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Dear Tara Smolak, 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the discussion on Canada’s Energy Futures.  Please accept this submission on behalf of Resource Conservation Manitoba (RCM), a Manitoba-based non-profit working on issues of environmental sustainability.  

Canada’s energy future is a crucial topic for all Canadians to engage in.  How we envision our energy path between now and 2030 will fundamentally set the options that future generations will face in their development choices and opportunities.  Delay in action now on issues such as climate change adaptation and mitigation and development of alternative energy sources will limit future generations in ways incompatible with Canada’s commitment to the principle of sustainable development.  The current revision of Canada’s Energy Futures: Reference Case and Scenarios to 2030 will be a welcome intervention in this discussion.

We are pleased with the National Energy Board’s decision to update the reference case given the recent historic changes in energy markets, social trends and scientific and technological development in the short period since the NEB’s initial estimates were released in 2007.  Reference trends look very different from the perspective of 2009.  However we are disappointed that the current exercise has so far omitted updating the companion scenarios in the 2007 report – in particular the Triple E Scenario (described in the 2007 report as “the most environmentally conscious scenario”).  Clearly, any reassessment of the assumptions and trends in the reference case will have implications for the other scenarios as well. But beyond that, we fear that an insufficiently ambitious Triple E Scenario sets the stage for Canada to fail to meet its international legal and moral commitments. 

Thus our main thesis is that the update should include a revision to the Triple E Scenario as well, which should be driven as much by energy and climate change policies commensurate with our obligations as by economic trends. Our brief demonstrates how the previous Triple E Scenario falls short and consequently how it ought to be improved.

Josh Brandon

Living Green, Living Well Coordinator,

Resource Conservation Manitoba

Triple E or Triple O?

Introduction

Canada’s Energy Futures: Reference Case and Scenarios to 2030 (CEN2030) proposes what the National Energy Board considers to be three plausible options for Canada’s economic and energy future.  The most environmental, the Triple E Scenario, is posited as one that balances economic, environmental, and energy objectives.  Achieving this scenario would require investment and development of alternative energy alongside public and international commitment to policies for reducing emissions.  “Environmental action becomes a worldwide phenomenon. The environmental movement has continued to gain momentum in the developed world and is now seen as a key policy-making consideration” (p.58).  In such a scenario, one would assume governments possess a broad mandate to deal with climate change in accordance with the assessments of the scientific community.  The high incomes and savings envisioned by the Triple E Scenario would facilitate significant investments in alternative energy, mass transportation and energy efficiency renovations.  In short, Canadians would expect and demand large reductions in greenhouse gases.

Nonetheless, given this optimistic scenario, the authors of CEN2030 foresee no actual reductions in total emissions by 2030.  Greenhouse gas emissions would hold constant at 746 million tonnes per year, the same as 2005.  The sole source of net greenhouse gas emission reductions would come from a limited, though costly, carbon capture program that would see 0.1% of carbon emissions sequestered below ground each year resulting in a net reduction of only 3.6% by 2030.  Carbon capture has been criticized as more risky than other forms of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
 Many of the technical, economic and scientific questions around the large-scale carbon capture projects remain unresolved. Canadian emissions would be left at a level which would promote dangerous climate change.

Our thesis is that the 2007 Triple E Scenario is in fact a Triple O scenario. It is out of touch with Canadian and global popular opinion, off-base with respect to Canadian policy options and stated targets, and a recipe for out-of-control climate change.

The Triple E Scenario is out-of-touch with Canadian and global opinions.

This scenario is out of touch with Canadians’ actual commitment to dealing with climate change.  The vast majority of Canadians want their government to take action on climate change.  According to a poll conducted by McAllister Opinion research released December 2008, 83 percent of Canadians want their government to take leadership in combating climate change, even in the absence of support from other countries.  Moreover, 78 per cent of respondents believe that Canada’s greenhouse gas reduction targets should be met even if these targets would impose costs on the economy.
 These results were replicated across the country including the energy dependant Western and Atlantic Regions.

The will of Canadians has received expression in Bill C-311 the Climate Change Accountability Act, which commits the Canadian government to ensure that Canada achieves an 80% reduction in greenhouse gases below the 1990 level by 2050 and a 25% reduction by 2020. This bill was recently supported by a majority of Parliament after first reading.

The Triple E scenario is also out of touch with the reality of international negotiations on climate change. According to the report, “Triple E is characterized by well-functioning global energy markets, cooperative international agreements and effective environmental policies,” (p. xiv). It is highly unlikely that Canada would succeed in obtaining international agreement for a plan that would see this country’s greenhouse gas emissions hold steady at present dangerous levels, while its international partners bear all the weight of necessary reductions.  As Canada enters into sensitive and essential talks on climate change in Copenhagen later this year, realistic scenarios for reducing greenhouse gas contributions need to be on the table, if Canada is to play a role in a cooperative agreement.

