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FROM THE DIRECTOR’S DESK 
 

From: 

The Director 

The Economic and Social Council 

To: 

All Delegates to the Economic and Social Council 

Subject: Inaugural note to the august council 

Esteemed delegates 

It is indeed a privilege to welcome all of you to this winter summit of the Economic and Social 

Council of BITSMUN 2010. 

As you may know, the focus of BITSMUN 2010 is to work to prepare innovative solutions to the 

impending global environmental crisis. Whether we admit it or not, the threat of global 

warming and anthropogenic climate change is a real one. This is a crisis that will affect each one 

of us, with shattering economic, humanitarian and social ramifications. The need of the hour is 

for all the nations of the world to work together to fight global warming, casting aside petty 

disputes and politics. 

The issue of bio-fuels is an important example of the economic costs of the fight against climate 

change. Its impact on global food prices needs to be examined and global policy in this regard 

needs to balance the competing interests of food security and environmentally sustainable 

development. It falls upon all of you to ensure that a compromise is reached that is amenable to 

all parties, and does not compromise environmental stability. 

The global fight against climate change needs to be truly global, which is possible only if all 

nations work together to reduce carbon emissions. However, because of the current global 

economic scenario, a large number of countries are unable to ensure development and cut 

emissions at the same time. It falls upon the developed nations – who are also responsible for 

most of the carbon emissions due to industrialisation – to aid these countries achieve these cuts, 

as most developing countries face the brunt of the ill effects of global warming. Transfer of low-

carbon technology to developing countries is essential for these countries to join the fight 

against global warming. 

Previous attempts at formulating global policy against climate change have resulted in a number 

of deadlocks, with developed and developing countries clashing on many issues. I appeal to all 

parties at this summit to set aside differences and mistrust that has plagued similar summits in 

the past, and work together to combat this global issue. I trust that we can achieve a truly global 

consensus on the issues at hand. 

Yours faithfully 

Ajachi Chakrabarti 

ajachi@gmail.com 

+91 90110 60010  
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BALANCING FOOD AND FUEL 

ADDRESSING CONCERNS OF FOOD SECURITY OVER THE USE OF FOOD CROPS AS BIO-

FUEL 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The energy crisis of the last decade, compounded by the acceptance of global warming as a 

credible threat to the environment, have spawned interest in a new source of energy that is seen 

as an economically viable and clean substitute to oil. Bio-fuels – fuels obtained from renewable 

biological resources – have gained popularity over the last few years, with both production and 

consumptions reaching record highs. Unlike other energy alternatives to fossil fuels, bio-fuels 

have the advantage of being 

accepted economically as a 

viable alternative, especially in 

an oil crisis like the recent one 

that caused biodiesel 

production to grow by 769% 

between 2003 and 2009. Recent 

investment in research on bio-

fuels by major oil companies 

suggests a future vertical 

integration of the industry may 

be achieved. 

The use of bio-fuels, however, 

has proved controversial, with 

studies suggesting adverse social, environmental and technical issues. Even the extent to which 

bio-fuels can control carbon emissions has been challenged, with a recent study by scientists 

from Britain, US, Germany and Austria finding that the burning of bio-fuels derived from 

rapeseed and corn can contribute as much or more to global warming by nitrous oxide 

emissions than cooling by fossil fuel savings. 

A major objection to bio-fuels is the adverse effect of producing them on food security. The 

‘Food vs. Fuel Debate’, as it is called, is a raging issue among environmentalists, scientists and 

policymakers alike. The major concern is of the use of crops, otherwise used for food, as fuel, 

which constricts food supply, leading to growing food prices. In a world where 25,000 people 

die of hunger every day, bio-fuels are seen as an unaffordable luxury. Farmers are incentivized 

to sell corn to bio-fuel producers, by large governmental subsidies. Studies have shown that the 

grain required to fuel a 25-gallon fuel tank can feed a person for a year. 

As delegates to the United Nations Economic and Social Council, it is your responsibility to 

formulate global policy on the use of bio-fuels, keeping in mind the concerns of food security. 

