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‘The country will be covered with rows of metallic windmills working electric motors which in their turn supply current at a very high voltage to great electric mains. At suitable distances, there will be great power stations where during windy weather the surplus power will be used for the electrolytic decomposition of water into oxygen and hydrogen.’ B.S. Haldane, Daedalus, 1923

1.FiT battles continue

The battle over the PV solar Feed-In Tariffs (FiTs) continues, with the latest move being the publication of the governments response to the consultation on the PV FiT and also it’s views of how the whole FiT system should be developed. See below.

Events had moved quite rapidly. Firstly, Friends of the Earth, Solar Century and HomeSun won backing for a legal challenge to the (backdated) cuts from High Court Judge, Mr Justice Mitting, who said ministers were ‘proposing to make an unlawful decision’ and as a result the court would be ‘amenable to a judicial review’. 

DECC then submitted an appeal in which they noted that ‘the High Court’s decision was based on the view that the proposed approach to implementing new tariffs for solar PV is inconsistent with the FIT scheme’s statutory purpose of encouraging small-scale low-carbon electricity generation’.  But DECC said ‘The overriding aim of the proposed reduction in tariffs for solar PV (as set out in the recent consultation) is to ensure that over the long term as many people as possible are encouraged to install small scale low-carbon generation (including other technologies as well as solar PV) and benefit from the funding available for the FIT scheme. Without an urgent reduction in the current tariffs, which give a very generous return, the budget for the scheme would be severely depleted and there would be very little available for future solar PV generators, or for other technologies. Our view is that the urgent steps we have proposed to protect the scheme for the future are fully consistent with the scheme’s statutory purpose.’ 
 It also says that ‘the judicial review was premature as no decision has yet been taken, and a decision will only be taken after a full analysis of the responses to the consultation’. But the appeal was refused- see below 

Meanwhile, Chris Huhne, then still Energy Secretary, acknowledged the difficulties experienced by solar firms as a result of the government’s decision to cut incentives with just six week’s notice, promising that the government ‘will try harder next time’ to minimise disruption caused by changes to the feed-in tariff scheme. But he said the ConDems had inherited the system and was reported to have complained that the fact the feed-in tariffs did not include an automatic degression mechanism for reducing the level of incentives meant the government had no choice but to impose the cuts at short notice, after “massively attractive” tariffs combined with a “dramatic crash” in panel prices to spark a surge in installations that threatened to push the scheme over budget. But, in fact, the PV tariff, as initially planned, did have a built-in annual price degression mechanism- set at 7% p.a. for all categories. And at the time of its launch, DECC said it would increase the degression rate by a further 0.5% from 2015, although the start of the degression process was delayed by a year.  The final pattern of planned reductions (for all the FiTs) is shown in a helpful table abstracted at www.peterlennard.com/fit.pdf
 DECC initially estimated that the FiT would put £11 p.a. on consumer bills by 2020. The ConDems had upgraded this to £26 and used that to justify the cuts, no doubt also reacting to the spate of media stories about green policies being a major part of the £200 or so some said had been put on bills, and the talk of £2k or £3k bills by 2020. 

However, that was all put in proper perspective with the governments’ advisory Committee on Climate Change reaffirming that it was gas prices that had led to most of the energy price rise- 64% of price rises were caused by increasing wholesale energy prices and only 6.5% by support for low-carbon energy. Households that have dual-fuel (gas and electricity) bills had seen their energy costs rise from £605 in 2004 to £1060 in 2010, an increase of 75%. But only £30- or 6.5%- of this increase related to support for low-carbon energy, compared to £290 for increasing costs of gas and supplier costs. It said that green policies overall would only add around £110 to annual bills per household in 2020, and it could be just £25 if the energy savings programme was successful.

Independent green energy retailer Good Energy argued that the direct cuts in tariff levels for PV may not actually be the biggest issue in term of slowing PV growth- the proposal to limit FiTs to buildings reaching a high set level of energy efficiency (above ‘C’) could have even more impacts. Good Energy find that only about 10% of UK homes would be eligible and that the Green Deal upgrade loans won’t actually change that- at best getting to an ‘E’ rating. So most homes will remain ineligible. www.goodenergy.co.uk/what-we-are-doing/good-energy-republic/2011/12/14/feed-in-tariff-should-not-depend-on-energy-efficiency As we shall see and others making that point , they were listened to! 

More cash  for the PV FiT

While it has continually stressed to need to stay under the spending ceiling it has established for the FiTs, the government has actually increased what is available by £197m by re-allocating funds previously earmarked for the RO- Renewables Obligation- thus increasing the total FiT budget from £867m to £1,064m. DECC said the changes were merely ‘technical’ since the £197m was money that had previously been set aside for small projects under 5 MW, that could opt for the RO or FiT incentive. DECC had warned that the FiT ceiling was at risk of be being reached, so this extension may be good news, but some in the PV lobby saw it as undermining the case for sudden large FiT cuts. Friends of the Earth said ‘If the scheme had run out of money before 12 Dec, then it would show that the government should have listened to industry and introduced a phased degression of the tariff in line with the falling cost of technology earlier in the year’.

FiTs and Starts.. 

In a joint report, the Energy and Climate Change and Environmental Audit Committees both chastised the government for what they called the ‘clumsy’ handling of the PV FiT policy review, saying that the Government was ‘undermining confidence in energy policy and hurting the UK solar industry by rushing through panicked changes to Feed-in Tariffs (FiTs) without adequate notice to consumers and installers  alike’.  They  also warned that proposals to require homes to meet a ‘C’ rated energy efficiency standard before they can receive solar FITs will limit uptake to wealthier households only, and cause ‘fatal’ damage to the industry. Under such plans, 86% of homes would need to upgrade their insulation levels in order to qualify, increasing up front costs by £5,600 to £14,000, excluding the cost of the panels themselves. www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/environmental-audit-committee/news/environmental-audit-committee/
With that report as a backdrop, and the PV industry on its uppers, all eyes were on what the government would come up with in its new review of all the FiTs. Before that though, DECC came up with what looked like an emergency holding operation. On January 19th it laid before Parliament draft license modifications which, subject to Parliamentary processes, made provision for a reduced tariff rate from 1 April 2012 onwards for new solar PV installations with an eligibility date on or after 3 March 2012 .  In the event, it got used- see below

Defending DECC’s approach, Energy Minister Greg Barker said: ‘I know this is a difficult time for the sector and I want to do as much as I can to end the current uncertainty created by the legal challenge. We must reduce the level of FITs for solar panels as quickly as possible, to protect consumer bills and to avoid bust in the whole Feed-in Tariff budget.  We’re appealing against the court ruling that’s challenged our proposal for a December reference date.  This remains our aim, and we are waiting for the judgment of the Court of Appeal.  But this is too important for us to sit and do nothing while we wait.  Today we’re putting in place a contingency that will bring a 21p rate into effect from April for installations from 3 March.  However, we are still pressing ahead with our appeal and if successful, we retain the option of introducing a December reference date.  In the circumstances we believe this gives the industry as much certainty as is possible.  And it puts us in a better position to protect the budget for everyone involved.’

This is still somewhat odd, coming before the results of the consultation on the PV FiT emerged. Over   2,000 consultation responses had been received. But DECC finally produced its response in February which it said  left  time ‘for any resulting legislative changes to come into effect from 1 April 2012’.  They also produced a set of  proposals for the next phase of the comprehensive review of the whole FITs scheme, for consultation. See below. 

FiTs appeal 

The government certainly had a tough time with this issue. The appeal court refused the Secretary of State permission to challenge an earlier ruling that solar Feed-in Tariffs can not be changed retrospectively. The Judge also denied request for DECC to go to the Supreme Court, though DECC then indicated it would try to raise the issue nevertheless.  But that court then said it would take 8 months- so it looks like DECC is out of luck! 

Daniel Green, from HomeSun, one of groups behind the original legal challenge, said, ‘four Judges, including three in The Court of Appeal, have now called the Government’s actions illegal’. He saw that as a ‘decisive ruling that Government may not make retrospective changes to the FiT’, because to do so ‘would be to take away an existing entitlement without statutory authority’.

The emergency arrangements tabled by the government (see above) would mean that nothing changes until April. They could have in theory immediately table more proposals for, earlier cuts, but given that they have to give a minimum of 40 days notice of the change, that would take them into March, and add even more rancour to the situation. 

DECC’s view apparently has remained unchanged: they were desperate to avoid what they saw as an impending boom and bust situation. 

So they had to act fast. Energy Minister Charles Hendry told Renewable Energy Focus (REFocus) that the decision to lower tariff rates from 12 December, instead of April as originally expected, was to protect the FiT budget from a four-month ‘fire-sale’ to install solar panels before the rate was cut by over half: ‘If we had proposed that the tariff change would happen in the spring, then every salesman would have been going round the country, knocking on doors, saying, “come on, guys- sign up, we know this is going to halve in April. We can get all of that done and installed in that time”, and we would have seen a complete fire sale.’ And any resulting bubble- which may now happen- would ‘soon burst, with disastrous consequences for the tariff as a whole’.

But HomeSun told REFocus that the cause of the bubble was that the Government’s ‘premature action before Christmas created a massive spike in solar installations between 31 October and 12 December, which has ended up costing the FiT budget £100 million. The current legacy for all installs up until 12 December (including other technologies) is £268m per annum. This means all of next year’s budget is already spent and substantially exceeded, and even 2013/14’s entire budget is already gone.’ 

