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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: MVA Consultancy


Q2. Scope of sectors:
Q2.a. No - the assumptions (in all 4 transport trajectories) that aviation's mode share of passenger kms will almost double between 2007 and 2050 and the average occupancy of planes will not improve both seem very 'unambitious' to me - I would have thought that with an appropriately-high tax on flights (rather than passengers) we could do better on both these drivers of demand for flights?
Offsetting this, the requirement for a 75% drop in car mode share in Transport Trajectory 4 and the corresponding trebling of bus mode share is never going to happen.  Travel Trajectory 4 also assumes a doubling of average bus occupancy which may not be physically possible, since the majority of bus use takes place in the week-day peaks, using buses which are already over 50% full by the time the reach their city centre destinations.
Also, the Level 1 (and perhaps Level 2) transport trajectories should perhaps include a small drop in car occupancy over time, based on the observed trend (due mainly to the growth in car ownership over time).
Q2.b. As noted above, some gradation of the aviation assumptions between Levels 1-4 would seem reasonable.
Q2.c. Yes


Q3. Input assumptions and methodologies:
Q3.a. There appears to be a strange anomaly in the assumed Technology Efficiency Liquid Hydrocarbons table in the Transport sheet (XI.a), where the energy use of ICE Buses appears to jump from 0.24 TWh/bn pass km in 2007 to 0.43 TWh/bn pass km in 2010, which would be worth checking (or adding a note to explain)
It may not be physically possible to double bus occupancy (if the majority of veh kms take place in peak conditions, when many buses are already over 50% full as they approach city centre destinations)
Level 1 (and perhaps Level 2) car occupancy assumptions should include a small drop in car occupancy over time, in line with recent past trends
Q3.b. Don’t know.

Q3.c. Don’t know.

Q3.d. Don’t know.
Q3.e. Yes, there are well-established Land-use and Transport Interaction (LUTI) modelling techniques which could be used to test the GHG impatcs of different land-use development strategies.  For example, ,the TMfS/TELMoS LUTI model of Scotland has already been used to predict the impact of a combination of a transport startegy and various land-use development scenarios on Scotland's transport-related GHGs.
See http://www.latis.org.uk/index.html for further details
Q3.f. Just because global shipping is growing by 3.3% per year doesn't mean the UK's share of this is also growing - relevant DfT statistics for the growth in freight entering UK ports would presumably provide the basis for extraploating some alternative trends (or confirming the reasonableness of the 3.3% pa growth assumption)
Q3.g. Don’t know.


Q4. Common implications and uncertainties:

Q4.a. Yes


Q5. Impact of pathways:

Q5.a. I suggest you create some estimate of the Cost to Government of delivering each pathway, plus some measure of 'Public Accepatability', since both of these will help predict 'deliverability'
So, for example,
1) simply passing laws limiting emissions and waiting for the private sector to deliver will have a low Government cost and a neutral public
2) giving away electric cars would have a high cost but a happy public and
3) building lots of nuclear power stations would be high cost and potentially unhappy public.
It would also be desirable to give more weight to pathways which achieve the required GHG reductions as quickly as possible, due to the cumulative/'tipping point' nature of climate change

Q6. Cost analysis:
Q6.a. Cost to Government could be estimated (possibly by sticking an educated  finger in the air for some of the assumed trajectory outcomes)
NB these shoudl be kept distinct from total costs, since costs which fall on the Private Sector will have less infulence on the all-important 'deliverability' of a given pathway.
It would also be possible/desirable to add measures of uncertainty to these cost estimates.
NB Ideally it would be desirable to incorporate the cumulative nature of climate change into the cost/benefit calculation, to avoid giving too much support to pathways which redcue their costs by delaying expensive/effective action for as long as possible.  In particular, it should be possible to derive a climate-change-based measure which values a tonne of CO2(e) saved now much higher than a tonne of CO2(e) saved in 2050.

Q7. Future improvements to model:
Q7.a. Do the various behavioural models (notably travel and home heating) take account of the ageing population?
Q7.b. I'm afraid I don't understand this question!

