015pdc1/A_Point_of_View_In_praise_of_wind_turbines
ROC Technology Banding Review- reactions 

DECC’s recent review of the Renewables Obligation Certificate (ROC) system (see Renew 194) got a mixed reception. There had been fears that there would be major cuts, and some lesser ones did emerge, but Doug Parr from Greenpeace was upbeat: ‘Despite some prominent Tory scepticism over the role renewables can play in delivering clean and secure energy, it’s a relief to see the doubters have lost this internal battle and incentives are being left in place to spark an expansion of green energy generation’. 

Certainly most saw it as good that wave and tidal current projects get a big boost, with 5ROCs/MWh instead of 2. Tim Cornelius, CEO of Atlantis, a  tidal device developer said: ‘This decision should provide the necessary economic stimulus to catalyse the next phase of growth in the UK marine energy sector. Technology developers and their project partners are preparing for commercial-scale deployment and this support will prime investment and create jobs. The industry can now proceed with confidence. Tidal energy has a major role to play in the UK’s future energy mix.’ 

But companies generating energy from landfill gas, which will cease to receive any subsidies, will be less pleased. Gaynor Hartnell, chief executive of the Renewable Energy Association, said: ‘If the government wants to encourage a greater contribution from the very cheapest technologies, this is the wrong way to go about it. No new projects have been built since 2009, at the existing levels. Reducing them further cannot help.’  That maybe mis-stating it: landfill gas is cheap, so it should not need subsidies.  The  other biomass options faired a bit better, though it’s a complex package. 

PV solar however got hit. Arnaud Bouillé, from Ernst & Young noted that ‘the biggest loser will be the solar sector which is receiving its second setback in its short-lived UK history. This may be a missed opportunity for a maturing industry which had achieved significant cost reductions in recent years and demonstrated job creation benefits at a local level.’ 

PV does get a years reprieve, staying at 2ROCs/MWh, but then ROC support falls. Ray Noble, PV advisor to the Solar Trade Association was clearly not amused: ‘We’re perplexed by these RO banding proposals which show no sensitivity to the unique characteristics of solar and aren’t structured to support the development of the UK industry. We’re deeply concerned DECC doesn’t understand mass market technologies like solar and we will redouble our efforts to explain during the consultation period.’ More PV cuts emerged from the new FiT review (see earlier), prefigured by Energy Secretary Chris Huhne noting that PV costs had been falling by about 6% a year: ‘If suddenly there is a dramatic reduction in costs, it is appropriate that we should be looking at the energy bill payer and the taxpayer, and getting value for money’.  So PV really has been pushed aside, in what many see as a much too panicked  short-termist approach. 

On-land wind had a small cut, but only gradually in stages, by 10%.  The REA’s Hartnell felt that ‘onshore wind developers should be able to live with this. It’s a modest reduction, but it will have an impact on smaller and community schemes.’
Maria McCaffery for RenewableUK similarly was worried that ‘the proposed onshore reduction would have a disproportionate impact on small community-based wind energy projects, as they don’t enjoy the economies of scale which larger projects can harness’.

Juliet Davenport, CEO of Good Energy, was worried that many new on-land wind projects could unravel: ‘everyone knows that developers are now looking a lot more at smaller sites, since the biggest and best ones are now gone. Those sites require more support than the bigger ones. At the levels proposed today, we think around a fifth of those sites in planning could be seriously impacted by these changes.’ 

Offshore windfarms get a breathing space until 2015, after which their support will be reduced by 5% in successive years. Hartnell was pleased that offshore wind remains at the higher level introduced by the earlier emergency review, at least for a bit, while RenewableUK recognised ‘the need to drive down costs across the sector, especially offshore’.

Even so, the comment in the DECC consultative report about what would happen next, after the RO is phased out in 2017, might not be too welcome: ‘Contracts for difference (CfDs) under the new mechanism will be the default mechanism for offshore wind generators seeking to commission post-31 March 2017. CfDs will be available as a choice alongside ROCs before then, but are expected to be set at a lower level of support than the RO due to the more certain revenue they provide. This should encourage the early movers to ramp up deployment prior to 2017, and also encourage industry as a whole to drive costs down over the longer term.’  