However, while most see the speed with which the PV FiT changes were to be brought in as the main issue, many believe that the tariff was set too high in the first place, and even that the industry was a little greedy. The British PV Association  evidently backed a cut, causing Solar Century to leave the Association. And, with the other FiTs in mind, the Renewable Energy Association told REFocus: ‘We now want to put this behind us as swiftly as possible, and work with Government and supporters to secure a larger budget for small scale renewable energy generation’. The CBI said ‘The judgement should be used to draw a line under this saga, which saw the Government scoring a spectacular own goal and confidence in the renewables sector undermined’.

FiT at last- the new scheme emerges

Finally, but after the resignation of Chris Huhne, due to the court case on  his alleged speeding ticket fiddle, in February, DECC produced its proposals for  the future of FiTs and its response to the PV FiT consultation. While PV was a clear loser, for the FiTs on general, there was one clear winner.  Micro CHP got a boost.  Energy minister Greg Barker had earlier noted that the roll out of micro-CHP had been ‘beyond disappointing’. DECC had he said  ‘set the 30,000 limit, worried that there would be a surge of deployment, but there has been one per cent of that’. So now it would get a boost- with a new tariff of 12.5p/kWh. But there were no boosts for the other technologies, with the government claiming the budget for FiTs was already all but spent. See below.

That’s all in the future, from July, and subject to the new consultation. Meanwhile, though DECC reserved the right to default back to their planned controversial December cuts for PV (if they manage to get their appeal heard and accepted by the Supreme Court), for now, making use of the contingency plan DECC made previous (see earlier), the following will apply for PV:  

 *  A tariff of 21p/kWh will take effect from 1st April this year for domestic-size solar panels with an eligibility date on or after 3rd March 2012. Other tariff reductions apply for larger installations. 

* Properties installing solar panels on or after 1st April will only be required to produce an Energy Performance Certificate rating of ‘D’ or above to qualify for a full FIT. 

DECC says ‘The previous proposals for a ‘C’ rating or a commitment for all Green Deal measures to be installed was seen as impractical at this stage. We estimate that about half of all properties are already eligible for a ‘D’ rating.’  

* From 1st April, new ‘multi-installation’ tariff rates, set at 80% of the standard tariffs, will be introduced for installations where a single individual or organisation is already receiving FITs for other PV installations- e.g. for ‘rent a roof’ schemes. DECC says ‘This reflects the lower costs of such installations, as they benefit from the economies of scale’. The threshold is set at 25 projects.  

So what next for PV ? 

Given the falling costs of PV, DECC is proposing to peg the subsidy levels to cost reductions and industry growth so as to provide ‘more certainty for future investments’. It says this ‘will ensure that subsidy levels keep in step with the market. It builds on the best of the existing German system and will remove the need for emergency reviews.’  See degression plans below .

It will make use of budget flexibility ‘to cover the overspend resulting from high PV uptake this year, while still allowing £460 million for new installations over the Spending Review period’. It says ‘this won’t have any impact on consumer bills beyond the agreed overall cap on renewable subsidies as it will primarily be funded from an under spend on the budget allocated for large-scale renewables’,  i.e. the RO- see earlier. 

DECC is now consulting on a proposal that social housing, community projects and distributed energy schemes be exempt from the multi-installation tariff rates. That’s a welcome move- they are different.

The New PV FiTs 

DECC outlined tariffs for PV that will apply from April, but also provided  a series of options for the next phase- from July: option ‘A’ assumes installations reach 200 MW by then, ‘B’ 150-200 MW and ‘C’ under 150 MW.

Band (kW)        
 1 April tariff 
 Option A  
Option B  
Option C

 4kW
                         
 21.0p
  13.6p             15.7p 

16.5p

 >4kW-10kW 
          

 16.8p 
  10.9p          
12.6p       
 13.2p

 >10-50kW                 

15.2p       9.9p         
11.4p        
 11.9p

 >50-150kW              

12.9p        7.7p          
 9.7p        
 10.1p

 >150-250kW 1          

 2.9p         5.8p         
 8.0p       
 10.1p

 >250-5000kW            
 8.9p         4.7p             6.8p        
  7.1p

 Stand alone1                
 8.9p         4.7p             6.8p         
  7.1p.

DECC also proposed changes to the index linked export tariff, which is currently at 3.1p, since the value of this electricity to suppliers was estimated in early 2011 to be in the range of 2.7 - 5.9p/kWh.

Degression Plans 

Although in the previous consultation on the new FiTs, most respodents thought the proposed rate of return of 4.5 - 5% for domestic projects (and 8% for commercial) was too low, DECC insisted that, given the economic climate and the fact that PV costs had fallen faster than expected, they should, stay at that level. Moreover they proposed a series of new price degression mechanisms: 

First, a baseline degression timetable which would set out in advance the tariff reductions that would be applied. This would be designed to ‘incentivise all those involved in the supply chain progressively to reduce their costs’. For solar PV they propose a tariff reduction in October (i.e. three months after the 1 July tariff changes) of 5%, followed by a degression rate of 10% every 6 months. 

Second, a contingent degression mechanism applied at any time, and, if needed, repeatedly, if actual deployment levels exceed 125% of expected levels before the date of the relevant planned baseline degression. 

DECC say ‘Unlike the German model, which has degression at fixed times with the size of the steps determined by deployment, in this proposal the size of the individual steps would be known in advance and the timing would be determined by the level of deployment’.

Third, the Government would carry out annual reviews, in discussion with representatives from the industry and other stakeholders, to check if this mechanism is controlling costs to an adequate extent and allowing the Scheme to achieve its statutory objectives. Any changes to the mechanisms proposed following one of these reviews would be the subject of further consultation and Parliamentary procedures as set out in the Energy Act.

So that’s belt, braces and string! DECC clearly doesn’t want to be caught out with rapid high consumer cost pass through again. They noted that by late 2100 the surge had reached over 900 MW, compared to the 116 MW expected, and  by end March could reach 1.3 GW, with the cost pass through over 25 years being about £7bn (in real, discounted terms). 

The Non-PV FiTs

In its review of the FiT scheme overall, DECC reiterated that it was ‘designed to promote take up of small-scale low-carbon electricity technologies by the public and communities’, and also to ‘empower people and give them a direct stake in the transition to a low carbon economy; help develop a supply chain that offers households a wide range of cost-effective measures to lower their energy use and carbon emissions; and assist in public take-up of carbon reduction measures, particularly measures to improve the energy efficiency of buildings’. 

However, compared with the larger mainstream projects supported by the Renewables Obligation (around 6 GW so far), it is relatively small: by March 2011 the FiTs had led to 30,201 installations with a total generation capacity of 108.3 MW that generated 68.6 GWh of electricity, although by end 31 Dec. 2011 a cumulative total of 662 MW had been installed across 147,231 projects, most of them (597 MW) being PV. 

As noted earlier, even more PV projects were on the way (there were 380 MW or so in the pipeline), so that the non-PV element was in effect tiny- accounting for only about 10% of the cost of the scheme so far.

DECC clearly want to change that ratio. For the next phase, the headline change is the proposal that the tariff for micro-CHP, which had expanded only very slowly (0.35 MW by Dec.), be raised to 12.5p/kWh, so as to ‘recognise the benefits this technology could bring and to encourage its development’.  DECC adds ‘This increase will allow a rate of return for CHP comparable to other low carbon domestic technologies. We propose, however, because of the uncertainties regarding future costs, that the existing cap of 30,000 installations should be retained in order to provide budget security.’

Micro-wind, Micro hydro and AD Biomass stayed pretty much unchanged, up to the end of 2012, although tariff rates will be reviewed in relation to the proposed changes to the RO banding. Only 35 MW of micro wind had been installed by December, 18 MW of  hydro  and 12 MW of AD. 

For the next phase though, DECC proposed that from April 2014, all tariffs should be subject to a minimum degression rate of 5% per year and all technologies should be subject to a tailored version of the cost control regime that is being put in place for PV technologies, including annual automatic degression and capacity triggers. 

They  also  want to ‘continue to ensure that there is a smooth transition in support levels between FITs and the RO. At the crossover point (5 MW) it is important that there are not perverse incentives to choose one instrument over the other- or to inefficiently undersize projects so that they are eligible for FITs rather than the RO.’ 

This they say ‘makes clear the Government’s position that support for any technology above the marginal cost of meeting the renewables target is a transitional measure, albeit with different transition periods for different technologies’.
Full details of the FiT proposals :

 www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/pn12 _010/pn12_010.aspx
MPs reactions to the FiT proposals

The FiT proposals were debated in the House of Commons, with Labour’s Caroline Flint going on the offensive: ‘Last night, the Minister tweeted that he had an ambition for 22 GW of solar capacity to be installed by 2020. That is all very well, but not if his policies do not get us anywhere near the figure. Will he confirm that he is today proposing a further cut in the tariff level for solar power to 13.6p from July of this year? That would be a 70% cut in six months, which would be out of all proportion to the falling costs in the industry.’ 

In reply the Minister, Greg Barker, reiterated the governments line that, compared with the one they had inhereted from Labour, their new scheme ‘will be bigger and deployed to give better value for consumers and householders’. Later on, in responses to other MP’s challenges, he amplified the point: ‘We expect to see two and a half times more installations by 2015 than under the original scheme introduced by the Leader of the Opposition when he was Energy Secretary, and we also expect that that higher level of deployment will be delivered for far less money’.

He added ‘we will substantially increase the DECC resources that are made available for this scheme. We are happy to do that now because this new scheme offers much better value for money than the scheme we inherited. We expect that about £1.3 bn will be made available for this scheme over the spending period, but there will not be any increase in the cost to consumers, and the total sums will still be within the overall levy control framework. This will be achieved through better budgetary management by DECC, and our conviction that the new scheme offers better value for money than the one we inherited from Labour.’ 

