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The DECC Call for Evidence for the 2050 Pathways Analysis ran from 27 July to 5 October 2010. The text below shows the answers where responses were provided; not all respondents replied to all questions.


Organisation name: Furness Enterprise Ltd


Q5. Impact of pathways:

Q5.a
Response to Call for Evidence Questions – 2050 Pathways Analysis
By Furness Enterprise Limited
1.	Background
	Furness Enterprise was set up as a public/private sector partnership in 1991 based at Barrow in Furness (in effect a Local Enterprise Partnership) as a consequence of massive job losses from the local nuclear submarine shipyard and job losses from other major local employers.  As a consequence of these job losses, Barrow in Furness is the 29th most deprived local authority in England with high concentrations of worklessness.
	Barrow is an integral part of Britain’s Energy Coast which is a programme designed to exploit the wide range of energy opportunities in the area from nuclear to wind.  We also have a significant number of energy intensive manufacturing industries as well as a cluster of companies involved in energy efficient LED or solid state lighting.  Our comments and concerns are focused on Q5 Impact of Pathways and the criteria that should be taken into account.
2.	Response to Q5 – Impact of Pathways and Criteria
	Our key concern is that in a very detailed and analytical paper there appears to be very little recognition of the impact of the various pathways on the competitiveness of UK industry and the subsequent impact on jobs.  Given the substantial numbers of jobs already lost especially in the UK energy intensive manufacturing industry and the need to generate new private sector jobs to replace the substantial numbers of public sector jobs that will be lost, the potential impact on jobs is crucial.  There is also the well understood need to rebalance the UK economy away from its reliance on financial services and to reduce our structural balance of payments’ deficit.  We do note that there is some recognition of the costs of the various Pathways on business and the lack of clarity ‘to what extent low carbon jobs will be additional to existing jobs’.  In addition there is the comment in the Pathways analysis about high levels of investment being likely required if substantial further reductions in energy intensity are mandated with the potential to make certain sectors of UK industry uncompetitive.
	There is a real danger that the drive towards green energy will cause major problems for British industry.  The Civitas Report in April 2010 states that the UK already has the highest industrial electricity costs of any other major economy except Italy with prices almost double those in France or Sweden.  In particular Civitas state “in the rush to appear green the British authorities seem to have neglected the significant competitiveness implications for many other businesses of their policy decisions”.  Another study from the IPPR in October 2009, the Future’s Green, also clearly identified the risks to jobs from the low carbon approach and recommended the Government take a strong lead to identify and support the growth of areas of strategic interest for the UK in a low carbon economy such as in LED or solid state lighting.  The UK Government’s approach here has been very limited compared to those adopted by the U.S. or South Korean governments.
	In summary our key concern is that the 2050 Pathways approach will cause significant job losses among UK Energy intensive industries which combined with a laissez-faire non interventionist approach from the UK Government on ‘green’ opportunities will cause the UK to have a significant ‘green’ jobs’ deficit and a significant ‘green’ loss of competitiveness.
	A further concern is that the Pathways’ report identifies that with a significant renewable component for energy generation that are major issues of balance with the electricity grid and back-up or standby generation required that would be inactive for most of the year.  We were unable to determine within the Pathways’ report how this standby generation would be built and maintained since it would be inactive for most of the year.  A previous consultation document in 2008, the BERR UK Renewable Energy Strategy made this point more specifically.  It stated that at high penetration levels of wind-generated electricity in the UK, only between 10-20% of that installed capacity can be statistically relied upon to be available to meet peak demand which compares to 86% for conventional generation.  Hence conventional power station back-up is needed if security of supply is to be maintained.  However electricity generating capacity does not earn money simply for being available, it only earns money when it actually generates.  So how do the builders of conventional power stations get their return on investment if those power stations are used as back-up for wind power generation only? If this is not clear this will delay or discourage investment increasing the risk of capacity shortfalls.  This could mean that electricity costs when this back-up facility is used will have to increase dramatically to give a return on investment further causing competitive problems for energy intensive UK industries.
	The 2050 Pathways Analysis makes the point that we need to ensure that energy supply meets demand and ‘the lights stay on’.  Our concern is equally that the ‘lights are not switched off’ because UK industry cannot afford the high costs of electricity in the UK compared with competitor countries and UK citizens cannot afford high electricity costs either.