Meanwhile the new ROC system in effect introduces a FiT-styled price degression mechanism, which the REA welcomed: ‘The degression pathway is a new refinement to the Obligation. Renewables costs in the main are coming down, so it does make sense. Investment stability and certainty is crucial and is key to enabling the UK to meet its targets and for renewables to contribute to economic green growth, job creation and exports.’

The Carbon Trust also welcomed ‘the recognition that financial support for renewables should be reduced in the future as costs come down as deployment ramps up. Experience from the Carbon Trust’s offshore wind technology programme indicates costs can be reduced significantly through investment in innovation. Providing a signal today that support will be reduced in the future will incentivise industry to achieve cost reductions and will ensure renewable targets are delivered at the lowest possible cost to consumers.’

Overall, Chris Huhne presented the reforms as a way of “getting more for less”, through cutting consumer energy bills- by, as the Guardian wryly put it, an average of £2 per year. He said the government’s job was to ensure the subsidies were high enough to stimulate new green energy generation, but not so high as to encourage profiteering at the expense of bill-payers. ‘We have carefully studied what the level of subsidy should be, and we have pared them back [where they were] unnecessary, to get a lower level of consumer bills but a higher level of deployment.’ 

But  Dale Vince, from Ecotricity, perhaps boiled it down to the most effective sound bite: ‘The 10% reduction for onshore wind support will save us all two quid a year per house - is it really worth it?’

Sources: Guardian. Business Green 

7. Climate and global developlments 

The COP 17 Climate Change gathering in Durban left it to the EU, and maybe others, to sign up to a new phase of Kyoto up to 2015 or is it 2017? But there’s also a 2020 plan, with the EU getting some credit, though some saw it all as too little and as overall tragic: http://tinyurl.com/ckzw5eb    Some good work by occupycop17 though…

The EU plan aimed to try to get a ‘legal’ agreement by 2015 on ‘pathways’ for global emissions cuts after 2020.  And it got through! Perhaps  since it’s vague, so crucially  the US, India & China backed it. It is still well short of a real deal- with a lot of tricky negotation still ahead. But not the car crash  feared- thanks  to the EU.  But not to Canada, who exited Kyoto! Next- COP18 in Qatar Nov/Dec.

More: www.theclimategroup.org
www.climatenetwork.org/
The wider climate policy debate seems to have moved on from challenging the basics of global warming (on the later, for a good update see WoodForTrees,org). Now the debate is more about what can be done- with  local polictal conflicts therefore emerging. For example  the politics as well as the climate are getting hot in Australia:  www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-comments/past-issues/volume-17-2011/october/australias-carbon-tax-drama/ .and in the EU too: www.europeanenergyreview.eu/site/pagina.php?id=3318
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change renewables report challenged

 Moreover,  the IPCC’s special renewables report (see Renew 194) got hit: the Economist said that the press release about the report was misleading. It had said that ‘close to 80% of the world’s energy supply could be met by renewables by mid-century if backed by the right enabling public policies, a new report shows’.  In fact, the Economist says, IPCC ‘merely discusses the assumptions needed to produce this outcome, one of the more extreme scenarios the IPCC looked at’. It went on ‘A poorly written press release might have caused less of a stir, were it not for the fact that Greenpeace had come up with the scenario. Its development was led by Sven Teske, director of the group’s renewable energy campaign. He was also one of the 12 authors of the chapter in question. What is more, a Greenpeace publication based on this scenario was graced by a foreword written by Rajendra Pachauri, the IPCC’s chairman.’

Global Renewable growth.. 

Since 1990 global supply of renewable energyhas increased by 42% from about13 to almost18.5 PWh, representing 13% of total world energy supply  (but see REN 21 below) of which bio energy is 10%, the rest (3%) is solar, hydro, wind, geothermal. So says the World Bioenergy Association, which adds that the potential for global bio energy in 2050 will be 20-30 times present use. It claims that bioenergy is already around double the size of nuclear  globally.

It says Asia is the main   supplier of renewable energy, followed by Africa & N America. But the largest rise is in the EU: renewables  more than doubled since 1990, though Africa and Latin America have increased their supply of renewable by over 50%.