So he did quite well! Certainly the proposals for a new approach to community projects were welcomed by many MPs, even if the PV cuts were still seen as very painful. 

Huhne out, Davey in 

Some saw Chris Huhne’s resignation as bad news for energy policy, arguing that he took on the Treasury and won many of the battles. Others however remembered him for his U-turn on nuclear power- and the PV FiT mess. The new Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change is Lib Dem Ed Davey, previously a Business minister. 

He will no doubt have on his desk the letter from 101 Tory MPs, that was sent to the PM just before Huhne resigned, calling for subsidies for onshore wind to be ‘dramatically cut’, and for wind planning rules to be tightened.  But Davey quickly made clear that he had been ‘a lifelong supporter of renewables and wind power and I’m not going to change now, I think onshore and offshore wind power has a real place in a balanced mix of energy generation’.  

Less smooth was his U-turn on nuclear power. As Lib Dem trade and industry spokesman, in 2006 he was the architect of the party’s anti-nuclear policy. He launched the policy with a press release entitled ‘Say no to nuclear’, and had  said ‘In addition to posing safety and environmental risks, nuclear power will only be possible with vast taxpayer subsidies or a rigged market. It is an issue that crops up in my postbag time and again... the alternatives are cleaner, safer, greener and better for the environment and the taxpayer.’ 

However now he has said that he would not block the Coalitions plans for a non-subsidised, nuclear expansion programme. www.edwarddavey.co.uk/archive/news394.htm
On the Tory 101, see: http://alansenergyblog.wordpress.com/2012/02/08/theres-inefficient-and-then-theres-really-inefficient/
 Last word: ‘The solar tariffs fall so steeply that by July this year they could be

lower than those for wind  and  hydro.’ Renewable Energy Association

2. Renewables Backlash 

The backlash against renewables was joined by the Adam Smith Institute which, with the Scientific Alliance, produced a report ‘Renewable Energy: Vision or Mirage’, claiming that ‘the renewable energy technologies which are commercially available or in development cannot form more than a minor part of the overall mix without putting the security of supply at jeopardy. The need for increasing amounts of conventional backup capacity as renewables form a larger part of the overall mix severely limits their contribution to emissions reduction.’ 

 It goes on: ‘A high contribution from intrinsically intermittent renewable power generation without matching conventional capacity as backup- even if demand and supply were to be better balanced via a Europe-wide grid- would require affordable and reliable large-scale energy storage capacity capable of providing backup over a period of days or weeks. No technologies capable of providing this exist or are in development.’ 

It claims that ‘Solar power- the most expensive of currently available technologies- has little contribution to make in northern Europe’, while on-shore wind, the lowest-cost renewable option, ‘still requires financial incentives to encourage investment and has limited scope for expansion because of public opposition and lack of appropriate sites. Its viability would be reduced even further if developments had to carry the cost of the additional gas-fired generating capacity needed as backup.’  

It concludes that ‘taxpayers’ money would be far better spent on measures to increase energy efficiency, plus investment in proven nuclear and gas generating capacity to provide energy security as many of the UK’s coal-fired stations- and nearly all existing nuclear reactors-  are decommissioned over the coming decade’. 

While it is a fair point that we should focus much more on energy efficiency, and that energy storage will be important, critics felt that much of the rest seemed to recycle old myths and biases. Thus RenewableUK, challenging the report’s claim that wind ‘does little to reduce carbon emissions’, went on the offensive: ‘Wind turbines generate electricity 80 - 85% of the time, allowing us to use the power of the weather when it’s available to cut the quantities of fossil fuels we need to burn to generate our electricity. Without wind cutting our gas consumption, it’s difficult to see how we’ll be able to afford the enormous volumes of gas that the ASI’s preferred option would require. It’s not wind that needs backup- gas needs a wind supplement in order to avoid consumer bills skyrocketing.’

The Renewable Energy Association (REA) similarly said ‘It’s more secure to rely on sources like the wind, waves, tides and sun, which deliver themselves to the power station, than sit at the end of a long pipeline on the periphery of Europe hoping that there’ll be as much cheap gas as we need’. And while the report claimed that ‘there is no prospect of most renewable technologies- particularly solar- being competitive with conventional power sources in the foreseeable future’, the REA countered that ‘The time will arrive when it costs no more to generate your own solar electricity than it will be to buy it from an electricity supplier.  This should be the case in the UK in 2017-8.’ 

Actually the ASI do seem to recognise that PV is getting cheaper, but say the UK FiT system focussed on small projects, which it saw as more expensive. We wonder what they made of the cuts- for large units! 

The Adam Smith Institute (ASI) report is at: www.adamsmith.org/sites/default/files/research/files/renewableenergy2011.pdf
 Perhaps, even more predictably, SONE, the Supporters of Nuclear Energy lobby group, came out with somewhat similar views ‘The sheer disparity between the cost of other sources- and especially offshore wind- and nuclear is startling when nuclear can reasonably be claimed to provide security of low carbon supply at affordable cost... In our view, the evidence requires nuclear power to be at the forefront of electricity supply policy.’

Conflicting views 

The Adam Smith Institute (ASI) has,  traditionally, a commitment to free markets, and that did lead to some useful data- the chart above shows the cost of the Renewables Obligation to UK consumers.  The report notes that  ‘At the end of 2010, the cumulative cost of the ROCs programme has been over £5 billion and its cost to consumers in 2010 alone reached more than £1 billion’, That’s much more per kW and kWh than consumers in the EU pay for wind power.  

The ASI view seems to be that the RO was so expensive since it was not sufficiently based on competitive markets, whereas, from a different political perspective, you could argue that it failed because is was too market driven, unlike the Feed-In Tariff system used elsewhere in the EU.  

Other divergencies emerge when we look at grid issues. It may be true that, as the ASI report claims, Irelands wind power system has problems, but that seems likely to be because it’s such a small grid, which means it is not easy to balance. Interconnector grid links to the UK and beyond could help, but the ASI report is unimpressed by EU-wide supergrids, arguing that they can’t balance variable wind effectively.

There’s some good positive coverage of what seems to be its preferred option for balancing- flow batteries. And some of the reviews of renewable options are useful, even if, in the end, they are mainly dismissive.   

Overall its approach seems to have much in common with the work of the Renewable Energy Foundation. TaxpayersAlliance.com adopts a similar stance. So evidently did many of the ‘Tory 101’ who wrote to the PM complaining about the cost of wind power.

One of the ASI reports authors is Hugh Sharman, well known for promulgating similar views as Principal of Incoteco (Denmark) ApS, energy consultants and cofounder of DimWatt.eu. You would think then that he would have spotted the slip up confusing electricity with energy, when saying ‘total UK energy use’ was ‘400 TWh’. Oops. 

But that, you might think, is the least of the problems with this report... 

Minister Charles Hendry called it  ‘naive’. It neglected ‘the value of renewables to security of supply’.

3. Grid and balancing issues

Wind curtailment compensation

The Times (21/1/12) updated the familiar story about wind farms receiving millions of pounds from National Grid to shut down when they were producing too much for the grid to handle and when power demand was low. It reported that ‘dozens of onshore facilities shared £25m last year, a 13,733% increase on 2010, after a particularly blustery year, according to the figures released by National Grid’. Ultimately, it noted, the cost of being shut down is passed on to consumers because National Grid charges energy suppliers, who add the levy to bills. 

In total last year, it said, National Grid paid operators to stop generating 149,983 MWh, equivalent to 1.49 per cent of the total electricity generated by Britain’s wind farms. It added ‘This is equivalent to one large onshore farm being paid to be switched off all year’. 

Compensation for ‘curtailment’ of ouput is common in the energy market (see Box), as is extra payment for meeting peak demand: but variable wind plants are likely to receive it more often, especially if they are in remote locations where the grid is weak.  Some say that the level of compensation that the wind companies have managed to negotiate is too high. The Times noted that ‘On one of the windiest days in October last year, National Grid paid wind farms £1.6 million, or £361 per MW/h on average, about four times the price that operators would expect to sell their electricity, according to ENDS’. 

Consumer Focus said that wind-farm operators should not be able to hold National Grid to ransom by demanding huge payments in return for not generating electricity: ‘If wind-farm generators are asked to cut production they will clearly expect some compensation. But to keep costs down for customers we believe this should be at a level which reflects the realistic value of the loss to the company, not an arbitrary level that the firms set themselves.’ 

Ofgem, the energy regulator, told the Times it had “long-standing concerns” about the level of payments. Since 2007 the amount of these “constraint payments” to power generators has doubled as the amount of renewables being built has risen. And it will rise more as more wind comes on line. It is clearly wasteful financially, but also in energy terms, not to use this green energy. 

Many of the curtailment compensation payments are made to onshore wind farms in remote places, like the Scottish Highlands, where the grid has not been upgraded yet. Surely upgrading would be worth it?  But National Grid told the Times that it was usually cheaper to pay off wind farms on the occasions when they would be operating at full capacity than spending billions of pounds to strengthen these isolated parts of the grid. Also it’s worth noting that one of the reasons for wind curtailment is that this avoids curtailing the output of nuclear plants when energy demand is low, but wind availability high. That conflict will get worse when and if we have more nuclear plants. But at least some grid upgrades are getting underway- see:

www.businessgreen.com/bg/news/2140691/ofgem-speeds-gbp7bn-plan-rewire-low-carbon-scotland   And the proposed new Capacity Market may help- see below.  

