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: Norfolk County Council


Rather than fill in the online pathways consultation after discussion with my Head of Environment and Director, they are happy that my overview be sent.  
 
[personal details removed] 


 

Just seen your comment on the printout of the DECC presentation on the above.
 
I have looked at the Analysis Report and the questions we are expected to respond to on the rationale behind the pathway approach. My concern is that some of these questions require a highly technical understanding of the issues involved and most policy types won't have this. For example, the block of questions under section 3 - 'Input assumptions and methodologies' have questions like:

· Are the bioenergy conversion routes used in the model accurate...?
· Can the model’s assumptions on wave resource be improved, for example regarding the length of wave farms, their distance from shore, the efficiency of devices, constraints from other ocean users, and other assumptions?
· Can the model’s assumptions on tidal stream resource be improved, for example regarding the method for assessing the resource at specific locations, and the scaling up of individual devices into an array?

One of the few questions that we could possible have an answer for would be:

· Is there any evidence that would help build an understanding of the potential impact of long term spatial development on transport demand, and how could this be accounted for in the model?

As far as this question is concerned, the Regional TRACS study illustrating transport contribution to meeting the Regional Economic Strategy's stated 60% reduction target, suggests that even with extreme efforts to throw technological improvements at transport it is unlikely to meet the emissions baseline year figures from 1990. This would produce a burden on other sectors to meet the shortfall, which is unlikely.

In my view, those that could provide a considered response to do this Call of Evidence request justice, are unlikely to be found outside the Tyndall Centre or CSERGE at the UEA or other academic institutions who are familiar with work on scenarios modelling and have access to primary data. For the tool to be useful at a sub-regional level we would need access to sub-regional data so that appropriate projections can be made. How will it cope with cross-boundary issues including attributing responsbility to offshore wind?

[personal details removed] and me have talked about this and It would be far better to issue the tool for BETA testing with a sample of users to see whether there are issues relating to the assumptions that need to be questioned. Any future use of this tool for our benefit will require expertise and knowledge in a wide range of areas. I have looked at the touted 'User Friendly' version of the tool and it doesn't look that user friendly to me. In [contact details removed] view it is over-engineered. The idea in principle is good but it would be far better if DECC had tested the tool with key potential end users. I think that there is a danger thinking that those of us operating at the local level can realistically influence what other sectors, such as energy generation, can do. For example, if we fail to deliver housing and transport emissions targets who will pick up the emissions shortfall? These are issues that only national government can influence.