Although the food crisis of 2008 seems to have stabilized, its emergence in the shadow of the 

Figure 1 World Ethanol Production 
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energy crisis of 2003-8 has raised serious questions for the future, and avoiding a similar future 

crisis is a major priority. 
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A BRIEF HISTORY 
 

Although wood has been used as a bio-fuel ever since man discovered fire, the present sense of 

the word stems from the early days of the automobile industry. American Samuel Morey used 

alcohol in his prototype internal combustion engine in 1826. Enthusiasm for the steam engine, 

however, rendered his work obscure for the next 35 years, until Nikolaus August Otto, inventor 

of the internal-combustion engine, conceived running it on ethanol. Rudolph Diesel also 

invented a method to power diesel engines using peanut oil in the late 19th century. 

Theodore Roosevelt’s Free Alcohol Bill, 1906, got rid of a crippling alcohol tax, making ethanol 

cheaper than oil. Henry Ford was another proponent of bio-fuels, and the Ford Model T could be 

run on either ethanol or gasoline. Over the next two decades, bio-fuels gradually became more 

popular, with Britain, Italy, Hungary, Sweden, South Africa, Brazil and the USA all introducing 

new blends. The Great Depression of the 1930s led to calls for ethanol to replace gasoline in the 

US, while it was a serious economic threat to oil in Europe. However, petroleum companies 

successfully defeated the competition posed by ethanol, and by 1940, the alcohol fuel movement 

was all but dead.  

Greater supply of oil had made gasoline cheaper than ethanol, undercutting bio-fuels out of 

business. However the oil crisis of 1973 quadrupled the price of oil, again making ethanol a 

viable alternative. Western governments were forced to invest in bio-fuels, and by 1984, the US 

was producing 595 million gallons of ethanol a year. Again, production peaked in the mid-1980s 

as oil prices stabilised, although governments continued to subsidise bio-fuels.  

The energy crisis of the 2000s, however, was the catalyst for worldwide acceptance of bio-fuels. 

As oil prices rose by 80%, due to reduced supplies, the ethanol industry reached record 

production levels. Greater awareness about global warming, and fears of oil reserves peaking 

made bio-fuels a politically correct choice, while the US-led invasion of Iraq raised concerns 

over the dependence of the global economy on foreign oil from politically unstable regions. As 

oil prices continued to rise, ethanol prices remained the same due to greater supply and 

government subsidies. The period also saw oil companies wholeheartedly investing into bio-

fuels, a trend unheard of in the previous ethanol booms of the 1930s and 1970s, and an 

indication of the inevitability of bio-fuels being a viable alternative for years to come. 

Concern over the social and environmental costs of bio-fuel also grew over this time, with a 

number of studies exposing its drawbacks. The 2008 food crisis saw food prices skyrocket, 

partly due to added costs because of the oil crisis, and allegedly also a result of deviating food 

crops for bio-fuel. Rising food prices led to food riots in many parts of the developing world, and 

the toppling of governments in a number of countries. This led to calls by many, including World 

Bank Director Robert Zoellick, for reform of bio-fuel policies in the developed world, including a 

reduction in mandates, subsidies and tariffs. The UN Food Summit of the year also sought “bio-

energy development to be tailored to country-specific conditions, agricultural systems, cropping 

traditions, local knowledge and rural livelihoods," although there was a deadlock on policy, with 

a divergence of views between the developed and the developing world. The UN Food and 

Agriculture Association also concluded that current policies should be “urgently reviewed in 

order to preserve the goal of world food security, protect poor farmers, promote broad-based 

rural development and ensure environmental sustainability.”  
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KEY PLAYERS 
 

1. The United States of America: The agribusiness industry has a powerful lobby in the 

US Congress, giving almost $1.2 billion last year in campaign contributions. Also, Iowa, 

one of the greatest centres of corn production in the world, is one of the most influential 

states in the primary process for American presidential elections. The ethanol lobby, 

thus, has vocal support in the US. US farm subsidies keep the price of ethanol 

competitive, even with today’s lower oil prices, and have been criticised by the 

developing world for the clout they give American agribusinesses in the world food 

trade. There is also consensus in the US against its dependence on foreign oil, and global 

warming is also being accepted as fact. Even the major petroleum companies, which 

have historically been against the widespread use of bio-fuels, have begun to invest into 

research, in order to control the sector in the future. American policy has only recently 

shifted to using bio-fuels, but it is a vocal supporter of their use.  

2. The Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development: The OECD – a group 

of 30 of the world’s richest countries – countries generally pursue a policy of support for 

the use of bio-fuels as transportative fuel through subsidies. Europe has a well-

organised environmental programme, with Green Parties active in many countries. 

