
Minutes: Transition Cambridge, Energy Sub Group - 28
th
 May 2009 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Agreed Actions: 
 
Jonno is to send Transition Cambridge Sub Group Primers – 50 pages ! (with pictures :o) to 
all members. He also mentioned a few possible sources of funding/grants and agreed to 
undertake further research into this and report back at the next meeting 
 
Ralph will put out some feelers to determine if there is an appetite amongst Girtonites to 
revisit their wind turbine project – he’ll report back at next meeting . However he rightly 
pointed out that we must be able to put forward firm ideas/concrete proposal before we could 
have a face-to-face meeting. 
 
Arthur agreed to research our options regarding business models (legal entities) we might 
create as a trading vehicle for our commercial activities 
 
Roland & Stuart agreed to investigate local (Cambridgeshire) Wind Turbine success stories 
(community involvement, payback time etc) and report back to the group for the next meeting 
 
Stuart also agreed to investigate hydro-electric success stories (I could be wrong here Stuart, 
so do please feel free to correct me!) 
 
Amelia said she thought the University was assessing building an Anaerobic Digester, and 
she also has a friend who has created his own AD, so said she would investigate both and 
revert with findings 
 
Nicola said she would investigate the AD project at Ludlow 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
General Notes: 
 
Ceri brought along June 2009 edition of Ecologist Magazine in which their was a piece about 
the Torrs Hydro project 
 
Jesus lock (JL) water turbine was turned down on the grounds that financial payback wasn’t 
sufficient to justify investment  
 

34 years to break even (at net profit of c£7K p.a.) 
Total cost estimate of £300K 
It was estimated to have an 18kw rating with annual output of c.77k units 
Assumed output was 60% of maximum capacity 
Overall lifespan of turbine given as 50 years 
 

 Note; Torrs hydro has larger drop-off, and therefore greater flow generating more 
power and ultimately £ROI 
 
It was noted that although payback time for JL was unrealistic from a commercial perspective, 
many people are motivated to invest for other reasons i.e. with their hearts/conscience, so it 
may still be a viable option if we are looking for a PR ‘win’ 
 
It was also mentioned that, in general, community owned projects naturally attract less 
opposition and greater engagement, and therefore we might seek to continue JL investigation 
simply for PR value 
 
There was debate about whether the new ‘feed in tariffs’ had been agreed and if they had, 
what would they be? 
 



Ceri mentioned Water Power Enterprise (WPE) – who help set up community turbines and 
suggested we might get in touch (http://www.h2ope.org.uk/) 
 
Jonno – had a fact/information sheet he’d gleaned from the national Transition towns 
conference which he is planning to send to the group 
 
From the conference he’d learned that Turbines don’t offer the same level of return as wind, 
but they were less contentious and represented a more attractive investment vehicle 
 
Jonno also pointed out that he was opting out of the Chair role at next meeting so we’d need 
to decide upon successor 
 
Ralph shared some information about the Sustainable Girton Group  
 

Wind turbine project – community based with direct benefit to School, Church . 
Enthusiasm for this project had waned – not certain why 
Scope of project was (I think!) 85KW turbine which at load average of 20% would 
power 40 houses (or equivalent) 
Sorry – I didn’t take a note of the cost, but it was significantly less then the JL turbine 
and so highlighted the disparity of financial return between the two schemes 

 
Robert mentioned Bio- Char (ttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Biochar) 
 
It was suggested we might explore Bio Diesel from chip fat but Stuart and others confirmed 
there were other organisations already exploiting this 
 
‘Base Load’ was discussed (it is, apparently, if I’ve understood correctly - the minimum 
amount of power that a utility company must make available to its customers, and/or the 
amount of power required to meet minimum demands) It’s relevance being that wind turbines 
can’t guarantee a constant/dependable source of energy. This lead to a brief chat about 
Supercapacitors (high density energy storage) 
 
Ceri mentioned that she was an investor in a wind farm and the owners who were seeking 
£2M investment enjoyed a significant response swiftly raising £2.6M. Return (dividends) on 
this investment were paying c.7% but this may have shrunk in current climate 
 
Photovoltaics was briefly mentioned but there was agreement that this sector was very fast 
moving/volatile and not an area we could easily exploit 
 
It was agreed we should pool our knowledge via the Wiki/discussion group postings, and 
Chair/central notifications will be via a Google mail email account (not sure who was to set up 
this latter ?) 
 
Robert commented that wind turbines in urban areas were allowed be up to 6M tall and that 
between 3M-6M they would also have to be moveable. Under 3M could be static 
 
Nicola suggested it might be a good idea to work in teams, with each focusing on a specific 
sub-topic i.e. wind or AD or hydro  
 
Roger suggested we might approach the ‘low hanging fruit’ of existing community focused 
schemes as this could deliver a more immediate return for our effort. Energy efficiency was 
mentioned as generating the greatest savings/gains, but it was acknowledged that this was 
less tangible for people to engage with. However if we could identify a scheme (possibly a tie 
in with Cambridge Carbon Footprint - CCF) where reduction in energy/heating bills could be 
demonstrably proven, then this could be used to generate community interest and therefore 
merit further investigation  
 
Stuart and others wondered whether we shouldn’t (in addition to creating our own schemes, 
and breathing life into those in stasis) be a facilitating force, where we act as a 



conduit/signpost for others to quickly gain knowledge by sharing our learning. Our experience 
is in itself a resource, but how best to disseminate this? 
 
There was debate about how we could raise awareness and get people engaged with our 
activities. What are the barriers and what causes inertia amongst the general population for 
engaging with energy issues - is it financial (I can’t afford it and /or my landlord certainly won’t 
fund it) or fear of the unknown/unwilling to make the effort to learn 
 
It was highlighted that in fact Social Housing does generate a strong ROI (in response to the 
earlier point about landlords unwilling to help) 
 
There was general debate about the idea that whilst renewable energy is tangible, visible, 
inspiring and might therefore more easily attract community funding, couldn’t we also ‘partner’ 
with CCF to raise the profile of energy efficiency. On this latter point it was agreed we should 
seek an exemplar/case study – but whom? 
 
City Life provide Grants (?) and facilitate access to funding for community projects – this 
should be investigated. As should the wider/general issue of grants/funds for our schemes 
(Jonno) – it was also noted that perhaps we should only research grants once we had 
decided upon what we actually were doing. A seditious notion ! 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
   
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