Curtailment made simple 

The Balancing Mechanism is set up to allow NG to take bids to switch off from power providers.  Generators with high marginal costs - i.e. fossil plants- will save money if they turn off, as they’re contracted to deliver a certain amount of energy, but can save 

fuel and still be paid. Therefore, they bid low. Wind projects don’t save fuel by turning off, and so bid to the maximum allowed, which evidently is £999/MWh, to avoid curtailment. But it still happens at times. Even so, the balancing costs overall is about £300m per year, while balancing costs for wind are only about 1% of this.

Source: Claverton Energy Group e-conference discussions. More detail: www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Electricity/Balancing and  www.ofgem.gov.uk/Markets/ WhlMkts/CompandEff/CashoutRev/Documents1/Electricity%20cash-out%20issues%20paper.pdf.

Grid link charges 

As we noted in Renew 195, Ofgem is looking at possible change to the formula used to set transmission charges for power generators using the high voltage grid. Ofgem’s preferred option would retain ‘location-based’ charging, where generators pay more to transmit power the further they are sited from areas of high electricity demand. However, they suggest that improvements could be made to the formula to take account of the type of generator and how often they are using the network to transmit power- since the amount of power produced by some generators, mainly wind farms, is variable.  

That’s a long way short of the ‘socialised’ formula, where all generators pay the same regardless of location, which would of course give wind, wave and tidal projects in remote sites a major boost- and, as the Redpoint study had indicated (see Renew 195), could in effect add so much extra costs to big new plants in the South that new nuclear projects might be halted!  Ofgem simply says ‘it would result in around £7 billion of increased costs being borne by consumers without providing tangible additional benefits’.  Well that’s one view. However they say their compromise proposal would nevertheless cut cost for wind farms in Northern Scotland by up to 60% while ‘payments made to generators in the south of England would also fall and some generators that currently receive payments from National Grid, would begin to face charges’. But it wont help the really remote generators much. Scottish Energy Minister Fergus Ewing was  ‘concerned that the current report does not go far enough in delivering a solution on transmission charges for Scotland and in particular our island communities. More work will now be done on this.’

Niall Stuart, CEO of Scottish Renewables, was concerned that developments on Orkney, Shetland and the Western Isles would still face huge charges, with a wind farm on the Western Isles paying £77,000 / MW in 2012 under the reforms, compared to £2,000/MW in SW England: ‘The charges quoted for the islands potentially make development uneconomic, meaning a number of highly, highly productive wind farms may not go ahead; a blow to communities in Stornoway and Shetland which would have benefited from significant revenues over the coming years’.  He also highlighted the heavy charges the emerging wave and tidal sector would still face under a new pricing regime.

Capacity Market-balancing payments  

The government has produced more details of how the new Capacity Market, outlined in the Electricity Market Reforms, will work so as to improve grid security of supply. That might involve extra peaking capacity, storage or demand management systems. Providers of capacity, including generation and alternative approaches such as demand side reduction, will be able to participate in an auction, competing for contracts which commit them to make available to the electricity market a quantity of reliable capacity/service in a given year (the delivery year), or face penalties if they are not available. This ‘availability’ requirement means delivering electricity to the market or reducing consumption up to the quantity contracted for, at any time during the delivery year when the electricity market is tight.  All providers that secure contracts in an auction will receive a regular payment for their availability, and will be able to continue to sell electricity into the electricity market or reduce consumption as usual.  

The additional capacity that results from the Capacity Market will have a dampening effect on electricity market prices, so the availability payment is required to compensate providers of capacity for lower electricity market revenues.

Electricity suppliers will meet the costs of the capacity contracts awarded in the auction process but benefit from lower and less volatile wholesale electricity prices and higher reliability. Electricity users will pay the costs of the capacity contracts awarded in the auction process via their electricity bills, but will also benefit from less volatile (and potentially lower) electricity prices, and from a higher level of reliability, than would otherwise have been the case. And one assumes it will help new types of grid balancing, including storage, to get going, and also boost smart grid technology. 

Overall, a good thing.

But we were not so sure about this:  
         from our ‘Forum’ section
Green cash for Fat Cats?

The government is evidently keen on the idea of Venture Capital Trusts (VCT)- basically a tax break to encourage rich people to invest in things that government thinks are a good idea. And also Community Interest Companies  (CICs)- to help make the ‘Big Society’ work. So if a wealthy person invests in a VCT which lends money to CIC, they get tax relief. At best a sort of reward scheme for philanthropy, at worst a scam for the rich. What do you think? 

Source: an opinion piece by Michael Ware: http://opinion.publicfinance.co.uk/2011/09/power-to-the-people/
4. Green Heat and Power

Zero Carbon Buildings

‘Achieving zero’, a new report from Dr Brenda Boardman at the Environmental Change Institute (ECI) at Oxford University, provides a policy framework that it says will ensure that ‘all energy use in all buildings in the whole UK results in zero carbon emissions by 2050’. It says that its emphasis on energy services, rather than energy purchases, ‘shifts the debate on to demand reduction rather than energy supply and  on to lower, not higher, bills’.  In ECI’s strategy, the 477 TWh of gas and oil and 200 TWh of electricity currently consumed in the sector are reduced to a demand for 100 TWh of renewable electricity supplied by the grid. So the emissions in 2050 would be zero carbon. 

At least until 2025, the expectation is that gas will remain the main heating fuel, rather than electricity, while the carbon intensity of electricity remains high.  The report says ‘The natural gas system will be decarbonised through the addition of green gas from anaerobic digestion thus prolonging the period of its carbon acceptability. Beyond 2025, the need for any space heating will disappear as properties are made low-energy or brought up to passivhaus standard.’ 

A range of fiscal incentives and policies are suggested to ensure that the costs of this transformation can be met.  The role of grants is minimised and replaced with government subsidies on loans to make them affordable for low-income property owners. Other financial inducements come in the form of reduced tax liability. But there is also a commitment to considered personal carbon allowances (PCA) to give householders an incentive to cut emissions. In addition a key role is seen as being played by adherence to the minimum standards based on the energy performance certificates (EPCs). 

Overall, ECI sees change coming from a series of market transformation measures like this, with the framework set by government. but delivery being aided and policed by local councils. It says that ‘the UK cannot meet its legal obligations on eradicating fuel poverty by 2016 and 80% reduction in greenhouse gases by 2050 without most, if not all, of the proposed initiatives’.  www.eci.ox.ac.uk/research/energy/achievingzero/
ECI say ‘The response to the feed-in tariff on photovoltaic panels was contagious and is creating a new social norm’. Well that’s fine if you have £10k or so spare, and maybe the proposed grants will help, but PCA, well that’s another issue.

New Regs for Green Building www.greenwisebusiness.co.uk/news/new-green-building-regulations-to-drive-demand-for-green-deal-3018.aspx
.RAE: heat for buildings

The Royal Academy of Engineering says that there is no possibility that the UK can meet its 2050 target for CO2 emissions without a fundamental change to the way our homes are heated. In a report entitled ‘Heat: degrees of comfort’, says that new houses should be built to the highest standard of energy efficiency, but notes that most of the houses that will exist in 2050 have already been built. 

 It looks at the new heat supply technologies including heat pumps, which it is not totally convinced about, at least at domestic level, and reviews options such as district heating and combined heat and power schemes quite favourably. Reverting to more familiar RAE style, it’s less happy with conventional renewable energy, much of which, it says is difficult or impossible to schedule. ‘To attempt to meet the whole of such a load by renewables based on wind, tides or sun would require a level of installed capacity that would be almost impossible to build and that would be standing idle for most of the summer months, thus making energy very expensive.’  

But some of the problems could be eased by smart grids and load management and it says that storage, whether of natural gas, biomass, large scale thermal storage, or an intermediate vector such as hydrogen, electricity or heat, will be essential. 

We will review it in Renew 198. Meanwhile see www.raeng.org.uk/heat
Low Carbon Heat 

In 2008, 47% of total final UK energy consumption was used for heating- or  77% of total energy if transport is excluded. It was met mostly through the direct burning of fossil fuels, chiefly natural gas. This has to change.  A new report from the UKERC/Energy Generation and Supply Knowledge Transfer Network (KTN) says ‘there is as yet no clear winner in low-carbon heating technologies’, but it looks at some possible candidates, including renewables like solar & domestic scale biomass CHP, but also heat pumps- though the latter use energy, in theory they can be run of renewable supplies. But trials have found them unreliable...

It also looks at larger scale CHP linked to district heating networks and notes that a 2010 Imperial College ICEPT report , ‘Building a Roadmap for Heat’ assessed building heat networks near CCS-linked gas CHP plants. 

KTN says modern district heat networks can reach distances of up to 30 km from the generation source, and the ICEPT team investigated population centres that could be supplied from 21 possible plant locations on the East Coast, near potential CCS/storage sites. ICEPT concluded that heat networks installed in this way could meet 14% of the UK’s domestic heat demand by 2050, as well as reducing peak electricity demand by avoiding the need to install heat pumps. 

The KTN report says district heating (DH) has significant advantages over some other forms of low-carbon heat- it can be linked into existing domestic central heating system, so avoiding the installation and management of new devices, saving space and lowering maintenance costs compared to individual heating units. 

They add ‘With a proper design of plant, district heating is also more efficient in terms of energy use and potentially emissions reduction than individual units’. And DH systems often include large hot water stores, which can be used to help smooth out variable heat demand and also variable electricity supply and demand, by including electric heaters to use excess power from wind farms. CCC would cut carbon, emissions, but (they could have added), so would using biomass, and with both it’s carbon negative. 