These countries have historically embraced bio-fuels. Like the US, other OECD countries 

have also been criticised for their subsidisation of production of bio-fuel from food 

crops. 

3. Brazil: Brazil is the first country to have developed a sustainable bio-fuel alternative to 

gasoline. The world’s second largest producer and largest exporter of bio-fuels, Brazil, 

along with the US account for 89% of the world’s ethanol production in 2008. 

 

Figure 2 Share of production 
of bio-fuel in total road-fuel 
consumption 

Brazilian ethanol is much 

cheaper as well as carbon 

neutral than American 

ethanol, primarily 

because it is sugarcane-

based and not corn. 

Therefore, Brazil does not 

subsidise the industry as 

much as the OECD countries. 

However, US trade barriers, like a 45% tariff on Brazilian ethanol ensure that the US 

does not import a lot of Brazilian ethanol. Brazil has provided technological support to a 

number of developing countries to set up bio-fuel industries, such as Ghana, 

Mozambique, Angola, and Kenya. President Lula da Silva has written in The Economist: 

"Brazil’s ethanol and biodiesel programmes are a benchmark for alternative and 

renewable fuel sources. Partnerships are being established with developing countries 

seeking to follow Brazil’s achievements—a 675m-tonne reduction of greenhouse-gas 

emissions, a million new jobs and a drastic reduction in dependence on imported fossil 
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fuels coming from a dangerously small number of producer countries. All of this has 

been accomplished without compromising food security, which, on the contrary, has 

benefited from rising agricultural output... We are setting up offices in developing 

countries interested in benefiting from Brazilian know-how in this field." 

4. India: India has developed its own blend of bio-diesel, using Jatropha oil. Unlike other 

blends, this process does not use agricultural land, and can be implemented on non-

arable wasteland. Its bio-fuel policy, however, is still nascent, and has some distance to 

go, before bio-fuels can reduce the country’s dependence on foreign oil. India’s National 

Bio-fuels Policy, 2008 aims at substituting 20% of transport diesel by 2017. The policy 

also gives preference to home grown bio-diesels, mandating they come from non-edible 

oil seeds and be grown on waste, degraded or marginal lands. Biodiesel crops are not 

allowed to be grown on fertile, irrigated land, and the government plans to ban the 

import of free fatty acids, such as palm oil. India has been critical of the bio-fuel polices 

of OECD nations, and has argued that these policies were responsible for the 2008 Food 

Crisis. India is also vying for a leadership role in the G-77 with China, and seeks a market 

in the developing world for bio-fuels. It also seeks a greater role in economic decisions 

that affect the world. 

5. China: China is the world’s third largest producer of ethanol, after Brazil and the USA. It 

also wants a larger share in the world market, and a greater say in the global economic 

framework. Greater industrialisation has led to a large demand for energy, with the 

quest for oil imports having caused the country to often support controversial regimes 

in oil-rich nations, most notably Sudan. Although 76% of China’s ethanol comes from 

corn and other food grains, the nation has made a commitment to reduce the 

dependence on these grains for bio-fuels. China has not been openly critical on the bio-

fuel policies of the West, but has opposed many of the methods used, notably farm 

subsidies. 

Figure 3  The carbon costs of bio-fuels across the world 
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6. Group of 77: The Group of 77, or G-77, is an international organisation of developing 

countries with a similar outlook on global economic policy. Fuelling a North-South rift 

on farm subsidies in the developed world, G-77 countries have claimed that such 

subsidies undermine food security. A lot of these countries are extremely 

underdeveloped, with millions dying of starvation. In addition, many of the bio-fuel 

companies of the West have opened farms to produce bio-fuels on prime agricultural 

land in Africa, most notably Ghana and Mozambique. A number of countries have 

welcomed this investment in their countries, but there has been ample criticism on this 

issue. 

