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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: The Energy Technologies Institute


Q1. Scope of model:
Q1.a. The report refers to the flexibility of pre-combustion CCS plant; presuming that this depends on the storage of hydrogen in brine mined salt cavities, we consider that this should be explicitly called out in the model and be an alternative to pumped storage.

Q2. Scope of sectors:
Q2.a. We consider that these levels of ambition provide a sound basis for public engagement.
Q2.c. In general we find this clear and helpful, however there is a dip in the proportion of UK land given over to bio-energy crops at Level 2 – there is a logic about displacement by livestock, but this might catch people out.

Q3. Input assumptions and methodologies:
Q3.g. Based on industrial inputs and various pieces of technology evaluation, we consider that the competition between gas and coal in the future generating mix will be complex.  We agree that coal capture rates will be under pressure to exceed 90% and believe that this is entirely feasible for both pre- and post-combustion capture processes.  We expect both retrofit and new build gas CCS plants will be built.

Q4. Common implications and uncertainties:

Q4.a. The introduction to the report sets out some of the implications and
uncertainties common to the illustrative pathways. Does this list cover the
key commonalities? If not, please identify other common implications and
uncertainties and provide evidence as to why these are key conclusions from
the analysis.


Q5. Impact of pathways:

Q5.a. In addition to those mentioned, we would also suggest that operational robustness, security of supply and resilience to variability such as commodity prices, natural resource availability etc are important.  The integration of the system elements into overall pathways and the cost and risk of accessing and building industrial capacity to apply the technologies (including whether technology deployments are competing for similar resources) are also important considerations.  As an example of the kind of issue that will be important to overall pathway design, choices will need to be made by some mechanism over what investments to make in local distribution systems, both heat and electricity, and these will need to be in place in time to support technology shifts in personal transport and domestic heating.  Furthermore, it should be recognised that the UK will be competing for low carbon technology deployment with other nations and the supply chain pressures this might impose.

Q6. Cost analysis:
Q6.a. Providing a comprehensive estimate of the costs of decarbonisation out to 2050 is very challenging. First, it is impossible to predict accurately how fuel and technology costs will develop over such a long period. Costs will necessarily depend on the assumptions on fuel prices, technology development and the paths taken by other countries. And in some sectors the technological solutions required to allow the necessary emissions reductions are not yet known. Second, many of the wider impacts of the move to a low carbon economy are very difficult to quantify, for example those on security of supply, the wider environment and people’s behaviours.

Q7. Future improvements to model:
Q7.a. It would assist the engagement to show the energy supply and demand balance to the peak winter demand and low summer demand, and also the winter peak with a high pressure event and to set these into context for the ordinary user.  It would also be useful to provide some perspective on plant capacity utilisation i.e. load factors.
Q7.b. This is clearly an important issue but would require a multi-level model with knowledge about the factors relevant to a large number of local areas across the UK.  This is probably better done in other modelling environments.

