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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 name: International Power


Q1. Scope of model:

Q1.a. Better use of domestic demand control via smart grids will be required to actively manage low wind conditions i.e domestic electric goods are forced to standby on a rota system during low wind conditions. This could be achieved via tele-switched systems with electrical goods categorized into several groups for switching such that goods are only in standby for a max of [2] hours. Simply making white goods frequency sensitive will not deliver reduction in consumption during low wind conditions
Q2. Scope of sectors:

Q2.a. Wind needs to be backed up by significant volumes of demand management or other [thermal] generation.  Currently the levels of back up capacity required is significantly underestimated in the pathways. Furthermore, the ‘5-day shock’ methodology in the model where support is provided from Pump Storage, Interconnectors and EVs, is not sophisticated enough to explore this important issue.
Q2.b. The level of solar PV seems to be over ambitious at levels 2 and 3. It does not seem as balanced as it is in other sectors.  
The level of Nuclear (levels 2 and 3) seems fairy light compared to what is achievable and we believe that there is room to increase these levels. It will be important to ensure that all current UK sites should be considered for new nuclear and not limited to England and Wales sites. Limiting sites to E & W requires that the existing 2.4 GW located in Scotland is replaced at E&W sites to simply maintain the existing status quo. 
Q2.c. Yes

Q3. Input assumptions and methodologies:

Q3.a. The assumptions for number of households and population growth are common across all pathways - an ability to flex these assumptions would enable socio-economic impacts to be evaluated.
 Assumptions of the technical capability seem suitable although the full implications of the intermittency of Solar and Wind have not been accounted for leading to the result that several of the pathways appear acceptable at the annual level but are impractical at the daily level. 

Q4. Common implications and uncertainties:

Q4.a.  The macro assumptions seem reasonable although the growth rate and numbers of households could be set as input to the model this would allow testing of these assumptions. Changes to the number of households may be a cost effective method to manage the carbon budget and these should not be taken as fixed inputs.

Q5. Impact of pathways:

Q5.a. It is imperative that a daily/hourly balance based on the plant mix should be assessed for each pathway.  Based on a stochastic scheduler utilizing appropriate distributions for wind and thermal plant, pathways Alpha and Delta seem unrealistic at 2025 without the addition of a significant quantity of  non-intermittent generation

Q6. Cost analysis:

Q6.a. The full cycle of cost for each of the pathways should be ascertained based on the capital build cost,   production cost  and the social cost of carbon. The  lowest cost pathway should indicate the preferred route.

Q7. Future improvements to model:

Q7.a. The model is excellent to use and assumption changes are relatively straight forward. We would have found useful a tabular output of power generation by type in GW and TWh for each year. This would be a useful input into the sub-year analysis,  which we believe is critical to  reaching more informed conclusions from this work.