...to 16% of energy 

REN21 puts it higher: in 2010, it says renewable energy supplied an estimated 16% of global final energy consumption and delivered close to 20% of global electricity production. Renewable capacity now comprises about 25% of total global power-generating capacity. Including all hydro (estimated 30 GW added in 2010), renewable energy accounted for approx 50% of total added power generating capacity in 2010. Solar water and space heating capacity rose by an estimated 25 GW or about 16%.  Renewables accounted for about 26% of China’s total installed electric capacity in 2010, 18% of elec. generation, and more than 9% of final energy supply. REN21 2011 review: www.ren21.net and  www.map.ren21.net.

REEEP: € 3m     

 The Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership  has announced the first 21 projects funded in its € 3m 8th programme. 5 projects target China, including  studies on a national carbon trading framework, and on smart grids for integrating renewables into China’s grid. 11 projects cover South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa, where energy poverty is most acute. 4 projects replicate or upscale previous REEEP- funded success stories, including solar technologies that are harnessed for income generation in poor rural areas of India. For the first time, REEEP will also fund a project in Indonesia; a study on improving Jakarta’s bus rapid transit system. As well as initiatives selected for funding, a further 7 have been wait-listed for review and possible support.  REEEPs funding is made possible by donations from the governments of the UK and Norway. REEEP previously disbursed € 4.7m in 2009, € 3.2 m in 2007, € 2.2 m in 2006 and € 1.1 m in 2005.   www.reeep.org/58.20416/reeep-allocates-y3-million-to-21-low-carbon-energy-projects.htm
 Global round up

*Wind Race : China 47 GW, US 40 GW, Germany 27GW 

* Renewables to supply 33% of California’s power  by 2020, then on to 40%

* Hyundai Heavy Industries has completed a site trial of a prototype 500 kW tidal current device at Uldolmok Passage in Jeollanam-do, SW Korea. 

*The Japanese government is to set up power plants to burn the wooden wreckage left behind by the March quake/tsunami, solving two problems- debris disposal and power shortages. 

* The Philippines may ‘rechannel’ its £100m nuclear budget to renewables.

* The German Renewable Energy Federation says by 2020 there will be 625 MW of new geothermal power plants, nearly 100 times more than now, supplying ~1% of power.

* France is to spend € 1.35 bn on new renewable and carbon-free generation- but also € 1bn on nuclear.

* China’s biggest wind turbine maker Sinovel has taken a step into the European market long dominated by local manufacturers, with a € 1.5bn 1 GW Irish wind farm deal.

* An Ipsos global public opinion  survey of 24 countries  last year found that support for solar power was at 97%, for  wind  93%, and hydro power 91%. See Section 9 for more. 

Shale gas v wind

Shale gas could hit offshore wind, says International Energy Agency chief economist Fatih Birol: ‘We assume that for the time being governments will not change their commitment to renewables, despite plentiful and cheap gas’. But, he warned, ‘because they are relatively expensive, offshore wind and solar projects could be ‘put on the shelf’ as a consequence of the golden age of gas’, though onshore wind was likely to be unaffected. Even so, cheap, plentiful gas could mean a 30 year ‘lock-in’ for fossil fuels. Gas plants emit less CO2 than coal plants but more than nuclear or wind: ‘The golden age of gas might not necessarily mean a golden age of emissions reduction’. 

China goes to work 

China’s energy, transportation and forestry sectors could provide at least 4.5 million green jobs in 2020, says a new Worldwatch report. Its PV industry could create on average 6,680 direct jobs p.a., and the wind power industry 34,000 jobs p.a., between 2011and 2020- wind provided an average of 40,000 direct’s jobs p.a. in 2006-2010.

Wind in Spain.. but what next?

Gales helped wind meet 60% of Spain’s power demand in Nov., but one turbine broke. The new right leaning government may however be a bit more inclined to back nuclear.

Israel joins in 

A little slow to get started so far, but Israel now aims to get 10% of its electricity from renewables by 2020 in a $5bn programme- with 1,550 MW by 2014 and 2,760 MW by 2020- 460 MW of solar farms, 110 MW solar panels, 800 MW wind, 210 MW biomass/wastes.

Live-in offshore wind !

