@r vd adfhm ™ mdv bdmstgx cnlhm sdc ax s
bkhlsd bg mfd+ vd "krn e bd " ghrhmf cdl’
egqnl ansg bnmrtldgr "'mc hmctrsgx- Gnv b™m
dmdqgfx mddcr vghkd gddtibhnhinengdsBNs b trg
bkhl sd bg mfd>

Cdbhrhnmr vd | 'jd snc x "ants gnv sn |dds {
bg kkdmfdr vhkk cdsdglhmd sgd chgdbshnm
cdudknoldms enq cdb cdr sn bnld- Sgd TJ H
hr ognonrhmf ° mdv fdmdg shnm ne mtbkd"
Sghr hr sgd vgnmf bgnhbd- Ax rtoongshmf d
dmdgfx hmrsd'c+ sgd Fhudgmldms bntkc at
bkd m dmdqgfx etstqd sg s hr e g bgd odqg+ 4
Ingd deehbhdms -

@ Fgddmod ' bd,bnllhrrhbmdendgdalngisng UK
Energxdinkhrgdr sgd Ixsg sg s mtbkd q on
adrs ng nmkx noshnm eng sgd mdv bdmstqgx
cdbdmsqg khrdc dmdgfx hr ° gd k+ Ingd deed
uh akd rnktshnm sn bkhl'sd bg mfd T nmd s
ognudm hsr vahgsg hm Dtgnod-

Sgd gdrtksr I"jd bnlodkkhmf qd chmf "mc sg

"qd bgxrs 'k bkd g9 cdbdnbkg ksfibgdet™ @ dned q f x
"méngd rdbidgtld cn mns mddc mtbkd g onvdq
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Centralised energy D yesterdayOs technologies: Wasting more than two thirds of the energy available from
©Greenpeacel/breeze

SGD ONKHSHB@K BKHL@SD SGD ETSTQD ENQ DMDQFX

The GovernmentOs own research recogniseGuthenthjui® ofie UKOs big centralised power sta

decentralised energy systems. The 2003 Eoénhye WhétggyP apehe fuels used is thrown away s

concluded that the big questions for the Uk§@cslimrgev\ga){eql,almpgtdwi@g:érotld)ng towers and then in

the 21st Century are how to tackle climatetchmsgesshow wor&ee|So 65% of the energy is los

our energy system secure, how to reduce fped ctheewse otyr drud imew st®s, factories or homes. Fu

achieve these results at the lowest cost. BorihetbetWdiitte Prapecteordignores the greater pa

the large expert panel who wrote the documeats thfathim foocuretdy: heat.

it, agreed that the best way to achieve these goals would be a

combination of energy efficiency and reneBgbdeedngrogve €heyglospdtem as a whole and loc

that nuclear power is not the answer, becapiised itct$otpelexpetrosivieere it is used, decentrali:

and because the problems around nuclear Wwasée sribiea it useebotwhetthe heat and electricity
more than double the efficiency of our power st.

Nothing significant has changed since, otherdthamtrta¢i sesdearceyrgy system, working hand-in

action to tackle climate change. Yet today rewni¢hiabiereaerggrsoafrces and more efficient en

that Energy Review and White Paper, a newecardeonytRe \pieob lisnbse ofgclimate change, polluti

conducted in a political climate where som®epatliticiams assume that,

contrary to all the evidence, nuclear power is now the only way to

meet the energy criteria,odresadurcgnag s=@ure

system and doing so at low cost. Bvrggeeing the energy_ SyS
as a whole and locating ¢

Many others continue to see renewable energy ang ener

efficigncy as central to developing our enepg M.CTt?zﬁamsoC | ose tO Wh ere

?tutehse“(c:)rr:ovivchey onfu IC<51|§tarrepsoov\r/’t9 rDD| sw:gv?/ebz\ilvnng St!%pric%tgre?d ng'le(,én qatg Q t ra I I se d ener g

is a far better, cleaner, cheaper and more sietcupa@rSigni.b le to use both th
electricity generated and
than double the efficienc
power stations