‘Green deal’ will fail 

Last year, in what was seen as an unprecedented move, the Committee on Climate Change (CCC), published an open letter criticising the governments ‘Green Deal’ policy. It said this flagship programme, due to start in October, and aiming to transform the energy efficiency of 14m homes in the next decade, will fail and only reach only 2-3m households. 

Under the “green deal”, homeowners can take out loans to pay for insulation and other energy upgrades, with the guarantee that the savings on their energy bills will be greater than the loan repayments. Currently, energy companies have a legal obligation to enable their customers to improve their energy efficiency. But CCC says the proposal ‘is to take away that obligation and say ‘let’s leave it to the market. We think there is a significant risk in leaving it to the market, as that has never worked anywhere in the world and is unlikely to happen in the UK. We are talking about the transformation of the entire building stock of this country.’

In fact the government’s own impact assessment notes that there are 6m lofts in the UK that are poorly lagged, but suggests just 10% of them will be properly insulated by 2020 under the Green Deal. Of the further 6.3m cavity walls yet to be insulated, just 1.7m are forecast to be treated under the plan. Andrew Warren, director of the Association for the Conservation of Energy claimed that ‘there is going to be a complete collapse in the insulation market. We will see an 80% drop in the cavity walls being filled.’
The CCC says the solution is to continue placing an obligation on energy companies to insulate lofts and cavity walls, via the new Energy Company Obligation (ECO), under which energy companies must continue to deliver energy efficiency improvements, and is paid for by a levy on all energy bills, currently about £50 a year for a typical household. But it needs to be better targeted: as it stands, a quarter of the £1.3bn a year ECO fund will be targeted at fuel poverty, with the rest used to subsidise so-called hard-to-treat homes, i.e. solid-wall insulation for older homes. 

London potentials 

The Mayor of London’s Renewable Energy Study, produced as one of a series of DECC-funded regional renewable energy (RE) assessments, by the GLA, suggest that under the DECC methodology, up to 12% and 57% of London’s consumption of electricity and heating respectively can technically be met by RE sources from within Greater London. However adopting DECCs ‘tailored methodology’- which takes into account London’s high urban density-   changes this up to 34% and 49% respectively, the lower heating figure arising due to increased use of low carbon distributed heat energy (DE). It says the combined technical potential for RE and DE is up to 53% and 44% of London’s use of electricity and heating respectively. The technical potential of DE using large-scale heat networks is 20% of London’s energy supply It is estimated that around 450 MW of waste heat capacity is available from existing power stations and energy from waste (EfW) plants in the London area. 

The London Decentralised Energy Capacity Study : www.london.gov.uk/priorities/environment/climate-change/decentralised-energy
5. Policy assessment and projects

DECC: No choice but to cut carbon

Every person in Britain will need to pay about £5,000 a year between now and 2050 to help rebuild the UKs energy system, but this is unavoidable given the age of most existing plant,  and the total cost of developing clean and sustainable electricity, heating and transport will be very similar to that for simply replacing today’s plant with conventional power stations.  That’s one of the conclusions of the latest version of DECC’s open-source analysis package, the 2050 pathways calculator, created by Professor David MacKay, DECC chief scientific adviser. 

Ignoring carbon issues and continuing mainly with conventional technology would cost £4,682 a year, spent on imported gas for electricity generation and heating and oil for all vehicles. That is 13% of the expected £35,000 average income over the period. By comparison, DECC says, the least-cost low carbon 2050 scenario is £84 per capita (1.8%) a year less expensive, and envisages a mix of electricity generation comprising 42% renewable energy, 31% nuclear power and 27% gas plants with the carbon capture and stored underground (CCS). It also envisages improvements in energy efficiency, with demand from lighting and appliances having fallen by 60% compared with 2007 levels.

Moreover the cost of ‘doing nothing’ would also include the damage to the economy expected as a result of climate change, and the calculator notes that, according to the landmark Stern review: ‘This is the equivalent of up to £6,500 per person per year on average, on top of the cost of the energy system’.

As noted in Renew 195, DECC outlines three basic possible approaches. Firstly a ‘higher renewables, more energy efficiency’ scenario, in which wind delivers 55% of the total electricity supply and all cars and buses are fuelled by batteries or hydrogen fuel cells. That would cost £368 a year p.c. (8%) more than the ‘do nothing’ scenario, if climate change damage is ignored.

By contrast its ‘higher CCS, more bioenergy’ scenario is £470 (10%) more costly than doing nothing, and assumes the successful deployment of CCS technology at commercial scale, as well as being used with sustainable and plentiful biomass supplies to generate ‘negative’ emissions. The final scenario, ‘higher nuclear, less energy efficiency’, is the most expensive, £499 (11%) more than doing nothing.

On that basis (which is how the Guardian rendered the data) it seems clear which is best, but that is to ignore the likely success of each path. The government favours a mix, to balance risks, but there are also risks in diluting efforts.  For  although it may seem sensible to have three options to balanced the risk- nuclear, renewables and CCS, in fact nuclear and CCS are really only single technologies, whereas there are dozens of different renewables all at different scales and stages of development.  If you want diversity to spread the risk, backing them would surely be better. 

The DECC Pathways models are at: 

www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/tackling/2050/calculator_on/calculator_on.aspx
UK H2 Mobility

As a few minutes running DECCs models will show, transport is a key issue. It’s a tough nut to crack. But a potentially ground breaking project to ensure the UK is well positioned for the commercial roll-out of hydrogen fuel cell electric vehicles has been launched, bringing together three Government Departments and industrial partners from the utility, gas, infrastructure and global car manufacturing sectors. The group will evaluate the potential for hydrogen as a fuel for Ultra Low Carbon Vehicles in the UK before developing an action plan for an anticipated roll-out to consumers in 2014/15. 

Supporters of hydrogen vehicle technologies argue that more affordable hydrogen cars, buses and vans are likely to emerge around the middle of the decade while, at the same time, city-wide refueling networks are also expected to expand over the next few years, making the technology more viable.

At the launch of UKH2Mobility it was claimed that ‘the UK is proving itself to be a key early market for ultra-low emission vehicles with growing numbers of electric and plug-in hybrids appearing on our roads. The Government is supporting this market by investing £400 million to support the development, demonstration and deployment of low and ultra-low emission vehicles. Hydrogen fuel cell electric vehicles are increasingly being recognised as one of the viable options as we move to a lower carbon motoring future. They are highly efficient, can be fuelled in minutes, travel an equivalent range to a conventional combustion engine, and have zero tail-pipe emissions. The UK has a number of world-class companies that are developing exciting technologies in both the hydrogen energy and automotive value chains and it is therefore vitally important that we identify what is required to make these cars a realistic proposition for UK consumers. UKH2Mobility will bring together industry expertise to establish the UK as a serious global player in the manufacture and use of hydrogen fuel cell electric vehicles and the supporting infrastructure.’ 

Hydrogen fuel cells have an energy conversion efficiency of 50-60% compared to ~20% for internal combustion engines, and much lower well-to-wheel emissions. And it can be even lower if the hydrogen is produced using power from renewables sources to electrolyse water, or from biomass. But there are losses in storage and at the conversion stages. On this basis it is often argued that simple battery-electric vehicles (BEVs) are a better option. 

The government already has a £300m grant scheme to support the uptake of BEVs/hybrids, and have confirmed that it will run until 2015, offering 25% off the price of eligible electric and plug-in hybrid cars up to a value of £5,000. They also announced that the scheme would be expanded to provide support for plug-in vans, offering purchasers 20% off the price of the vehicle, up to a value of £8,000. So far just over 1,000 plug-in vehicles registered for the grant scheme last year, falling well short of the 8,600 cars the scheme’s budget could cover.

See also the Engineer editor’s wry comments:  www.theengineer.co.uk/1011540.article?cmpid=TE01
6. CCC on Bioenergy 

The Committee on Climate Change (CCC) says that a 10% share of bioenergy in total energy could be required to meet the UK’s 2050 emissions target, compared to the current share of 2%, and that is possible, but any higher than this could be unsafe given sustainability concerns- and even at the 10% level, there may be trade-offs with wider environmental and social objectives. It says that bioenergy would ideally be used with CCS, which would allow for the removal of carbon from the atmosphere and for higher emissions reductions to be achieved. But overall it’s pretty cautious, focusing on electricity, and recommending that:

1.Regulatory frameworks should be stronger to ensure sustainability of bioenergy. Under current approaches, use of bioenergy could result in emission rises rather than cuts; particularly due to indirect land use impacts (i.e. growth of bioenergy feedstocks can displace agriculture production to carbon rich land). Therefore EU and UK frameworks should be extended to cover these impacts. At the UK level, the emissions benchmark for use of biomass in power generation should be made more stretching (i.e. reduced from 285g CO2/kWh to 200g CO2/kWh). These changes should be complimented by agreements on accounting for land use change emissions under the Kyoto Protocol and any successor scheme.

2. Carbon Capture and Storage should be demonstrated as a matter of urgency,  because of its potential application with fossil fuels, and because of its use with biomass, which would effectively allow the removal of carbon from the atmosphere. Without CCS, carbon budgets would be hard to achieve, and would require currently unforeseen technology breakthroughs or significant behaviour change. So the Government should move forward with its 4 proposed demonstration projects without delay, setting clear milestones to provide confidence on timely delivery.

3. Government should regard targets on biofuels and biomass as flexible and should delay setting any new targets until new regulatory arrangements have been put in place to ensure the sustainable supply of bioenergy. In particular, if it becomes clear that sustainable supply is below levels currently targeted, targets should be adjusted downwards.

