Response to
DRAFT IRP 2010
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Questionnaire Format

KLY CRITIRIA USED TO DIVILOP THL DAFT I=P 2010

Proposed Criteris Q1. Yo what extent do you believe the Q2. How would you weight the

draft IRP meets this criterion? If you ariterion (in the range 0 to 10)?
befieve it did not, explain why.
(@) Least conttothe |roqaback, teedback, leedback. .. OTED
consumer \ NOAT
) Lowest

Feedbock, leednock, feedbock. .,
greenhouse gas l NOTED I
emissions

(£} Lowest water
consumption
(d) Leastriskor \

arcertanty
(e) Greatest
localisation potential
(N} Greatest

development

Q 3. What additioral criteria do you believe should have been added in evaluating the scenarios?
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Questionnaire Format
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how to design a meaningiul feedgback questionnare?
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Questionnaire Format
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Questionnaire Format

Least Risk or Uncertunty
Least Cost to Economy
Does not m ially mee ompletely meets
sych e Pardally - O51 y%u‘:c S

24 X

° ERrtially meets

207

Does not mean
67%

1,000 Respondents

meets Mostly meets - 1,000 Respand

de o fo criteria of Greot alization Poté
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25% Mostly meets ‘
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3% Noresponse A A




‘Private’ Participation
o Minutes

o One way ftraffic

o IRP Technical Advisory panel lacks representation
o Environmental




Table 3. Score for each criteria

608

Co,;
Plans emissions | Price = Water

Case 00 2174 - 273, -
ission 1.0 1241, 1861 524 16.14 6.47, 6494
on 2.0 943 2081 253 16,14 A7/ 6.08 / 61.25
s5ion 3.0 | 2174, - 087 1957 (€470 et 5865
nTax00 | 1150, 1841 350 19.26, 6.47, 277 6191
Development 0.0 067, 2153 037, - . 1087 3344
hanced DSM 154 2085 084 304 608 3245
lanced 1046 2024 274 1671 11.02 185 6301
ised Balance 11.01  19.33 292 16.32 15.22 8.85 73.66
Swing Weighting (/100) 2174 2174 1087 19.57 15.22 1087 100.00




CDP Water Disclosure 2010
Global Report

'xgh

»

On behal! of 137 investors with assets of US$16 trilkon
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Water is a current, not a future,
corporate issue. The mmedacy

Of watér as a Corporale ISSue was
highighted by the timescaies assocaned
with water-related risks, with more

than hal! of the nsks Centfec across

al categones (physical, reguiatory and
‘other’) beng classfed as either curent
or near-term (1-5 years), and 39% of
companes already having expenanced
detrmental impacts. These impacts fall
into the broad categones of disrupt

10 Operations from drought or Ho0dNg
(in one casa resuiting In $100 mikon

IN rémecaton Costs), decining water
Quaity necesstaling costly on-ste
pre-treatmant, inCreasas in water

prices, and fines and tgation relating
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not be the cost determination for different projects. However 1t is clear that the regional
impacted by the transmission infrastructure required 1o transport the power 10

South Africa. While there are debales regarding the actual costs for this infrastructure and what

proportion would be met by domestic consumers, i is evident that options further from South Africa’s

merdanee shandd e nanalicad saladiiim tn slaernes Aanliame Iov i smmmed e lemmmmet boden mmbimme
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requre an immediate assignment by the Mnister of the Single Buyer as the

designated Buyer to kick off the programmes. The transmission Infrastructure (8 critical ip the
success of these programmes and should be intiated immeciately, specifically '
around Infrastructure required in neighbounng countries and the risk allocation for the
financing of this infrastructure,
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INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN (2010 Rev 2)

DRAFT Report October 2010
Table 16. Potential learning rates
Technology options Learning rate for each
- _ doubling in capacity (%)
- Wind (onshore) 7
Photo-voltaics |18
CSP__ 110
Biomass 5
IGCC E
Nuclear Il I & -
Source: Intematonal Enargy Agency, Energy Technoiogy Perspectives 2008, Tadie 5.3 (p 207)
B

Learning rates

None of the current scenarios include leaming rates for technology options. A test case has yet to be
run to determine the impact of leaming rates on the optimal choices for the IRP. The following table
includes some of the potential leaming for specific technologies suggested by the Intemational
Energy Agency (IEA), based on the decrease in costs for each technology for every doubling in the

global capacity for the technology.







REFIT Pref Tech
wind
CSP
Landfill Gas
Small Hydro
BioGas
Biomass Solid

pV Solar

N |

IRP 2010
/00 MW
200 MW
100 MW
25 MW

Alternative
650 MW
150 MW
125 MW
25 MW
5 MW
5 MW
50 MW \




More Electricity less Rands

® Alternative IRP 2010
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B Alternative IRP 2010
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“The Regulations prescribe that the IRP 2010
selection criteria to be created by the
Energy Regulator should consider the

NERSA Scorecard

following:"

compliance with the integrated resource 4/7 717

plan and the preferred technologies 57% 100%

preference for a plant technology and

location that contributes to local oyer 100 more

economic development \' decent’ jobs
o \ é

preference f
erators over cenfralized gei-er , eographic

mall distributed wider

iversity |

'wfra"‘_ e | shorter /
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Knowledge spedaks, wisdom listens
- JimI Hendrix