The Avedore CHP plant in Denmark generates heat for 180,000 of CopenhagenOs homes and power for 800,
as efbcient as power sta@@mreenpaheelUKeynaers

VG@S HR @ CDBDMSQ@KHRDC DMDQFX RX&RSdkld>sdbgmnknfhdr

In 2005, Greenpeace laid out whistdnenekegly dReeceevtadble energy technologies like wind, wa
system could look like, and howoweerdJK coulslohaoveotver offer climate friendly, carbon fre
this clean enefgh fetaeretralised approach tolewersgypossible environmental impact. They u
generation makes best use of rpewercestabipri®rlytiomy endless indigenous resources, like wi
where there is demand, so thatcdosegtyoishgewmbiahethe UK is rich.

point of use and both heat anddplocaillgai lbis utilise

highly efficient approach is betherdogettugec| Dmadefx deehbhdmbx

and gives better value for monengynsested inlnbeeanieng energy efficiency at its point of u
than a centralised system. factories or in businesses is the cheapest an
way to cut climate damaging carbon emission
energy demand. Reducing demand is the mosi

5 O chntage of DenmarkOs electricityoggeaeéuaeefluel use and energy dependency. A
)ddecentralised energy systems energy system, which gives people more acti

of their energy sources, is a crucial element
stimulating efficiency in the end uses of that
An ideal energy system including decentralisation consists of three
main elements: Decentralised energy generation is widespread
many European countries, most notably Denmar
Dmdqgfx fdmdg shnm 'gd’s "mc dkdbsqghhbamsk(Swlerdredn sbstgdiso Germany, Austria, Finlan
onhms ne trd
This allows the maximum benefit from any fuel used. Two
thirds of energy generated in the UKOs power stations is thrown
away as wasted heat at the power station or in long distance
transmission. Better use of fuel reduces dependency on
imported gas.
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BNMSQ@RSHMF ETSTQD DMDQFX RBDM@QHNR

The Greenpeace-commisBecredradipsdntg UK Energy

uses a sophisticated economic model to quantify several possible
scenarios for the future UK energy system, putting numbers to

the options so that the choices can be clearly compared on the
most important criteria: cutting carbon emissions, energy security
(especially natural gas consumption), investment cost, and the
impact on consumersO electricity bills.

The key assessment is a direct comparison between a centralised
energy future, where all new capacity is centralised and in which
nuclear power is pushed forward at an ambitious rate, and a
decentralised energy future, where 75% of new capacity is
decentralised.

@ mtbkd g rbdm ghn

Existing nuclear plants are replaced Witk |pey Dareli®8 I REAWANning fossil fuels may cause Gree
stations. Under this scenario, by 2023 18om%lcadcptbeapeiacid MbSgan
generated from nuclear power. Achieving this would require a
building programme that would start to see new nuclear plants
completed in 2018. Nuclear power requires a centralised grid
and therefore necessitates substantial continued investment

in renewing and upgrading the long-distance transmission
system. Because this scenario assumes such investment, it
also assumes that other obsolete centralised plant, such as old
coal-fired power stations, is replaced upon retirement by new
centralised plant B essentially gas-fired power stations.

This leaves centralised gas-fired generation dominant, accounting
for 49% of the total power supply. The scenario sees renewable
energy reach 14% of the total UK mix B less than the GovernmentOs
aspirational target of 20%. This is because, with a major nuclear
new-build programme that starts to deliver new capacity on the
system in 2018, there is very little new generation capacity that
can be accommodated from other sources, and the threat of nuclear

. . . rg? ower station ar from cities waste two-thirds of t
power undermines investment in other for ﬁqﬁ ration. I1is

g r-coolin owers B equivalent to the total he:

unlikely that other types of generation WOthoq fggtgw t attedind &b@emnpreeaaeKMorgan
in significant sizes. Nuclear power constrains diversity.

