
 
  
 
 
  

 
7th March 2013  
 
John Scott Esq 
Deputy Presiding Officer 
The Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
 
Dear Mr Scott 
 
It was me who called out “That is rubbish” while Mike McKenzie was speaking during the 
debate on the EET’s Report on Renewable Energy Targets on 21st February. 
 
I apologise for the interruption but I was enraged to hear this particular untruth being spoken in 
Parliament by Mike McKenzie: “the myth that consumers are paying very high premiums to 
subsidise renewables now known to be of the order of £21 per annum.  A tiny fraction of annual 
fuel bills”.  This can be found in the Archive Video footage after 68 minutes and 50 seconds 
have elapsed. 
 
I attach a copy of a letter I have today sent to Fergus Ewing.  The relevant part is the last section 
commencing “I turn now to my main purpose in writing”.    
 
I wish to make a formal complaint in that Mr Ewing, the responsible Minister, allowed Mr 
McKenzie to remain uncorrected when I know without a shadow of doubt he is fully cognisant of 
the true cost of subsidising renewables.  I have met with Mr Ewing and had correspondence with 
him.  I know he is aware that the cost to consumers is greatly in excess of £21, but he did nothing 
to correct Mr McKenzie’s statement.   
 
At the very least Mr Ewing should apologise to Parliament for knowingly allowing it to be 
misinformed, and make a statement in Parliament which outlines the true cost to consumers of 
the Renewables Obligations and the Scottish Government’s Renewable Energy Targets. 
 
For substantiation of my contention that Mr Ewing knows that £21 is not the true cost of 
renewables to consumers, please refer to the following documents, which are assembled in a 
single volume: 
 

• An extract from a briefing note prepared for a meeting Mrs Lyndsey Ward and I had with 
Mr Ewing on 22nd October 2011.  Mr Ewing took a copy away with him. 

• My letter to Mr Ewing dated 17th October 2012. 
• A letter from Mr Neal Rafferty dated 10th December 2012.  
• My response to Mr Rafferty dated 31st January 2013. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Stuart Young 
 
Enc 



  
  
 
 
  

 
7th March 2013  
 
Mr Fergus Ewing MSP 
The Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
 
Dear Mr Ewing 
 
I attended the debate on 21st February on the EET Committee’s report on achieving renewables 
targets.  It was an unedifying affair with the only contribution of note coming from Iain Gray. 
You will have noted the rumble of discontent from the gallery when you once more recited the 
mantra that the Scottish Government will “only approve the right developments in the right 
places.”  This rumbling of discontent will no doubt be a very familiar sound to you by now. 
 
During your closing speech, Rob Gibson intervened to draw your attention to the IGNIS scheme 
in Wick which he described as “a great success”.  It is actually too early to say whether the 
scheme is successful or not as it has only just arisen from the ashes of the spectacular £15 million 
Highland Council fiasco which was Caithness Heat and Power.   
 
However, I note that you have been invited to visit Wick.  When you do, please take time to see 
for yourself how well the Government’s policy to “only approve the right developments in the 
right places” has fared in Caithness.   
 
Visit Lythmore to see how horrifyingly Baillie Windfarm towers over local residents and 
consider how well their residential amenity has been protected.  Drive along the North Coast 
road to see Bettyhill Windfarm rising in the centre of the finest view on the North Coast.  Visit 
the ancient Grey Cairns of Camster.  Try to recreate the feeling of timelessness which has 
vanished in the shadow of Camster Windfarm and consider how well their historic setting has 
been protected.  Visit the Tesco store in Wick and look toward Wathegar Windfarm, currently 
under construction, and reflect on the fact that the phrase “unacceptable cumulative visual 
impact” might have been coined with Wathegar in mind. 
 
I turn now to my main purpose in writing.  You heard an angry voice call out “That is rubbish!” 
during Mike McKenzie’s speech.  It was mine.  I was enraged to hear Mr McKenzie say “the 
myth that consumers are paying very high premiums to subsidise renewables now known to be of 
the order of £21 per annum.  A tiny fraction of annual fuel bills”.  It might be that Mr McKenzie 
is simply ignorant of the truth or that he has been seduced by wind industry and Scottish 
Government misinformation, but I have made it my business to ensure that you are fully aware 
of the cost of Renewables and I was appalled that you, the responsible Government Minister, 
allowed such a falsehood to remain uncorrected.  So much so that I am making a formal 
complaint to Mr John Scott, the Deputy Presiding Officer, who was on duty and noted my 
involuntary outburst at the time, see copy letter attached. 
 
