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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: National Nuclear Laboratory


Q1. Scope of model:
Q1.a. No the right technologies have been, there is no need to expand this further

Q2. Scope of sectors:
Q2.a. Yes, the scenarios cover a satisfactory range of credible futures.
However the rate of ramp up of some supply side technologies appears optimistic and requires peer review. This is difficult as there are few bodies, learned organisations that can provide independent peer review of the ramp rates of various technologies, however such an approach should encouraged.
Q2.b. Yes intermediate levels provides a suitable range of targets. As noted some form of corroboration of the scability or ramp rates of technologies is required
Q2.c. Yes the approach is acceptable and clear to users

Q3. Input assumptions and methodologies:
Q3.a. As noted previously some of ramp rates for technology deployment appear ambitious and require some corroboration over whether or not they are achievable. For example ramp rates in CCS, renewables are questionable given the scale of the engineering and supply chain challenge.
For nuclear at higher ramp rates, the argument of encouraging the supply chain and market dynamics to deploy at such rates is insufficient. There are key issues associated with access to finance. The private sector will only be able to commit to certain build rates given access to finance.
In addition there are key challenges for nuclear well beyond the construction of reactors. there is a need to consider the fuel cycle, access to uranium, how much spent fuel is being produced, will the UK have a once through or recycle policy. The US have conducted similar studies and noted a higher nuclear deployment rates, a significant increase in the size or number of geological disposal facilities is required. This begins to point towards a fuel recycle option. Decision about the UK's future fuel cycle ned to be made now giving we currently have the infrastructure, know-how etc for closed fuel cycle operations. Such assessment goes beyond the remit of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority but needs to be properly considered by HMG.
Q4. Common implications and uncertainties:
Q4.a. commanlities are suitably identified

Q6. Cost analysis:
Q6.a. The price per kwh needs to reflect HMG subsidies in a clear and transparent manner. The UKERC recent work on off-shore wind shows costs of 10 to 14p/kwh compared to gas or nuclear around 3-4p/kwh. Expressed as p/kwh the difference might seem minor but it is substantial and thus needs to be clearly stated as an absolute amount and proposed public subsidy
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Q7. Future improvements to model:
Q7.b. Yes certainly the case for nuclear given the local support around existing sites. Certainly in West Cumbria there is interest in the "reactor park concept" where 10GWe of new nuclear could be deployed, the infrastructure exists for a closed fuel cycle to support such a number of reactors (see answer to earlier questions) and the potential for the geological disposal facility. Trying to gain buy-in and support at the national level for such a concept is difficult and potentially irrevelant as well.