s
9
|

@ cdbdmsqg khrdc rbdm ghn VNQKC @KKH@MBD ENQ CDBDMSQ@KHRDC D!
There is no nuclear new build. Retired pWADEsiseplaoadpinofioarmesearch and advocacy or
by centralised (ie national grid-connectewaswversdabdisdre® imothune 2002 to accelerate the
onshore and offshore B and an increasindeypHayenefhticofmdbessentralised energy systems. W
energy, but predominantly by decentralistealc ged eratnani omalludorgeneration and decentrali
gas- and biomass-fired combined heat amd geoweati{Ghd,) comidpanies and providers, as we|l
localised renewables. of national governments. In total, WADEOs dire
membership support includes over 200 organise
In this scenario to 2023, 42% of electricityxecopoeatfoomm &tdoRnd the world.
(mainly gas-fired, but also coal and biomass), 24% from centralised
gas plant, 7% from remaining nuclear powelrhetafiroE, Baoocth6/bi¢rdModel compares traditiona
remaining centralised coal-fired stations. Bereegwablyessecostrobateéecentralised systems usit
over 25%, of which roughly half is from largeneratidarmsd&mdtibesame conditions of energ!
rest from biomass and local renewables. of fuel and so on. Interest in this approach is
the world: the Model has recently been used by
Office to look at China, by the Federal Governt

3 6 gg/centage of the total UK energyo demlarad bthestir energy system, the European C
Iectr|C|ty from nuclear powerlsoktimtnshen RWO04nd is being used by the Germz¢

Ministry to investigate the scope and potential
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Malm$§ Harbour in Sweden B 98% of the energy needs of this new development of ofPces and residential bu
©Greenpeace/Reynaers

CDBDMSQ@KHRHMF TJ DMDQFX HR SBDtABRIRISVAO S &M Most tsafll@omiplaoadl¢ssthe
Greenpeace-commissioned reportnebggentrakistnglidEdEnuclear baseline szidncarsosne chalile d .
assesses both the nuclear and dEtéiensraliedadeesanpey as the centralised nuclear scenario.
to us. The findings are clear: the bastgwyay to meet
challenges that face the UK aris¢dreygtem Sghantgavr sg's sgd bghsdgh™ nénsfdtkhihfmdkhl®
with renewable energy. TJ dmdqgfx Inqd rdbtgd "mc gdctbhmdfsbnrsr "qd a
sggntfg ~ cdbdmsqg khrdc dmdqgfx Ihgddkntwdgvghb
There are many benefits to de cealtlyalicoamiparle &peminf o gs-
to the nuclear power scenario motchelled in our repor
decentralised scenario is supetsinr on threeTkeyrpasmns that decentralised eteegey dnaer suct
centralised generation are threefold:
Bkd m@@@&missions are 17% lower in the decentralised
scenario. Fdmdg shmf dkdbsghbhsx md qdrgsiganhms ne
dkdbsghbhsx mdsvnqgj gdpthgdc+knmrids “mmchcr 1
Bgd odd® overall capital costs are owéheE lgddklkidn dgdesqg mrihrrhnm "mc closgdh@tshnm bi
decentralised scenario than in @ned nhelearasicem®&his is especially relevant to emeatdK, whe
costs of electricity to the endNwderthnd hoowgabtwbh for electricity over theegpmechngd2ihyear:
does not include the cost of managiingreatiwydrawasrteas like the Southeastationthlegeidisas
the cost advantage of the decenlirhkiseudcsceahrerddyg wlose to capacity andvestsignifioant ne
greater than £1 billion. Recenitseisitlg matele odpheadr it would be required forenetwoaentralis
waste cost are as high as £70whslféontoRagleoactive
may cost another £30 billion. Sgd etdk deehbhdmbx ne cdbdndxg kkkikrdc dmdq
ghfgdg sg m ne bdmsqg khrdc fdmikdlgraonm+ adb
Lngd rdbtgki §Yas consumption is 14% lowerdmdhéx fdmdg shnm "kknvr enq sgsl tmkt ne ansc
decentralised scenario than in thadingléar csrreda@mobsotsr ne sg@ omgaebguently, a decentrali
lower dependency on imports of fuel such &n@rgsy. system requires less geruesretihggssapaci
fuel to meet the same electricity demand.
The decentralised option couldvieeievenmsooé effecti
cutting CO2 emissions, cost, arcdbmédcneid ywithGdbamsqg khrdc dmdqfx gdpthgdr &dirma bjto b"
an energy efficiency programme emawmbblresanbldimegskhrdc fdmdg shnm adb trd-+htstkhfdne rxr
development. GreenpeaceOs repord atemaroaelsdvhksqfd onvdg ok msr+ * rxrsdldmésingrx rl k
under which even more significamrstilEeévnta@2®: mmengorteedq ~ 1'ing hlo'bs egnheg#éddnits fd n«
with bold energy efficiency andwablte gmoithofudsndeggn 8mds also means that electricity supplie
CQemissions are cut by 30%, gasycdh%uanmtiadredenctualbsed system are more secure.