 Svitzer UK/Sanderson Maritime have developed  an  offshore ‘hotel’ idea for accommodation for the offshore renewables, the Seatel, adapted from a North Sea barge, with a 70 bed hotel module offering a stable platform and high quality accommodation at half the cost of current market alternatives. It’s designed to be self-sufficient, with onboard generators, an in-field maintenance workshop, storage facilities, restaurant, gym, lounges and social areas. It can be moored up to 70 miles offshore using a single point mooring system and a fixed anchor spread specifically designed for each location. It would avoid transferring staff regularly from onshore facilities out to the work location by boat, which can be a four hour round trip or more. 

Source: Renewable Energy Focus
8. Around the EU 

Germany pushes on

The German energy plan produced in 2010 called for renewables to supply 35% of electricity by 2020, upgrading the previous target of 30% renewable electricity by 2020. But in fact Germany’s National Renewable Energy Action Plan produced last year for the EU, said it expects to actually generate 38% of its electricity from renewables by 2020.  All that was before Fukushima and the German government policy shift to return to a rapid nuclear phase out- by 2022. It’s been said that the aim now is to get to 35% from renewables by then, but clearly it could be more. Indeed an agency (UBA) within the German Ministry of the Environment, says Germany could close all its reactors by 2017 and keep the lights on by faster renewables deployment & construction of 5 GW of new gas-fired plant, to give the grid the flexibility to meet demand, while still reducing emissions. UBA say a rapid exit from nuclear will cost ratepayers only € 0.006 to 0.008 /kWh- less than the price swings of natural gas and coal in the past year. And energy analyst Paul Gipe says the higher market price for electricity will cut the cost of its renewables  programme by reducing the differential between the market price of electricity and the average cost of feed-in tariffs for renewables. 

The 2012 revision of Germanys Renewable Energy Sources Act sets a 35-40% renewables target for 2020 and raises the Feed-In Tariffs for biomass by nearly 30%, geothermal by over 50%, offshore wind by 15%.  PV is cut 3-15%, on-land wind stays the same.

...but extra grid links needed

Germany has started building off shore links to wind farms that should be ready by 2015- notably a $1bn ABB 900 MW HVDC North Sea grid-link with 135 km underground & undersea. But with 60 GW of new wind capacity planned in Germany, much of it in the north and east, away from centres of demand, energy agency Dena says there could be problems of grid balancing unless new grid links are built on land. Failing that, there could be regular wasteful curtailment of wind output when it couldn’t be used. Dena wants a 3,700 km expansion of high voltage grid by 2025, of which it thinks 850 km could be realized by 2015. They say additional capacity should be built ‘only where there is an existing network infrastructure. Another prerequisite would be that it must be possible to absorb the new capacity through demand side management or integrate it in storage systems at a European level.’ 

The problem wont be helped by the parallel expansion of solar PV, with 3-4 GW extra being connected over the next year. Dealing with all this will add to the cost. But overall, Dena says that power cost hikes due to the nuclear phase out, grid expansions and renewable subsidies can be limited to 20% up to 2020.   Reuters   

 The German Advisory Council on the Environment  (SRU) agrees and looks to 100% from renewables by 2050, but says PV growth should be radically slowed. 

* Germany exported 4 TWh more power than it imported in the first half 2011, despite the  nuclear closures, but down from 11 TWh in 2010.

Italy basks in the sun 

It may have economic problems, but Italy is the world’s seventh largest economy, and one problem it doesn’t have is, is nuclear power. Last year it voted overwhelmingly (94%) to keep it that way. Instead it’s pushing ahead with renewables, which alread supply 22.2% of its power, and it’s currently the world’s No. 2 for solar PV, after Germany, generating 10 TWh in 2011- 3% of Italy’s  power. 