4. Subsidies shouldn’t be given to new large biomass projects via the Renewables Obligation (as DECC recently proposed)- they would be costly & unsustainable. The focus should be onco-firing/ conversion of existing coal plant, and new small-scale generation, using sustainable local bioenergy supplies.

5.Other low carbon options should be developed given limited sustainable supply of bioenergy, including energy efficiency, nuclear, wind, electric vehicles (battery/H2) and electric heating.

Overall then CCC see a quite limited role for bioenergy. 

*Matt Ridley took an even harder line in Prospect in Jan. and, said  bioenergy ‘currently supplies 83% of all renewable energy used in Britain’.
 Oh no it doesn’t. In England maybe, but that ignores Scotand’s wind/hydro, which together nearly equal Englands bioenergy.

UK Bioenergy Options   

The CC Committee assessed the role of bioenergy both globally and in the UK and considered how it might best be applied to help meet climate targets. It noted that the role of bioenergy in climate change mitigation was controversial and the review illustrates significant uncertainties:

* The emissions reductions that can be achieved: It’s hard to account fully for all emissions resulting from the use of bioenergy and often lifecycle emissions are excluded, so higher than anticipated emissions may be produced.

* The sustainable supply of bioenergy: Population growth, coupled with increasing wealth, means that in the next decades there will be an increasing need for land to grow food. Growth of bioenergy feedstocks could risk displacing food production. There are also wider environmental and social impacts e.g. negative impacts on biodiversity, natural habitats  deforestation.

With these concerns in mind, CCC assessed where bioenergy might best be used to support the UK in building a prosperous low-carbon economy, recommending that the following approach be taken across sectors:

 * Power generation  Biomass could be used alongside or instead of coal in existing coal-fired plants. However, any role for new dedicated biomass without CCS should be very limited given its high cost. So it’s co-firing mainly.

* Industry  There is scope to significantly reduce emissions from buildings by using wood in construction as this would lock in carbon and replace high emission building materials e.g. concrete, steel and cement. Biomass can also be used in energy-intensive industries, with CCS, as an alternative to coal- this would result in negative emissions. Yes please!

* Aviation  Biofuels could play a role through the 2020s and beyond in supporting emission reductions from aviation, but this should not be seen as a ‘silver bullet’. Efficiency improvements and constrained demand growth will also be required.  Not very hopeful then...

* Surface transport  There is likely to be only niche use of biofuels in surface transport, which will predominantly require use of electric technologies to decarbonise cars, vans and heavy goods vehicles (HGVs). This underscores the need for Government to support development of electric vehicle markets now.  An all electric future?

* A range of ‘sensible smaller-scale local uses’ for bioenergy- this includes using old cooking oil to run buses, making use of food or farm waste in anaerobic digestion plants, or using woodchip from tree surgery waste in biomass boilers. 

 Pretty marginal then- the CCC say ‘The role for use of biomass in heating buildings is likely to be relatively limited in the longer term, given alternative low-carbon options such as air-source and ground-source heat pumps.  Where these are not feasible, there may be opportunities for district heating using waste heat from large-scale low-carbon thermal power plants (potentially including biomass CCS) or CHP using local waste or biomass, and for biomass boilers using local biomass in rural homes’.

 CCC report: www.theccc.org.uk/reports/bioenergy-review
Biomass battles

The government has been consulting on its proposals for new levels of support for renewable electricity technologies under the Renewables Obligation scheme, including extra support for some biomass combustion options. 

Under the proposal, starting from April 2013, more than £850m per year in renewable energy subsidies would be handed out to new large-scale biomass power plants, as well as to coal plants that convert to or co-fire biomass. The objective is to have 30 to 40% of large-scale electricity generation coming from biomass in 2020.   See the new CCC report later.

The Government acknowledges that most of the biomass that would fuel UK power plants would be imported woody biomass. Many environmental groups are inevitably not happy with this.  For example, ClientEarth has submitted evidence which reviews the studies on sustainable biomass supply which underpin the Government proposals. They claim that ‘these studies fail to put any serious environmental constraint on their estimates of sustainable biomass availability’. They say that ‘sustainability safeguards provided for at EU and UK level are inadequate to ensure biomass is sustainable and achieves emission reductions. Insofar as greenhouse gas emissions are concerned, the document explains that the apparent climate impact of biomass is falsified by the rules which require biomass combustion emissions to be excluded from life-cycle assessments and carbon-stock changes to be accounted for only when direct land-use change occurs.’ See http://tinyurl.com/89u9hrg and  http://tinyurl.com/78edyre
Genetically engineered energy crops

In a new report on ‘Next generation biofuels and synthetic biology’, the Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development (FIELD)  says that we will soon see artificial biofuels developed via synthetic biology. FIELD explains that whereas ‘genetic engineers merely modify existing organisms by splicing a few genes from one organism into another... synthetic biologists have far greater ambitions. They aim to design entirely new life forms with pre-selected functions, like the microbes which will digest trees and grasses and ferment them into biofuels, or the algae which will harvest solar energy to produce oil.’

It quotes the Royal Society: ‘the synthetic biologist seeks to build a bespoke system (such as an organism) by re-designing an existing system or constructing one from scratch using parts taken from nature or specially designed. This approach can lead to organisms… with properties not found in nature.’

Whether this sounds wonderful or horrifying, see our review of the FIELD report in Renew 196, or go to www.field.org.uk/files/synthetic_biology_biofuels_briefing_paper.pdf
7. Wind, wave and tidal 

UK wind plant capacity passed 6 GW, when the 120 MW Ormonde offshore wind farm, off the coast of Cumbria, went fully on-line recently. And  industrial expansion seem to be underway. German company Siemens has submitted plans for a £210m wind turbine factory in Hull that is set to create 700 jobs when it opens in 3 years’ time with Siemens investing £80m, and Associated British Ports £130m in port infrastructure. The Siemens plant will manufacture 6 MW direct drive turbines, with areas to store, assemble, and test wind turbine components. The proposal is part of a plan to turn the area into a hub for renewable energy companies, supporting the huge expansion of offshore wind energy planned over the next decade. 

In addition Vestas may locate a new factory in Kent, while GE and Mitsubishi are reportedly considering further investment in the UK’s wind energy sector. DECC says that so far this financial year, companies have plans for almost £2.5 bn of investment in renewable energy projects in the UK, with the potential to create almost 12,000 UK jobs.

SeaGen gets clean bill of eco-health

Marine Current Turbines’ SeaGen, the world’s first commercial tidal turbine located in Northern Ireland’s Strangford Lough, has had no major impact on the Lough’s marine life, according to independent studies by Environmental consultancy Royal Haskoning, alongside an independent Science Group. They have now reported on the main outcomes of the Environmental Monitoring Programme (EMP) that commenced in 2005, before SeaGen’s deployment and its start of operation in 2008.

No major impacts had been detected from any of the monitoring programmes. There have been no changes in abundance of either seals or porpoises detected which can be attributed to SeaGen; and seals and porpoises are continuing to swim past SeaGen, demonstrating a lack of any concern or hindrance. The only changes observed after three years of operation of SeaGen have been relatively small-scale changes in the behaviour and distribution of seals and harbour porpoises, which suggests a minor degree of local avoidance of SeaGen.

Licensing rules oblige MCT to switch off the turbine when seals go within 30 metres of the device, so direct collisions were in any case unlikely- they have experimented with a  sonar detection system. The EMP concluded that the seabed life surrounding SeaGen’s foundations has recovered since installation in 2008. In addition, the EMP has showed no evidence of significant change to the tidal speeds and flow directions within Strangford Narrows and that it is unlikely that marine traffic between Strangford town and Portaferry has been affected.  

With regard to bird life, although not a key feature of the EMP, the studies have shown that the overall bird numbers in the Narrows have remained stable.

Frank Fortune from Royal Haskoning said: ‘The findings of the EMP give us confidence that SeaGen will be able to continue to operate with no likely significant impacts on the marine environment of Strangford Lough. This validates the innovative, adaptive management approach to monitoring and mitigation taken by MCT and supported by the Northern Ireland Environment Agency.’ TidalToday

Tidal Today on seals: http://social.tidaltoday.com/industry-insight/tidal%E2%80%99s-environmental-impact-does-it-get-seal%E2%80%99s-approval?utm_source=TidalToday%2BE-Brief%2B2501&utm_medium=Newsletter%2B2501&utm_campaign=TidalToday
More Marine tests

Norways Hammerfest Strom has installed a 100ft 1 MW version of their tidal turbine at the European Marine Energy Centre in Orkney for testing. The HS1000 tidal turbine is to be used by ScottishPower Renewables as part of what has been billed as the world’s first tidal array in Islay in a £40m project. 

Its not alone.  Swanturbines Ltd is working with pharmaceutical and health care company GlaxoSmithKline (GSK) on what could become the first ever commercial scheme in the world to generate green electricity from a farm of marine turbines in the tidal flow of a river. GSK is hoping to install an array of 15 turbines in the River South Esk near its Montrose manufacturing facility as part of an ambitious scheme to meet all of its electricity needs from renewables and low carbon tech. 

And MeyGen Ltd plans for its tidal project off Caithness are set to move forward with the initial phase involving up to 86 Atlantis1 MW  AT1000 turbines, each of which would be separately connected to the grid. Atlantis is about to start testing an AT11100 at NaRec. 