Yours sincerely 

  
 
  



Formal Complaint by Stuart Young to the Deputy Presiding Officer 

in respect of 

Mr Fergus Ewing’s failure to correct a statement made in Parliament 

by Mr Mike McKenzie during the 21st February 2013 debate  

on the  

EET Committee Report into meeting Renewable Energy targets,  

which Mr Ewing knew to be untrue 

 
 
 

Supporting documents  
 
 
 

• Briefing note for the 22/10/11 meeting Mrs Lyndsey Ward/Stuart Young/Mr Ewing  

• SY letter to Mr Ewing dated 17th October 2012 

• Letter from Mr Neal Rafferty dated 10th December 2012 

• SY letter to Mr Rafferty dated 31st January 2013 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6th March 2013 



 
Extract from Briefing note for the 22/10/11 meeting 

Mrs Lyndsey Ward/Stuart Young/Mr Ewing 

 
 
PRESENTATIONS. 
The true cost to the consumer of wind power including transmission upgrades. 
We are aware that the Minister has recently been briefed by Mr Colin Gibson and Members of 
the Royal Academy on the technical aspects of transmission and associated costs, and that he 
will be aware of the nature and scale of transmission reinforcement that is needed to 
accommodate wind energy on the grid. 
 
The true cost of wind energy is not just the element that appears in electricity bills. The cost of 
the Renewables Obligation which is met by commerce and industry is ultimately paid for by the 
consumer. 
 
Beauly/Denny transmission upgrade has just started and is already expected to be double its 
estimated cost. The Parliament Building and Edinburgh Trams spring to mind. It will deliver 
wind energy to Central Scotland which is already overprovided for. The consumer will 
ultimately pay for Beauly/Denny and all other as yet uncosted transmission reinforcements. 
 
There is inadequate cross border capacity to export wind energy to England. It is perverse to 
generate energy and provide the means of transporting it only half way to its point of need. 
However this is resolved, the consumer will bear the cost. 
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17th October 2012 
 

Mr Fergus Ewing MSP 

The Scottish Parliament 

Holyrood 

EDINBURGH. 
 

DELIVERED BY HAND AND BY POST 

 

Dear Mr Ewing 

One year ago in Inverness you were good enough to meet with Mrs Lyndsey Ward and me.  You listened 

carefully, and indeed took pains to ensure that you fully understood what we had to say to you.  In 

particular, we discussed my illustration of how the full cost of the Renewables Obligation is ultimately 

borne by the 66 million people of the United Kingdom, and that simply to refer to the direct cost to 

consumers through domestic electricity bills is disingenuous and misleading. 

Mrs Ward and I were encouraged that the new Minister was aware of and understood this and other matters 

we raised.  However, it soon after became apparent that despite your intellectual grasp of these matters, you 

were bent on pursuing the energy dictat of Mr Salmond, regardless of its flawed logic and basis on a tissue 

of lies. 

When you announced the support for Renewables on 13th September you said, or allowed yourself to be 

quoted as saying, "Estimates suggest that the RO currently costs domestic consumers between £15-£20 a 

year, rising to £50 per year by 2017." 

 

It is inconceivable in your position as Minister that you are unaware that the cost of the Renewables 

Obligations alone in 2011/2012 is estimated by DECC to be £1.764 billion*. 

 

That is £26.73 per person (£1.764bn÷66m people).  If only 40% of that cost is borne directly through 

domestic electricity bills and a household is taken as 2.4 persons, then the total RO cost per household is 

£64.15.  (£25.66 for domestic electricity and £38.49 paid through the electricity cost element of all goods 

and services purchased.) 

 

You made no reference to the massive cost of transmission infrastructure needed to meet the SNP's 

"ambitious targets".  It is inconceivable that you do not know that the cost of the Beauly to Denny 

transmission reinforcement (a very small part of the transmission expansion required) if borne by the people 

of Scotland alone, will be in the order of £114 per person (£600m÷5.25m people). 

 

It/ 
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17th October 2012 

 

Mr Fergus Ewing MSP 

 

 

 

It should be inconceivable, but it clearly is not, that a Minister of State should rely on weasel words such as 

"Estimates suggest" to misinform the people of Scotland.  It is your job to know the facts and it is your duty 

to tell the truth to the people of Scotland. 

 

You come from a family (whether I agree with its views or not) with a long and honourable tradition of 

service to Scotland and its people.  In one short year, by your adherence to the dominion of Mr Salmond's 

lunatic energy policy, you have done more harm to Scotland and its people than all the good previously 

achieved by your family. 