After a period of uncertainty, the government has now adopted new lower tariffs for PV, but is still targeting 23 GW by 2017. The problem it faced along with Germany, France, Spain and the  UK, was that the FiTs had been too successful, so that existing targets (8 GW in its case) looked like being over-reached, with knock on impacts on consumer electricity prices.  Hence FiT cuts across the EU. Though the new Italian tariffs level are much lower than before, energy analyst Paul Gipe says they remain among the best in the EU relative to its more intense insolation- at least 50% greater than those in Germany.  Under Italian conditions, the new target of 23 GW could generate more than 30 TWh annually by 2017. Italy consumed 319 TWh of electricity in 2010. So he says PV could be meeting nearly 10% of the nation’s electricity supply. For comparison, Germany has a current installed capacity of 17 GW. And there is about 2.2 GW in the USA. Globally it’s at around 40 GW (peak). Meanwhile other renewable are also moving ahead in Italy: wind currently provides nearly 5% of supply, with 5.8 GW installed by the beginning of last year- more than the UK.  

For an excellent overview of its PV policy see:

www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2011/07/beyond-capacity-why-italy-changed-its-pv-strategy?cmpid=WNL-Friday-July22-2011
Windy East 

Central & Eastern European (CEE) wind power markets are booming. Expected installed capacity across the region will top 20 GW in 2020, according to an investment report from Windpower Intelligence, and could be 24.5 GW in its highest growth scenario. Market value will reach € 26.5 - 31.8 bn.  In 2010, wind rose nearly 70% to 2.7 GW- though of course from an initial low level. By comparison, in the EU overall, it only grew 13%- though it reached 86.3 GW in total, led by Germany at 27 GW and Spain at 20 GW. Even so its good to see progress being made in the East, with Poland alone having 332 projects (11.8 GW) planned for 2020; and more are emerging elsewhere.  But the report notes cautiously that across the region ‘the challenges to maintaining that momentum are many. National plans to meet 2020 renewables targets do little to inspire confidence. And local governments regard wind as expensive, drafting policy that discourages grid operators from linking wind capacity to transmission lines.’  For more see the (nearly £2k!) report: http://ecm.hbpl.co.uk/re?l=ewb0d3If900ecI1
EU Solar  Total EU-27 solar thermal heat collector capacity at the end of 2010 was 25,135.6 MWth. Total CSP electrical capacity was 638.4 MWe. Eurobarometer: www.eurobserv-er.org/pdf/baro203.asp
Dutch want green gas  

The Netherlands use a lot of gas- 46% of their primary energy use (1510PJ) with 70% used for heating, 23% for electricity generation. As well as reducing energy waste and cleaning up emissions via Carbon Capture & Storage, it’s promoting green gas from biomass/wastes: it wants to get an 8-12% natural gas replacement in 2020, 15-20% in 2030 and 50% in 2050. Bio-gas is produced during fermentation of organic residues (including manure) from the agricultural sector, residues from the food and snack industry, plus residues from waste processing & water purification, as well as by high-temp gasification of biomass. Green gas is already being produced and injected into the natural gas distribution network.

See New Gas Platform Working Group report www.creative-energy.org

However the most commercially attractive use for green gas could be for vehicle fuel- which may boom and soak it all up- and more- leading to imports of biomass and land use/bio-diversity issues. Then again for some vehicles, biogas may be the right thing: some say we shouldn’t waste bio-methane on making electricity (especially if it’s then used to power Electric vehicles). It should displace diesel in transport fleets- e.g. HGV trucks. The Dutch are busy in this area too:  www.ngvglobal.com/friesland-first-netherlands-province-with-comprehensive-green-gas-refueling-network-0524
The Algae option

If the limited biomass resource is seen as a problem, it could be that algae production, even possibly at sea, could be an option for countries like the Netherlands. Dutch vitamin maker DSM amongst many others are investing in algae production tech to develop biofuel. But the cost of farming algae for biofuel must be cut by about 90% if it’s to become commercially viable and also reduce pressure on food prices: biofuel from algae is 10 times the cost of palm oil- derived biofuel, says Prof. Rene Wijffels director at an experimental algae farm at Wageningen University. He monitors growth of microalgae, which are produced in laboratories and then grown at the farm in vertical plastic tubes or in plastic panels filled with water. ExxonMobil, Neste Oil and DSM are among the investors who have put up a part of the funding for the € 6 m trial project. Neste Oil is to launch Europe’s largest biodiesel refinery in Rotterdam. The European Algae Biomass Association said the European Commission has set aside funds for three algae production facilities, which should start operating in 2-3 years. It told Reuters ‘Algae have huge potential. There are even some efforts to have seaweed in the offshore wind parks.’ Seaweed is different to the micro algae, but it too may have potential. 

