2050 Pathways Analysis Call for Evidence Response

The DECC Call for Evidence for the 2050 Pathways Analysis ran from 27 July to 5 October 2010. The text below shows the answers where responses were provided; not all respondents replied to all questions.

Organisation: Grosvenor Britain & Ireland

I submit below some comments on the DECC Pathways:

1. In general we found the tools to be interesting and intuitive to use although some areas, particularly on the supply side, need detailed technical knowledge to achieve realism.  They also, if you assume level 4 scenarios, require a level of Government intervention, investment, persuasion and direction that would be unprecedented but may become necessary within the next 40 years if 2050 targets are to be achieved - building nuclear power stations being a prime example.  

1. The report doesn't make mention of heat recovery technology.  This technology is already available for air (Mechanical Ventilation Heat Recovery) but is not used widely, if at all, for water.  When hot water is used and put 'down the drain', the energy used to heat the water is also put down the drain.  If the heat could be recovered and recycled then you would need less heating and less fuel.  Although technology may not be there yet, that is the case for many of the pathways suggestions and it may be worthwhile considering this as a potential future technology.

1. Some of the assumptions on the residential user side differ from our experiences.  'Normal heated' residential temperatures are already at about 20C (albeit temperatures from room to room may vary) but in the summer months 'normal cooled' residential (i.e those that have mechanical cooling and which are increasing in number as a response to market demand) ,may be cooled to less than 19C.  There doesn't seem to be an allowance in the model, on the basis that internal temperatures are predicted to rise, for the reduction in energy that will be required if external temperatures rise through global warming.

1. The use of 'waste heat from power stations' seems inappropriate unless better means of transporting heat is invented.  Power stations are typically not located close to urban centres, so to use the waste heat either you must build an inefficient network of pipes to supply a very large low density of housing, or you would need to find a way to transport heat over large distances to supply urban centres.  If the heat is 'low value' heat then the economics of long distance transportation become even more dubious.

1. One area of uncertainty in the model is how exporting our CO2 emissions, through importing manufactured goods from elsewhere in the world, while improving our chances of achieving our targets would impact on global reductions.

1. In keeping with the above point, the urban infrastructure required to supply district heating is troubling in many of the UK's older cities, unless it is proposed that it is piped above ground - which has its own logistical problems. There are very few examples where district heating has been retrofitted in an urban environment, Stockholm perhaps being a notable exception, but in central London and other urban areas it would be very difficult to retrofit this sort of system into the complex infrastructure already in place to cover the percentage of homes that DECC is proposing. 

1. The report also does not make mention of density.  There could be a push for more urban houses which would have a knock-on effect on the amount of personal transportation required as well as various other benefits.  Aside from having far fewer cars per capita, urban dwellers tend to live in smaller dwellings requiring less heat, and party walls and unit adjacencies also help limit heat loss by lowering surface area.  The stand alone single family home, or office park along a motorway does a lot to increase energy use and yet density and public transport proximity is also not included.  Considering the urban design/built environment investment of the future can have a significant impact on projected energy use.  Unless transport emissions can be considerably reduced, a Level 4 scenario might be a restriction on the carbon emissions that people can emit when travelling to work or shop - people would have to live within cycling distance of their place of work perhaps. 

1. Most of the illustrative pathways in the analysis required a significant change in how buildings are heated, from predominantly gas boilers to heat pumps and district heating from power station waste heat. This would be incredibly challenging in dense urban areas and historic environments, such as the London Estate, as it is unlikely that  power station for district heating will ever be built nearby.  Other technologies, such as ground source or air source heat pumps, wind, solar and pv panels also have aesthetic or capacity drawbacks in dense urban areas. Furthermore, biomass boilers are now not permitted in new buildings in the City of Westminster because of the associated transport and emissions issues.

I hope that these brief comments may be of some use to you and that with our common interests in future scenarios, through [personal details removed], that we may be able to continue to contribute.

Kind regards