7. OPEC: The oil cartel has historically been critical of a shift to bio-fuels, as it threatens 

their greatest export. Oil is a major source for foreign exchange and exports for these 

countries, and a major bargaining chip in geo-political conflicts, especially the Israel-

Palestine issue. The 1973 oil embargo was caused due to the West’s supply of arms to 

Israel in the Yom Kippur War. A viable bio-fuel alternative denies them a monopoly on 

oil exports, and their arbitrary control over oil prices. They have repeatedly spoken out 

against bio-fuels, criticising the use of food crops to produce energy. They have also 

threatened to reduce oil supply if the West continues to invest in bio-fuels, as it would 

not be economically viable for member nations to increase investment in a fading 

energy source. This would lease to a skyrocketing in oil prices, which could be 

devastating in the short-term. 
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UNDERLYING PROBLEMS 
 

1. Dependence on Middle Eastern Oil: There is emerging consensus in the Western 

World that the dependence of the modern global economy on oil from the politically 

unstable Middle-Eastern region is not desirable. There is also a desire within the OECD 

nations to expand their control over the world economy to include energy production. 

2. North v South: There is an increasingly fierce rivalry over control of the global economy 

between developed and developing nations. The issue of bio-fuels is but one of the 

various bones of contention. The Western policy of farm subsidies has long been 

criticised by the developing nations.  

3. Middle Eastern Politics: The Arab nations have often used their control over the global 

oil supply to extract diplomatic concessions. A demand for oil is an essential bargaining 

chip in the Israel-Palestine issue. This is threatened by a large-scale shift to bio-fuels. In 

a situation where available oil reserves are expected to expire in the next 50 years, this 

denies the Arab nations’ time to adapt economically as well. This is one of the reasons 

why OPEC has threatened short- and medium-term price hikes in oil to discourage 

further development. 

4. Emerging forces in bio-fuel production: Brazil, India and China are fast developing 

blends that are more effective than their Western counterparts. These countries are 

increasingly seeking a larger market for their bio-fuel in the developing world. Although 

these states are the leaders of G-77, and have many people suffering from hunger, this 

desire alters the dynamics of the confrontation substantially. 

5. Environment: Bio-fuels are at the centre of a wider battle to combat anthropogenic 

climate change, which is threatened by a similar North v South debate, where 

developing nations believe that developed nations are primarily responsible for the 

current crisis, and should play a larger role in curbing emissions. In the aftermath of the 

Copenhagen summit on global warming, the food v fuel debate raises this issue as well, 

as Western attempts at reducing emissions by using bio-fuels are being challenged by 

the developing world. The effectiveness of these fuels in curbing emissions is also put in 

question, especially with studies stating that Western blends emit almost as much 

carbon as fossil fuels. 

6. International Trade: Protectionism on the part of certain producers of bio-fuels in the 

form of tariffs on foreign blends and subsidies for domestic producers is seen to 

threaten free trade. With trade barriers a major bone of contention in the WTO and 

ECOSOC, the issue brings into question a fundamental conflict in international trade. 
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QUESTIONS A RESOLUTION MUST ANSWER 
 

1. Does the Council recognise the bio-fuel industry, as it is today, a threat to global food 

security? 

2. Does the Council believe that bio-fuels, as such, are sustainable as an alternative source 

of energy? 

3. How does the Council propose to address the fact that many blends of bio-fuels emit 

almost as much carbon as fossil fuels? 

4. What does the Council propose to do about the use of food grains as a source of fuel? 

About the use of agricultural land for bio-fuels production? 

5. Does the Council believe that subsidising bio-fuel production in developed countries, 

and high tariffs on blends from other countries, are desirable? If not, what does it 

propose to do about them? 

6. What does the Council propose to do in order to make sure that future production of 

bio-fuels does not affect food security? 

SUGGESTED READING 
 

1. A UN backgrounder on policy challenges caused by bio-fuels, issued by the Food and 

Agriculture Organization: http://esa.un.org/un-energy/pdf/susdev.Biofuels.FAO.pdf 

2. A report by the UN Special Rapporteur on the right to food, which condemns the use of 

bio-fuels: http://www.righttofood.org/new/PDF/A62289.pdf 

3. A report by the US Congressional Budget Office on potential effects of bio-fuels on food 

security: http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/100xx/doc10057/04-08-Ethanol.pdf 

4. Report by Oxfam International on bio-fuels: 

http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp114-inconvenient-truth-biofuels-

0806.pdf 

  

http://esa.un.org/un-energy/pdf/susdev.Biofuels.FAO.pdf
http://www.righttofood.org/new/PDF/A62289.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/100xx/doc10057/04-08-Ethanol.pdf
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp114-inconvenient-truth-biofuels-0806.pdf
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp114-inconvenient-truth-biofuels-0806.pdf
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WORKING TOGETHER TO COMBAT 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

DEVELOPING A FRAMEWORK FOR THE TRANSFER OF LOW CARBON 

TECHNOLOGY 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Global warming is an exceedingly important problem that the world faces today. According to 

many studies and the IPCC, the main cause of global warming is CO2. It is of paramount 

importance that levels of CO2 go down without adverse large scale impacts to economies. 