 

Mr Ewing, unless you have the courage to embrace the truth and stand up for Scotland against Mr Salmond, 

the damage caused through his energy obsession to the people, the economy, and the land and seascapes of 

Scotland will be the lasting legacy of the Ewing dynasty. 

 

Someone has to be the first to break rank and openly challenge Mr Salmond's ruinous Renewable Energy 

aspirations for Scotland.  Let it be you and the nation will be forever grateful. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
As I am presently abroad, please respond through Mrs Lyndsey Ward. 

 

 

* Extracted from REF Publication  

"The Probable Cost of UK Renewable Electricity Subsidies 2002-2030" 

 
 

 

 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neal Rafferty Esq 
Energy and Climate Change Directorate 
Atlantic Quay 
150 Broomielaw 
GLASGOW 
G2 8LU 
 
Your ref: 2012/0035285 
 
Dear Mr Rafferty 
 
Thank you for your letter of 10th December in response to mine of 17th October addressed to 
Fergus Ewing MSP.  I do understand that the Minister has a great deal of correspondence to 
attend to and I am grateful for the reply.  I also apologise for my delay in replying. 
 
I did not express any view on the cost of renewables, I simply divided the estimated cost of the 
RO from DECC figures for 2011/2012 by the number of people in the UK, and that came to 
£26.73 per person or £64.15 per household, assuming that the average household comprised 2.4 
persons, and that 40% of electricity production was used by domestic consumers. 
 
I note that you agree that the Renewables Obligations are an added cost to suppliers and also 
note that you do not disagree that those costs are all ultimately passed on to consumers, nor do 
you point out any discrepancy in my calculations. 
 
I am surprised that when actual RO costs are known, you chose to illustrate how “the theoretical 
maximum cost to domestic consumers” is calculated and how you “go about calculating or 
sourcing the numbers that ministers have stated publicly”. 
 
Your calculation to establish the partly true cost of ROs in domestic electricity bills is in itself 
only partly true.  The buy-out price of ROCs may well be set at £36.99 but it is the market value 
of the ROC which is passed on to the consumer.  The average sale price of a ROC according to 
NFPA auction prices over the 2010/11 April to March period was £48.10.  
http://www.eroc.co.uk/trackrecord.htm .  
 
I am happy to accept that the domestic supply proportion of electricity is 36% and that there are 
26.3 million households in the UK but the figure of £17.59 per household for the cost of the ROs 
which you arrived at should have been £22.88. 
 
I don’t pretend to understand how it works, but the value of the Climate Change Levy 
Exemption (CCLE) is also passed to the consumer, and that is around £5 which has to be added 
to the £48.10 ROC price.  Including this in the calculation adds a further £2.15 to the domestic 
bill making your partially true calculation £25.03, not £17.59. 
 
 

 
31st January 2013 
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31st January 2013  
 
Neil Rafferty Esq 
 
 
When I use your figures for the number of ROCs issued in 2010/11, the £48.11 actual average 
auction price of a ROC, £5 for the value of a CCLE certificate and 26.3 million households, the 
true cost per household of ROCs and CCLE alone in 2010/11 was £70.17. 
 
You make no mention of the cost of transmission reinforcement necessary to accommodate the 
wind generated electricity foisted on us by this Scottish Government. 
 
Thank you for sharing with me the means by which Scottish Government Ministers justify (in 
my opinion) misleading the electorate.  Since your figures cannot be right, I look to you to 
advise the Minister of the true facts, so that he can keep us all properly informed. 
 
You may wonder what prompted me to respond to your letter after such a time had elapsed.  It is 
to be found in the final paragraph of the attached article from the Telegraph on 30th January 
2013, my apologies for the poor quality copy.  The phrase in question is “that there is already 
guidance that suggests a 2km barrier between windfarms and settlements”. This presumably 
refers to the final paragraph of Clause 190 of SPP.  You and Mr Ewing will be well aware that 
there is no suggestion that a barrier exists or is even contemplated by SPP between wind farm 
developments and settlements.  If Mr Ewing did not indeed give the journalist the impression 
that such a barrier is suggested in guidance then can we expect him to ask the Telegraph for a 
correction to be printed? 
 
Finally, I attach a copy of my paper “Overview of the Scottish Government’s First Annual 
UPDATE of its 2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy, An Overview on Behalf of 
Communities Against Turbines Scotland, November 2012” which you might find to be of 
interest and to which I should be grateful if you would draw Mr Ewing’s attention. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Stuart Young  
 
Enc 
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