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Costs of fuel in context 

For the full year 2009-2010:  gas £4500, 32 tonnes CO2:  electricity £3500, 14 tonnes 
CO2.  In total, these bills amount to one quarter of our current annual deficit.  Totally 

eliminating energy costs would merely dent the deficit.  We have reduced fuel use since 
2007 from 260KWh/year to 194KWh/year;  from 60 tonnes CO2 to 46 tonnes CO2.*  Both 
reductions have been about 25 percent**.  It has not been possible to reduce the energy 

used by the Marley Hut but this is only 10 percent of our energy use.  Any action we take 
about rebuilding the Marley Hut will leave untouched 90 percent of our carbon emissions.  

We have now made the easily available energy savings;  future savings will only result 

from architectural changes. 

Three issues about energy use***: 

� The cost to the church (£8000 per year and rising); 
� The cost to the Earth in pollution; 

� The example we set as Christians in an age of comfort-at-any-cost. 

Experience at Baildon Community Link 

It has been possible there to obtain funding for an innovative, low carbon, project 
because funders wanted to be associated with it.  A welcome by-product has been that 

the resulting well designed, carbon-neutral building, with almost zero running costs, is 
more attractive to people.  More people come through the doors.  The floor and walls are 
warmer than the air, people’s feet and hands are warmer than their heads, the humidity 

is just right at 55-65 percent, and you can store stuff in cupboards against the walls 

without it going mouldy.  If the heating fails in winter, it will stay warm for days.   

Environmental problems to address 

Eighty-four percent of our emissions are from the use of gas to heat everywhere but the 

Marley Hut.  Logically, therefore, we should be seeking to heat our main premises more 
economically.  Gas produces twice the CO2 per £sterling that electricity produces.  
Electricity is more versatile;  we can generate it from sunlight on our roof.  When it is fed 

through a heat pump it can be up to 400 percent efficient.  Underfloor heating in a well 
insulated building does not heat the high spaces, leading to more economy.   

Recommendations 

Without reference to capital cost, we should stop using gas and, instead, depend on 

electricity for all heating and lighting.  At the same time, we should address other 
perceived building problems.  There would be environmental advantages in bringing all 

activities under one roof.  We should study how to do all this by using our present space 

more economically and making it all more beautiful and accommodating, and with a 
more welcoming access and climate.  We should generate income by generating 

electricity on our roofs, and use one of the new generation of air-source heat pumps to 
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power underfloor heating.  Additional lighting can be carbon neutral by installing light 

pipes, which are brighter than electric lights in the daytime and cost nothing to run. 

Suggested Principles 

I recommend to you the following principles for any further building changes: 
� Great design from an architectural team with a proven record of creating beauty in 

worship spaces and of low-energy construction; 

� Aiming for carbon-neutral buildings with close-to-zero running costs; 
� Internal spaces for all our activities under one roof. 

Notes 

*CO2 emissions arising from the generation of electricity vary from 5g per KWh for river-

run hydro-electric (like the new installation at Settle on the Ribble) to 1000g per KWh for 
some coal-fired plants.  It is possible to argue that the electricity we buy on a hydro-
electric (HEP) tariff has very low emissions associated with it (even taking into account 

the average 10 percent loss in transmission).  This country cannot generate all its 
electricity from HEP but will always generate some from that source.  All we are doing is 

cornering the market for HEP and driving other users to higher carbon sources.  It is 
good to buy on this tariff because it makes a point and stimulates demand, but it is 
arguable whether we can count our electricity as being zero-carbon.  It is not possible to 

source environmentally-friendly gas in the same way, except by gasification of biofuel, 
which raises other problems.  All other gas is fossil fuel.  Burning it releases CO2 into the 

atmosphere that was stored in the age of the dinosaurs. 
� Gas is cheaper to buy than electricity per unit of energy but can only be 100 

percent efficient; 

� A pound’s worth of gas wreaks twice as much havoc on the upper atmosphere as a 
pound’s worth of electricity which can be 400 percent efficient; 

 
** I am grateful to John Anderson and Terry Walters both for these figures and for the 
thoughtful and meticulous actions that gave rise to them. 

 
***There is at least one other issue that will be better dealt with by Ashley.  So many 

aspects of our church buildings have run their useful course that massive maintenance 
costs are likely in the near future.  No funder will give us money for maintenance just to 

keep the building we have.  That would have to be funded by selling buns.  There is little 

environmental wisdom of pouring resources into a building to keep the status quo, in 
which we continue to pollute the Earth, when we could use funder’s gladly-given money 

to produce a building that addresses the three issues in the bullet points at the end of 
the report. 
 