In addition, SSE Renewables’ 200 MW wave energy  project off Orkney, is moving ahead in a joint venture with Alstom. It will use the floating 2.5 MW AWS device in an initial 10 MW pilot. A 1:9 scale model AWS-III was tested in Loch Ness in 2010. A full-scale prototype is to be tested at EMEC in 2014.

Meanwhile, the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills has announced that the running of the £42 m Wave Hub, on the seabed off the Cornish coast, will be taken over by a Government-run company- Wave Hub Limited.  The Hub, 10 miles out to sea, is joined to the National Grid at Hayle, near St Ives. It allows the testing of experimental wave devices to gauge their effectiveness in producing electricity and supplying it to the network.  The Wave Hub was created and originally run by the SW Regional Development Agency, which like the other RDAs across the country has been disbanded by the Government.

GWPF all over the place  

Lord (Nigel) Lawson’s contrarian Global Warming Policy Foundation has been getting some negative press coverage recently for evidently not revealing fully all its funding sources. After its recent blast against what it saw as mythical green jobs and its homily to shale gas, it has now produced a report by Andrew McKillop attacking the EU Renewables programme as unworkable, but also nuclear power, as uneconomic. Seems right wing ‘free marketeers’ aren’t always wrong! But gas, as the markets answer?  Please... A very short-term view.

8. World Roundup 

Climate change 

Concern about climate change in the US, the world’s second biggest emitter, has been falling steadily, to 48% in 2011 from 62% in 2007. Evidently 57% of Americans think there is disagreement in the scientific community over climate change and 69% think scientists may have falsified data, whereas its in fact claimed that 97% of climate scientists are in accord on global warming and, despite investigations, no falsification has been found. Last year Al Gore launched a new campaign: will that help?  www.climaterealityproject.org
EU Targets

Progress is being made towards meeting national shares of the EU 20% of total energy by 2020 target for renewables, but some countries haven’t done too well so far- notably the UK. By the end of 2010 the UK had only reached 3.3% out of its 15% 2020 target.

Part of the problem may be the financial support systems being used. In a global assessment, consultants Ernst & Young has confirmed yet again that fixed feed-in tariffs (FITs), like those used in Germany and elsewhere, are preferable to market based ‘bidding’ systems, like the US RPS or the UK Renewables Obligation quota system, which ‘due to their higher risk, and higher cost of capital, have on the whole been less effective in terms of capacity build and much more expensive to the consumer/tax payer per kWh produced’. They add that fixed FiTs also have advantages over premium FITs which, ‘as seen in Spain, can become very expensive without a cap, if fossil fuel prices and wholesale electricity prices rise. This puts up the overall cost of renewable electricity to an economy and loses the critical hedging benefits that fixed tariffs provide, which also avoid a double subsidy if carbon trading or taxes are applied to the energy economy as a whole.’ In addition they note that fixed FiTs are more easily and quickly adjusted to lower prices than premium based systems and cite Germany as an example- it now has some of the lowest-cost PV systems in the world. 

*US energy analyst Paul Gipe notes that ‘premium-based systems could award windfall profits to nuclear plant operators who build reactors based on a premium that is sufficient at the start of construction to attract investment. Then, as wholesale prices rise during the decade of construction, the operators make a killing at the expense of the ratepayer. Premium-based feed-in tariffs for nuclear power, as proposed in Britain, would act as a “reverse” hedge, paying more for nuclear as fossil-fuel prices rise.’ 

But all is not well with the FiTs…

SRU says cut PV in Germany  A new SRU report from Germany says it can get 100% of electricity from renewables by 2050, but wants PV slowed since  its too expensive at present and will detract from the rapid development of the other renewables  .Spain- all FiTs halted Hit by the euro crisis, the new right-wing Spanish government has cut off all renewable subsidies, on a temporary basis, but not retrospectively to projects already agreed on. .
Denmark- zero carbon by 2050

Denmarks new centre-left coalition government now aims to get 50% of its electricity from renewables by 2020 (up from the earlier 42% target), phase out coal from electricity generation by 2030, and wants all power and heat to come from renewables by 2035.  It already had a plan to get to ‘Zero C’ by 2050:  www.thesolutionsjournal.com/node/954  

Wind already generates about 25% of its average annual electricity output. But not all of it can be used in Denmark- at times there is too much and excess electricity is exported e.g. to Norway. See above. At other times, when there’s not enough wind, Denmark imports power back from them- e.g. from their large hydro plants, which can be used for pumped storage- in effect an interim store for Danish wind power. Overall it’s roughly balanced, though Denmark gets charged more for the imports than it gets for its exports- so making its wind energy  more expensive. But all this energy is non- fossil, so, wherever it’s used, there’s no carbon emission. However some say demand in Denmark is still rising & fossil fuel use hasn’t reduced significantly. But they’re trying!

US Offshore wind race  

Texas is planning a 12 MW offshore wind farm off the coast of Galveston, which could beat the planned 420 MW Cape Wind offshore project in New England to being the first in the US- given continued strong opposition to the latter. The AWEA says the US has more than 4 GW of offshore-wind potential. The US government is investing $43m in the offshore wind-power sector, via 41 projects focused on research, turbine design & manufacture and infrastructure development. See GLOW fades- p.16.

Brazilian wind breakthrough 

Wind power prices are now lower than natural gas prices in Brazil. Its wind potential is estimated at 143 GW. 87% of its electricity already comes from renewables, mostly hydro. It also produces a lot of ethanol fuel from sugarcane- some of it for export. But U.S. corn-based ethanol is less expensive, and U.S. ethanol producers have been able to supply markets that previously imported Brazilian ethanol.

South African wave power  

The Oelsner Group, who built South Africa’s first, and as yet only, commercial wind farm near the West Coast town of Darling, is planning an ambitious 750 MW offshore wave farm project in the same area, based on a design developed some years ago at the University of Stellenbosch, known as the Stellenbosch Wave Energy Converter (SWEC). See www.iea.org/work/2007/neet/retief.pdf  It would consist of a series of 5 MW submerged Oscillating Water column units- with a trapped and squeezed air bubble pumping air to a central turbine generator. The wave farm would have 150 units in a v-shaped array on the sea bed, with the generator turbine at the apex, about 1.5km from the shore, stretching some 40km parallel to the coast. An initial demonstration plant is expected to cost about $14 m and the project as a whole over $2 bn.  It’s been estimated that up to 10 GW of capacity could be generated along the west and south coasts of the Western Cape Province. www.care2.com
PV beats CSP in USA   

The first 500 MW phase of the huge 1 GW solar power project under construction near Blythe, California, is to be switched from Concentrating Solar Power (CSP) to PV technology since the developers say market conditions in the US now favour PV. But they said that CSP was a valuable ‘grid-stabilizing renewable energy source with storage capabilities,’ and looked to the use of hybrid PV/CSP plants in future. 

Japan: 30 GW FiT ..

Last year Japan passed new laws to support a rapid expansion of renewables from its current 6.5 GW of wind, solar, and geothermal- with 30 GW more to be added over the next decade, backed by a new a feed-in tariff policy, which goes into effect in July.  The contract term will be for 20 years, covering wind, solar, biomass, geothermal, and small hydro, with cost recovery from utility ratepayers but a reduction a for heavy industrial users. It will be reviewed every 3 years. Early indications were that the PV rate would be set at around $0.5 USD/kWh, and that for wind at $0.25. A parliamentary committee has been set up to determine the details, something of a break from the past when this would have been done by METI, the powerful Ministry of Economy, Trade & Industry.  But as energy analyst Paul Gipe noted, the political fallout from Fukushima ‘has led to a dramatic loss of trust in METI, which has opposed both the rapid expansion of renewables, and also the use of feed-in tariffs’. 

Japans  New Energy & Industrial Technology Development  Organization has started a ¥7.8 bn (£65m) study on wave energy, with industry links.

... and floating wind plans

Japan i aims to take a lead in the development of floating offshore wind turbine technology as part of a post-Fukushima shift to renewables. Its trade ministry said it was planning a $130-260m project to develop floating turbines in the deep waters off the northern coast, with 1 GW by 2020.  Japan doesn’t have any fully offshore wind projects yet, but the Kamisu wind farm, on a causeway 40 metres off Ibaraki prefecture, with 7 Fuji Heavy Industries 2 MW turbines, famously survived last years tsunami. The Trade Ministry said: ‘From the standpoint of supporting reconstruction and promoting wind power, we believe it is good to pursue research and development for offshore wind farms’. WPM

 Germany steps back   Iberdrola’s 400 MW offshore wind farm in the Baltic will be fixed, not floating, as initially planned. But a 2 MW Windfloat floating windturbine is on test, off Portugal. And Iran is looking at floating wind as an option. So is the US.

PV battles in China

PV solar may be eco-friendly in operation, but manufacturing PV cells can involve toxic materials which need careful management. Last year a solar panel factory in Haining in China saw a major three day protest by local people concerned about alleged pollution which has, it seems, killed large numbers of fish in a nearby river. The authorities had already ordered the company to suspend operations, but the demonstration was repressed aggressively by riot police. 