SGD TJ FNUDQMLDMS LTRS @BS Fqddmod bdOr bkd m dmdqgfx b lo hfm hr bnllhs
He sgd Fnudgmldms otqgrtdr sgd cdbdmsq khkdd deh d@ixnidsthrimdemacx atgmhmf nhk+ bn k “m
qtkdr nts ° mdv fdmdg shnm ne mtbkd g onvdg rs'shnmr+ vd vhkk

ognctbd kdrdIBNrhnmr sg'm he vd athkc ~ mid fagntghshmbkd m dmdqgfx etstqd hm vghbg s
ne mtbkd g onvdg rs shnmr+ vghbg vntkc hkhdeuhseakkkandg aokghrkhmhlognudc sggntfg sgd d
ntg bnilhsldms sn * bdmsqg khrdc rxrsdl "mcgtfdnggroha&Bdingdc rnbh kkx itrs ognuhrhnm ne g
cdodmcdms nm hlongsdc f'r- ‘mc sqg mrongs-

Kick-starting the revolution towards a dece/ttradislas powedmgbedrh "mc sdbgmhb k hmmnu®
fit for the challenges of the 21st century requinelsdGave fnnmkenne gdmdv akd dmdqgfx+ bkd™n
to take the lead. The nuclear option should hdafxl el @b rochroé xand
for all. Nuclear power is unsafe, uneconomic and unnecessary.

Vd hmudrshf'sd "mc dwonrd sgd bnqonqg ' sd onv
The current energy review should result infaudgdeldtmsiisseod Energg hm sgd v'x ne hmsdgm
White Paper. This White Paper needs to shpwsafkisaok vogléamf "mc vgn cqghud bnmshmtdc
decentralised system, with targets for developaxene anfd antierantgbdr ne dmdqfx+ hgnbktchm
role for different organisations and agencies. It should address
all the issues of regulation, financial incentives and development.
Its conclusions should include:

Mn mdv enrrhk etdk fdmdg shnm vhsgnts BGO-

Mdv athkchmf gdftk shnmr sn ogninsd cdbdmsq khrdc dmdqgfx9
All new buildings should be required to incorporate decentralised
energy technologies and be linked wherever possible to district
heating systems.

Ft'g msddc I'qjds enq cdbdmsqg khrdc dmdqfx9

All electricity suppliers should be required to purchase surplus
electricity from decentralised power generators at rates that
will ensure take off of decentralised generation.

Sw hmbdmshudr enq cdbdiheqt &k reycs temd qfx 9

should be used to reward installers of decentralised energy
technologies such as CHP systems and micro-wind turbines.
Tax incentives could include reduced stamp duty, council tax
or business rates.

Qdfhnm k fnudgmlidms "bshmmatnomwlindéqgrie®work
of biomass and biogas cogeneration plants should be developed,
for example through Regional Development Agencies.
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1 See report Decentralising Power: An Energy )Ravolution For The 21st
www.greenpeace.org.uk/decentralisingpower

B mnmatgx Uhkk'r

2 The main reason for the additional cost advantages of this bolder visi

Knmcnm MO 10M scenario in the report) is that the reduction in energy demand through
Vvv_fqddmod‘bd_an_tj the overall amou_n_t of new capacity needed. So less new power pla_nts

Many energy efficiency measures themselves can also have negative ¢
/1/ 6754 70// money than it costs to implement them).
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