For a good intro: www.ukerc.ac.uk/support/tiki-index.php?page_ref_id=1871
EU Energy efficiency 

The European Commission has introduced a new Directive for increased Energy Efficiency  including more support for CHP/co-gen, with a legal obligation to establish energy saving schemes in all Member States: energy suppliers/retailers will have to save 1.5% p.a. on their energy sales. But some claim that energy efficiency targets could depress carbon prices and undermine investment in low-carbon supply techs!

9. Nuclear News 

Nuclear Output falls... 

The net output from the worlds nuclear plants has been falling in recent years as old plants have closed and few new start ups made, but after rallying briefly in 2010 (to 2630 TWh), the decline is set to continue following Fukushima and the switch off of plants in Japan and Germany. Japans Atomic Industry Forum said only 17 of the 54 plants were in operation in May last year. 13 had shut down as a result of the quake/tsunami. Units 1-4 at Fukushima Daiichi were irreparably damaged and, along with undamaged 5 & 6, will be decommissioned. Units 4 & 5 at the Hamaoka plant have been shut down at the government’s request and are unlikely to restart for several months, while 9 reactors- units 1 & 3 of the Onagawa plant, unit 2 of the Tokai plant, all four units at the Fukushima Daini plant- are in cold shutdown and it’s not yet known when/if these will be allowed to resume operation.  22 more were offline for inspections/equipment replacement, and would require local government approval to restart. WNN also reported that the German decision to permanently close the 7 units that started up in or before 1980, plus one that has been in long-term shutdown (a loss of up to 55TWh p.a.), would cut global output in 2010 by 2%.  6 more will follow in 2021, the last 3 in 2022.

...but may rise 

WNN did see it improving later on, with 10 new plants being built in China, and some more in India and Russia, though it reported that an Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) global overview noted that the post Fukushima slow down in new plant approvals in China ‘may be used as an excuse to lower targets for 2020, as already foreshadowed by articles in official publications’. 

EIU put China’s likely 2020 nuclear capacity at 63 GW, compared to the current target of 80 GW. Even so the EIU still predicted a 27% overall growth globally by 2020.   

Less optimistic was the head of Italy’s Nuclear Safety Agency, Umberto Veronesi, who, after Italys referendum opposing new nuclear, said ‘my fear is that Italy will finish as a tourist appendix to the advanced world’.  Surely an over reaction- like Germany, it could prosper as a green energy leader. 

More serious are reports relayed by Reuters of alleged examples of developing countries with actual or planned nuclear programmes where corruption is rampant, infrastructure is poor, the quality of security is in question, and technical expertise limited. U.S. diplomatic cables obtained by WikiLeaks  include one from the U.S. embassy in Hanoi in 2007, about storing radioactive waste in Vietnam, and another in 2008 relating to Azerbaijan. Some of this may be patronising, but if the use of nuclear spreads there could be increasing safety and security issues.    

UK Waste rush

The UK government wants to speed up the search for a site for long-term disposal of nuclear waste- to get it in place by 2029 rather than 2040. No chance?

French disconnection

The long-standing support for nuclear power by the French technocratic elite is showing signs of strain. The pressure is on: public opposition went from 42% before to 67% after Fukushima, and then to 75%, and the share price of French reactor vendor Areva fell 25% after the German nuclear exit- it had already fallen 14%.  With presidential elections in May, there’s a  review- see Box.  

In a new book The Truth about Nuclear, Corrine Lepage, who was Minister for the Environment in the government of conservative President Jacques Chirac, lists a litany of damning allegations about the French nuclear industry, e.g. the ever rising cost of Areva’s EPR (now € 6bn) which will fall on French taxpayers*. She suggests if France exited nuclear and developed its renewable resources instead, it would create new industries and jobs like those seen in Germany. Meanwhile the French nuclear industry could turn its attention to phasing out nuclear and become a global decommissioning  leader.  Currently an MEP she has questioned France’s nuclear choice, calling it a  ‘strategic error’ of historic scale. The new leader of the far-right National Front, Marine Le Pen, has said that nuclear is a ‘dangerous form of energy’.   