Green Gulf

Sustainable energy is beginning to lift off as an option in the Gulf region. For example, the UAE’s Ministry of Economy says the private sector will have the opportunity to invest around US$100bn in UAE-based alternative and sustainable energy projects by 2020.  And Qatar is set to spend US$125 bn on new energy projects in the coming years. www.qatarisbooming.com/2011/07/20/125bn-in-new-energy-projects
Jordon is planning a $1.5 bn Star Trek theme park attraction powered by renewable energy, located in Aqaba, on the shores of the Red Sea,  designed by Callison (see their concept above), and built in partnership with Paramount Reaction and Rubicon Group.  It won’t be powered by dilithium crystals- but by a variety of renewable sources, providing 100% of its power. Source: Earth Techling LLC 

Dubai is aiming to generate 5% of its power via renewable energy by 2030

India: 54GW and rising 

India is a world leader for installed renewable generation with, according to Renewable Energy World, a total capacity of almost 17.6 GW in  2010, plus around  37 GW of large-scale hydro. Wind was at 13 GW.  The National Action Plan on Climate Change includes the Jawaharlal Nehru National Solar Mission, which has a target of 20 GW of grid-connected solar to be installed by 2022, with in its first phase, 1 GW targeted for 2013, with an approx 50:50 split between CSP and PV expected.  The  Solar Mission Phase 1 Guidelines include a 30% local content requirement and the need for technology to have been demonstrated in operation at a scale of at least 1 MWe for at least 1 year.   REW         

S. Korea’s tidal first

South Korea has now completed it 240 MW tidal barrage at the mouth of the artificial sea-water Lake Shihwa on the west coast near Seoul. It began partial operation with 6 turbines running last year and is now complete with all 10 in operation, after nearly 7 years of construction. It’s about the same capacity as the Rance Barrage in France. Korea is also planning 2.5 GW of offshore wind by 2019.

Taiwan looks to sea 

Taiwan’s Bureau of Energy (BOE) says that Taiwan aims for a renewable energy capacity of 8,450 MW in 2025, supplying 15% of total power, including 200 MW of ocean power. BOE said Taiwan’s oceans have a 10 GW generating potential, and the government has stepped up development of such power. 

IEA 2011 World Energy Outlook

With fossil fuel use rising, and getting > 5 times more subsidy than renewables, the IEA say that, unless there are radical changes, the world will reach the point of irreversible climate change within 5 years.  www.iea.org/weo
Did you know that the US imports more oil from Canada than from the Middle East? Or that a crane fall in China during a Sinovel 5 MW wind turbine installation killed 5…?

9. Nuclear Power 

USA: things get tough 

The near-term prospects for an expansion in nuclear in the USA ‘will be miserably hard and extremely challenged by economics,’ the head of Exelon, the largest US nuclear utility, told the American Nuclear Society’s 2011 Utility Working Conference. He added ‘there is not currently a need for new baseload generation because of minimal load growth and excess generation capacity,’ and also an influx of shale gas into the market: ‘Shale is good for the country, bad for new nuclear development’.  For more on the US, see the paper from University of California Berkeley, which concludes that ‘it seems unlikely that there will be much of a renaissance’:   http://ei.haas.berkeley.edu/pdf/working_papers/WP218.pdf
Japan: less nuclear

In a Japanese newspaper poll last year, 74% of respondents favoured a gradual phase out of nuclear, 11% called for an immediate end and 13% thought there was no need to alter policy. The government has passed legislation pushing renewables on (with a FiT for PV), but has decided that Japan will continue to export nuclear plants after ensuring the safety of the technology. New Prime Minister Noda said Japan must aim to reduce its reliance on nuclear in the longer term, but will restart some closed plants as soon as they have been checked for safety. You can see why: the Institute of Energy Economic of Japan says that for the last 5 years the cost of nuclear generation was stable at ~$0.09/kWh. Even with  compensation of $130bn was only $0.11/kWh, whereas the cost of electricity from fossil fuels over the past five years averaged $0.13/kWh, and from renewables (mostly geothermal) $0.12.

Though at present , all but 2 of Japans plants are closed and they will shut in April for checks. Will any be allowed to restart? Japan may end up nuclear free by default! 

Elsewhere:  

China has completed it safety checks of existing plants, all were fine. 

India wants 5 ‘nuclear  parks’- 10 GW. Bangladesh wants to go nuclear.  

Spain’s new right wing government may be more pro-nuclear and extend plant life times 

In Russia, the world’s first floating nuclear plant was seized by the St Petersburg Court of Arbitration as the shipyard building it faced bankruptcy. 

In Germany it was decided not to keep one nuclear plant  ready  for  emergency  start  up  in case of winter shortfalls, as had been proposed. BNetzA claimed that grid upgrades and temporary use of fossil fuel should be enough to meet winter peaks, despite the closure of the first eight n-plants. But it seems it could be tight until more renewables and grid links were available.

Lithuania has had decommissioning problems at its Ignalia plant- a € 1.5bn shortfall in the $2.9bn shut down programme. Though there are still plans for a replacement, after Fukushima, in one poll, support fell from 60% to 10%.   www.europeanenergyreview.eu/site/pagina.php?id=3200
UK sticks with it  

The huge UK nuclear programme rolls on. A four-year plan from the UK’s Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR) says that, after the interim Design Acceptance Confirmation for the Areva EPR & Westinghouse AP1000, incorporating the outcomes of Weightman's report, it looks to grant approval for non-nuclear site work for Hinkley Point C, Wylfa B and Sizewell C, if the applications are satisfactory. The Environment Agency is already looking at some for Hinkley: www.environment-agency.gov.uk/hinkleypoint
Subject to government approval ONR will then start acceptance work on a new set of reactor designs in mid-to-late 2012. ONR has a total budget of about £62m, 98% of which it says will be recovered from industry. But whether EDF, E.ON, RWE etc. can all afford the programme is unclear- given the big financial losses recently. DECC though insists that ‘Germany’s move away from nuclear is difficult to understand. We will go forward with new nuclear.’ However , if the EDF programme goes ahead, Rolls Royce will get as small bit of the action- maybe 5%.

It’s still supported- say the NIA

The UK expansion programme is unique, at least in the West. Opposition is mounting most other places. But not here, according to an Ipsos-MORI Poll in August last year for the Nuclear Industry Association (NIA). It asked respondents if they agreed or disagreed that ‘Britain needs a mix of energy sources to ensure a reliable supply of electricity, including nuclear power and renewables’.
 It’s hard to say no put like that, but even so 12% did, while 68% agreed. When asked more directly ‘how favourable are you to the nuclear energy industry’, 28% said favourably, 24% unfavorably. When asked ‘do you support or oppose building new nuclear power stations to replace the existing fleet’, 36% supported- 28% opposed. So opponents are in a minority- though the NIA admits that opposition has risen. 

However to confuse things, a poll for the British Science Association found that opposition was still in the majority but had fallen: it said 37% of the UK population support the use of nuclear power for producing energy in the UK, but opposition had reduced from 59% in 2005, to 54% in 2010, and 47% in 2011, after Fukushima.  It added those ‘not very or not at all concerned about nuclear’ has risen from 38% in 2005 to 42% in 2010 and 45% in 2011.

 www.britishscienceassociation.org/web/News/FestivalNews/nuclearpoll.htm
No doubt it depends on the questions used- e.g., no one seems to ask if a vast new programme was wanted. An earlier Ipsos MORI poll, in May last year, found the UK split 48% for nuclear, 51% against, with 57% even saying we should ‘stop future build’. But 74% disagreed with the idea of ‘Modernisation’ of electricity production via nuclear, while a massive 80% felt that ‘nuclear was not a viable long term option’. www.ipsos-mori.com/Assets/Docs/Polls/ipsos- global-advisor-nuclear-power-june-2011.pdf
Inflexible power  We hear DECC have indicated at meetings on the Generic Design Assessment that they have no intention of licencing the new nuclear plants for use under ‘variable load’, even though that is claimed as possible for the EPR & AP1000. So no wind balancing..and no share in the new Capacity Payments system?

10. In the rest of Renew 196

Last year we passed a key milestone as US power production was18 % more than that from nuclear, led by biomass and biofuels (46% of total renewables), followed by hydro (37%), and wind (13.4%) www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly.  But we are still being inundated with material on the wonders- and problems- of nuclear.  In Renew we avoid a lot of it. However we feel that it is reasonable to keep looking at what might be in store next (see Thorium in Groups and Technology)what the media  has been saying  and what local people are thinking and doing (see Groups and WILPF in Reviews). But as ever, we focus mainly on what is happening in the renewables field, and as usual there is a lot- including some clever new wind power and wind- hydrogen storage ideas: see our Technology section. And Tidal power, see our Reviews section. 

Our other focus is more strategic- can some the ideals of the original 1970’s ‘AT’ movement be applied and developed again now- see our Feature. It was about more than technology. Certainly the emphasis then was very much on local ownership and control and those issues have not gone away. 

AT@40:  Forty years on since the first big Alternative Technology conference at UCL, we are meeting again at AT@40, March 17th. A CAT/OU/AA/NATTA conference at the AA in London . Do come. Details at:

https://mcs-notes2.open.ac.uk/QuickPay.nsf/Payment.xsp?ID=AT40
For more: C.L.Emburey@open.ac.uk
11. Renew & NATTA Membership details
Renew is the bi-monthly journal of NATTA the Network for Alternative Technology and Technology Assessment, which was first established in 1976. Renew was based for many years in the OU Energy and Environment Research Unit, but given the retirement from the OU of Dave Elliott and Tam Dougan, they now run it, and NATTA, independently. Renew is supplied in PDF format by email attachment, free to MATTA members.

In 2013, after Issue 200, Renew will being going web only- and free. Subscribers joining or renewing before then will be asked to pay progressively reduced NATTA membership subs for the remaining PDF issues, degressed by £4 (£3 unwaged) for each successive issue, with payments direct to NATTA. 

For the final four issues (Renew 197-200) its £12 (£9 unwaged)  

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.

More details from:  Tam_Dougan@natta-renew.org 

and at http://www.natta-renew.org  That includes an index to back issues and lots more. 