Developed countries have already developed a sleuth of technologies and are in the pre 

implementation phase. The recent US stimulus package laid aside $8 billion to develop and 

deployed low carbon technology. 

WHAT IS LOW CARBON TECHNOLOGY? 
Any piece of machinery or a method or a process that replaces or adds on to current process 

and equipment that lowers the emission of carbon dioxide due to that machine/process may be 

classified as low carbon technology. These include LED lighting, Hybrid vehicles and efficient 

power generation 

WHY IS IT SO IMPORTANT? 
According to IPCC studies, if the world continues its current rate of emission of carbon dioxide, 

that along with the emission of other so called greenhouse gases (gases that have been emitted 

by human/natural activity, that form a layer in the earth’s atmosphere and do not let heat from 

the earth’s surface to radiate back to space, kind of like the glass in a greenhouse), coupled with 

growth in emissions from developed countries and the expected large spurts in growth of 

emission from developing countries (China for example is building one large coal fired power 

plant a day to meet its economic growth needs) then the global temperature is predicted to rise 

about 4 degrees Celsius by 2050. This would lead to wide-scale impacts ranging from massive 

flooding of coastal areas due to the melting of polar ice-caps to change in cropping patterns due 

to unconventional seasonal variations of rains. The beginnings of these events are already 

showing in changing weather patterns today.  

Thus it is of paramount importance to reduce manmade emissions of carbon dioxide, i.e. 

lowering the carbon intensity of the various processes and machines. Developed countries, most 

notable the US, have invested and are continuously investing in developing low carbon 

technologies. However, developing countries such as India and China, which due to their 

expanding economies and growing middle class consumption are expected to become 

significant emitters of carbon dioxide in the coming years. There is a need to work out a 

framework for patented technology developed in the USA and such countries to be transferred 
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to developing countries as they are not in a position to invest substantial financial resources to 

the development of these technologies. 

 

Governments in both developed and developing countries have a key role to play in facilitating 

technology transfer through both national and international initiatives. 

One of the major bones of contention at the recent COP15 summit in Copenhagen, this issue is of 

vital importance in bringing a consensus on combating climate change. 
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KEY PLAYERS 
 

1. Organisation of Economic and Co-operation and Development: The major 

developed countries of the world are generally seen to be responsible for causing global 

warming, and are expected to play the largest role in mitigating it. The Kyoto Protocol 

holds them, as well as the members of the erstwhile USSR, primarily responsible for 

stopping global warming and imposes emission cuts on them. However, with the lapse 

of the Kyoto Protocol imminent, these cuts have not borne fruit, and targets have not 

been met. The developed nations are also expected to aid developing countries shift to a 

low carbon economy, in a manner affordable and sustainable for the developing nation. 

This has led to a degree of resentment within these countries, especially in the wake of a 

crippling financial crisis. Although these countries are ready to pay, they attach certain 

conditions to the aid to prevent stronger economies from taking advantage. 

2. The United States of America: The US is not a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, despite 

being the largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world, contributing about 36% of 

global emissions. Consequently, it isn’t bound by the emission targets of the framework, 

which is seen by a large number of countries as being unfair. However, current 

consensus in the US does revolve around combating climate change, and it has taken 

steps to engineer a global framework. Political concerns, and a projected setback for the 

Democratic Party in the 2010 elections have made the US cagey about giving up the 

privileges of not being bound by emission cuts, and its primary objective is to ensure 

that the bulk of the recovery effort does not fall upon it. 

3. BASIC Countries: Brazil, South Africa, India and China are not bound by the Kyoto 

Protocol, and do not have mandatory emissions cuts. However, their economies are 

sufficiently well-developed, and many developed countries believe that they should do 

their part in aiding poorer countries to get access to low carbon technology. These 

countries have been criticised by the West for using their developing country status to 

defer any commitment to a low carbon economy, which, they say, gives companies in 

their countries an unfair advantage in the global marketplace. They are also seen as the 

voice of the developing nations and have supported protests by these countries in 

various forums. These countries prefer the status quo, with a continuation of the Kyoto 

Protocol, although they have acknowledged the need for them to step up and do their 

part in battling climate change. 

