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Research Question - What is the impact of limited foresight on different resources in low-carbon pathways
when considering non-ETS targets and budgets ?

Methodology — Irish TIMES energy system model emission scenarios
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Scenarios Analysis Results — Impacts on Costs, Emissions and Energy Resources
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Conclusions

» Highest uncertainty within the
transport sector in resource
consumption for freight.

» Budget scenario has less stringent
constraints on the transport and

* Marginal Abatement Costs residential sector to 2050; however,

(MAC) increase for a non-ETS
target framework compared to a

myopic foresight has a high impact
on these sectors.

 Limited foresight in target

budget framework.

scenarios has a trade-off for use

» Limited Foresight increases overall of hydrogen instead of bioenergy.

 Delayed action also increases emissions to 2050 in target

MAC to 2050. . . * Increased reliance on bioenergy
scenarios mainly as a result of . - o
. . N iImports for limited foresight in
electricity generation emissions. .
target scenarios.
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