In the UK the far right has been very pro-nuke, as witness the strong support recently given by BNP leader Nick Griffin MEP in the Euro parliament.  But then so is the centre right and centre left! Making the UK the best EU location for new nuclear!

 French review 

‘We will study all possible scenarios. It will be done with total objectivity, in full transparency, without avoiding any scenario (...) including the scenarios of a nuclear exit.’ 

French Energy Minister Eric Besson.  

One scenario would be a total exit from nuclear by 2050, or even 2040. Reuters

The left has backed this, but President Sarkozy has confirmed plans to invest €1 bn  in new nuclear work including 4th gen. reactor R&D- e.g. € 652 m  on the Astrid  fast reactor programme. Moratoria were ‘senseless’ since ‘there is no alternative to nuclear today’.

* Belgium may now revert to its 2025 100% phase out plan...
Nuclear Arabia?

An opinion poll in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) found that 85% of respondents believed nuclear energy was important for the nation. Abu Dhabi’s first plant is due to open in 2017, with 3 more to follow. It also plans an underground cave waste storage site. In addition, the Saudis have a $100bn plan for16 nuclear plants by 2030: www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/9186/saudi-arabias-nuclear-ambitions-part-of-broader-strategy 

But Kuwait and Qata have now given up their nuclear plans and opposition is emerging to Egypts plans to go nuclear: http://nuclear-news.net/2011/06/07/egypt-could-prosper-with-solar-energy-not-nuclear/#more-16532
Global Opposition rises

An Ipsos MORI poll in May found that 62% of citizens in 24 countries across the world opposed the use of nuclear, with 38% in favour: 26% had changed their minds after Fukushima. The most anti-nuke, at ~ 80% against, were Italy, Germany & Mexico. Only 3 of the 24 countries had majorities in favour: India (61%), Poland (57%) US (52%). The UK was split 48% for, 51% against, similarly in Sweden. In France, 67% were opposed, Australia the same. But, surprisingly, 42% in Japan were pro (though see below): www.ipsos-mori.com/Assets/Docs/Polls/ipsos-global-advisor-nuclear-power-june-2011.pdf
*A WIN Gallop poll of 47 countries last spring found that overall support had fallen from 57% to 49%, while opposition had only risen from 32% to 43%. But it depends on the questions asked, and when! Later media reports say opposition had risen to ~70% in Japan, 75% in France. And a TNS Poll in the US in June only found 45% backing new nuclear.  

10. In the rest of Renew 195 

Our Technology section look at some possible, very ambitious, systems for converting wind to green gas and methanol to compensate for intermittency, perhaps using CO2 from the air, based on ideas emerging from the University of Kassel in Germany.  If you then CCS it, you get negative carbon, as you would if you used biomass as feedstock, but with no bio-land use issues. However air capture of CO2 is very costly. Intriguing though. 

Meantime, while nuclear is still being promoted heavily in the UK and opposed widely globally (see our Groups section overview) , the north sea offshore wind and marine energy resource is also being talked up a lot: see National Grid’s scenarios-in Reviews. On the smaller scale, a lot is happening in the community energy field in Scotland- see Groups. But the 165 mph gales in Dec. did some damage there!

Our Features look critically at Carbon Capture and Storage (now on its uppers in the UK, after the last of the candidates for the £1bn CCS competition has backed out) and a bit more sympathetically at Tradable Energy Quotas; although we are still not convinced that they are going to be viable, equitable or even effective, it seems inevitable that some sort of rationing system will emerge at some point.   

For the moment though the focus is on current battles like that over solar PV. Some see the DECC cuts as almost the end of the road, at least for now, for PV in the UK. Others are a bit more hopeful. For a good overview see www.solarpowerportal.co.uk/blogs/coping_with_the_cuts_feed-in_tariff_fallout_5478/?utm_source=Solar+Power+Portal&utm_campaign=f829785a3f-FiT_cuts_31st_October10_31_2011&utm_medium=email
    It certainly was a blow.

More positively, don’t forget the AT@40 conference in March. Do come!

11. 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.
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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. You need to book in advance via c.l.emburey@open.ac.uk