4. G-77: The developing nations are also the countries that are most affected by climate 

change. Many small nations have felt the impact of global warming, and many island 

nations are apprehensive of rising sea levels. These countries appreciate the need for a 

low carbon economy, and have initiated certain efforts to combat climate change. They 

are, however, exempt from mandatory emission cuts under the Kyoto Protocol, except 

when aided to do so by the developing world. They are the major beneficiaries of 

technology transfer. Economic limitations restrict them from developing indigenous 

technologies. These nations also prefer the status quo and the continuation of the Kyoto 

Protocol, although they have stressed that the developed world has not done enough to 

clean up a mess they are primarily responsible for. They want a comprehensive 

mechanism for technology transfer that is mostly paid for by the developed countries. 
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POINTS OF NOTE 
 

1. Technological Change and Capacity Building: There are essentially three different 

flows that make up the technological transfer process are: 

a. Capital Goods and Equipment 

b. Skills and know-how for operating and maintaining equipment 

c. Knowledge and expertise for generating and managing technological change. 

2. Integration: There is a certain level of importance in the integration i.e. the extent to 

which technological suppliers integrate the different flows involved in the transfer 

process. The process may lie between highly integrated (One country supplying 

equipment and support) to highly desegregated (many suppliers with a lot of locally 

sourced manpower and material). A highly integrated process may hamper the 

intellectual development of the receiving country. 

3. Absorptive Capacity: The firm in the recipient country must be able to absorb and 

integrate the technology received into its products and services and disseminate them 

among the masses. 

4. Stage of Development of Technology: For most developing economies, accepting fully 

developed technology would be much more beneficial than receiving partially 

developed technology whose complete development may be beyond the means of the 

R&D departments of that country. 

5. Government Influence: Besides being responsible for policy changes facilitating a 

transfer of low carbon technology, governments are often directly responsible for 

performing the transfer, and their role in this regard should not be underestimated. 

6. Intellectual Property Rights: A framework needs to be developed in order to maintain 

the rightful claim of owners to technology and protect their commercial interests whilst 

maintaining an effective transfer to allow for general reduction in carbon emissions by 

developing nations. 

7. Funding Models: A proper funding model is essential for movement on the issue. With a 

large amount of money involved, the source of the money, as well as the channels 

through which it would reach the beneficiaries is essential. With a large number of the 

countries involved unable to sustain a low-carbon economy without serious foreign aid, 

this is a major point of debate.   
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OBJECTIVES FOR DEBATE 
 

1. Develop policy frameworks that create predictable future demand for new technologies 

and reward innovation   

2. Establish a clear and strong expectation of a carbon price in the near and long-term 

future to encourage investment   

3. Incorporate energy and climate strategies into national development plans   

4. Develop approaches that expand or aggregate projects through programs or portfolios 

to standardize and streamline the transaction process   

5. Establish stable and transparent regulatory regimes to help reduce corruption and 

improve country risk  

6. Address the issue of barriers to the trade of low carbon technologies 

7. Manage the intellectual property rights regime to balance the need to incentivize 

innovation and the dissemination of technologies to support investment in new 

technologies.   

8. Build institutional capacity to translate policies into robust and integrated development 

plans   

 

 

 

 

SUGGESTED READING 
 

1. A comprehensive report on barriers to the transfer of low carbon energy technology: 

http://www.sussex.ac.uk/sussexenergygroup/1-2-9.html 

2. An Oxford study on the issue: 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/11/091113130008.htm 

3. A report by the Economic and Social Research Council: 

http://www.esrcsocietytoday.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/Images/Impact_Case_Study_SEG_t

cm6-33833.pdf 

 

http://www.sussex.ac.uk/sussexenergygroup/1-2-9.html
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/11/091113130008.htm
http://www.esrcsocietytoday.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/Images/Impact_Case_Study_SEG_tcm6-33833.pdf
http://www.esrcsocietytoday.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/Images/Impact_Case_Study_SEG_tcm6-33833.pdf

