
 
For this question, many people listed good concerns about the cost of a technology such as 
capital cost, cost of fuel, size, etc., but these are wrong answers because these costs are what is 
used to calculate the $0.10 / kWh. California electricity costs about $0.15 / kWh, although there 
is some time dependence. However less than half of this cost is the cost of generation. The rest is 
distribution costs. Also, we will (soon) no longer be worried about generation on sunny days, and 
so there are a few things that would make your $0.10 / kWh electricity a very good value if: 

1) It is easily dispatchable – we can turn it on with short notice to fill in when variable 
renewable energy isn’t available. 



2) It can achieve this cost with low duty cycle. If this $0.10 / kWh was calculated assuming 
100% duty cycle, then this electricity is way more expensive than NGCC to generate. 

3) It is a small technology that isn’t dangerous. If we can put on in the house or local 
neighborhood, then this distributed generation would by-pass some of the transmission 
and distribution costs making the $0.10 / kWh compete with the delivered cost of 
electricity rather than the generation cost of electricity. 

4) If this electricity produces no GHG, then it can be part of California’s renewable 
portfolio (50% by 2030), and the cost won’t go up with a carbon tax. 

 

 



 
I received all kinds of answers for next question, 3a) because it was poorly written… I should 
have written, “describe the mechanism/process of climate change and how it heats the earth.”  

 



 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I received a large number of very good answers for the following, but most of them were 
incorrect, so I marked them wrong, but still gave some credit. 

 
 
 



 


