Subject: DECC consultation

 

Dear Sir/madam

 

I am pleased with the cancellation of heathrow expansion ,but transport is needed ,HS" and 3 must goahead asap.

Britain has been slow off the mark and has one of the lowest proportions of renewable energy in the EU. Ofgem says in its submission to DECC's consultation, however, that FITs offer bad value for money and that DECC should stick to giving people loft insulation and smart meters(Which is ridiculed by the Climate change committee as not enough to meet the carbon budget ,they ask for solid wall insulation and microgeneration and more).

OFGEM says the aim of offering a return on investment to households of 5-8% is "disproportionately high compensation", even though DECC has been told by many other industries and potential installers of renewables that it is too low to make them invest (especially as UK bank loans and Mortgages are running as high as 6%). Germany offers more like 10% return ,resulting in multi GW of local ,renewable power production.

The aim is to get 2% of electricity from microgeneration. If they were five times as ambitious, it would only cost the average family another £2 a year. But energy companies and Ofgem don't want to go down that path – they have created a cosy oligopoly which produces non-renewable energy and ever-spiralling prices.

 

An excellent plan to  scrap the Export Credit Guarantee Department that invests in 'dirty' power stations and instead use the fund to encourage green technology.

The Conservatives <http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/conservatives>  have obtained figures from the Department of Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform showing the ECGD is providing nearly three-quarters of a billion (£714,714,505) worth of support to fossil fuel projects.This is almost the same as 2008's total ROCS and 7 times higher than the entire LCBP budget. They also point to a report published by the National Audit Office showing that since 2000 the ECGD has not rejected a single application for support on the grounds that it did not meet minimum environmental and social standards. A 2003 House of Commons environmental audit committee inquiry stated: "An increasingly large proportion of ECGD's overall business is supporting power generation and fossil fuel dependent energy projects, often in developing countries".

The WWF describes the ECGD as "effectively a subsidy for fossil fuels <http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/fossil-fuels>  and partially explains where the figures arise from when I quote the 'Quality of life' report from Zac Goldsmith and John Gummer MP showing fossil fuel companies receive 6-8 times more subsidy than renewables.This must be reversed NOW.

http://www.qualityoflifechallenge.com/documents/TwoDegreesApril2007.pdf

 

I am concerned neither the Severn tidal scheme in any guise ,nor the RHI is mentioned.

 

I am also very pleased the FITS are to continue and communities can gain more from renewables intheir community.

 

Please clarify if the RHI is to continue.

 

Yours sincerely,

 

 
Bryan Norris