The Triple E Scenario is off-base in relation to policy alternatives available to government and incompatible with stated policy goals
Many of the assumptions of CEN2030 are also off-base, in relation to the actual policy opportunities available to government.  For example, the report assumes that under all scenarios, energy demand will increase over the study period.  The Triple E scenario would see an overall demand increase of 597 petajoules, or almost 6 percent over 2005 levels.  Assuming this level of increase unnecessarily limits possible reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. The environmental organization Greenpeace has suggested that global secondary energy demand could be curbed by 13.2 percent over current levels by 2030, while maintaining current economic growth.
 Surely, Canada, with some of the highest per capital energy usage worldwide could commit to reducing its demand proportionately. There are significant opportunities for energy efficiency not addressed in the report.

For each sector, the demand reductions are insufficiently ambitious.  The transportation sector, which accounted for over 25% of energy use in 2005, is estimated to increase by 4.3% by 2030 according to the model.  Meanwhile, Canadian transportation already consumes more than most other countries worldwide.  Canadians drive over 300 billion kilometres every year.  Our fuel efficiency standards are also well below other OECD countries. For example, fuel efficiency in the Eur-15 bloc of Western European countries reached 6.7 litres per 100 kilometres in 2003,
 while Canada continues to lag behind at 8.6 litres per 100 kilometres.

As Federal Environment Minister Jim Prentice pointed out at a news conference on April 1, 2009, now is the ideal time to make changes in the auto industry so as to reduce their climate impact:  “to survive and to thrive, the North American automakers must build the cars of the future — cars that leave less of a carbon footprint.”
  Canada could follow the California lead by improving fuel standards even further.   Options for reducing the carbon impact of our transportation sector include: Investments in mass transportation, mandatory Transportation Demand Management programs, and a reinstatement and expansion of the federal ecoAuto program. Furthermore, pricing carbon at a level of 30 dollars per tonne immediately, and rising to 75 dollars by 2020, would provide an even greater incentive to reduce fuel consumption and energy demand.  These are all policy options that exist at present and should be included in the report’s list of plausible scenarios. 

It is irresponsible to imagine Canadian Energy Futures in a silo separated from the requirements of Canada’s international obligations, the consensus of the international scientific community, or even from the actual policy commitments of the current government.  To do so leaves present and future Canadian governments in a vacuum of policy options.  The National Energy Board would be failing in its advisory role to the Minister of Natural Resources. The federal government’s stated commitment to a 20% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 is poorly reflected in this report.  Even less discernable in the report is a plan to meet the 25 percent reductions over 1990 levels by 2020 which the international scientific community has recognized as the necessary target to reach if we are to avoid dangerous climate change.  

The Canadian government announced its “Turning the Corner” plan for climate change in March of last year.  According to the plan, Canada would commit to an absolute reduction in greenhouse gas emissions of 20 percent below 2006 levels by 2020.  To achieve this target emissions reduction of 20 percent, the plan envisions a carbon pricing of $25 per tonne rising to $65 by 2020
.  The required level of carbon pricing is perhaps even higher. Nevertheless, the CEN2030 Triple E approach suggests only modest carbon pricing starting at $15 per tonne reaching $45 per tonne in 2030.  This would be too little too late.

In the Triple E “scenario, Canada only partially meets the target” of a 20 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions (CEN2030, p. 85).  According to the scenario authors, the rest of the commitment could be made up by measures such as “carbon sequestration in agriculture and forestry,” or through the Clean Development Mechanism of the Kyoto protocol.  In other words, the energy sector represented by the National Energy board is suggesting that climate change is someone else’s problem.  The substantial measures to reduce greenhouse gases in this program would be borne by other sectors or other countries.  This is an irresponsible, as well as impractical, position to take given that land use changes, forestry and agriculture together only amount to 13 percent of Canada’s net emissions.
  Without significant reductions by the sectors responsible for the vast majority of emissions, Canada can never hope to meet its targets for overall reductions.

The Triple E Scenario is a Recipe for Out of Control Climate Change

The scientific consensus represented by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change agrees that substantial reductions in greenhouse gas emissions are essential if we are to avoid the unpredictable, but certainly costly effects of climate change.  In 2006, a report by Sir Nicolas Stern, on behalf of the UK government, found that while the costs of mitigating climate change could reduce growth rates by 1 percent per year until 2050, the costs of doing nothing could be 20 times greater.
 Global emissions need to stabilize within the decade and start dropping rapidly thereafter. To reduce the risk of climate change of less than 2 degrees by the end of the century, greenhouse gases emissions must be cut by a minimum of 25 percent relative to 1990 levels by 2020.  The costs of out of control climate change to global economic growth, and thus to Canada’s economic security, would be devastating. In Canada, this means reducing greenhouse gas emissions relative to 2006 levels by over one third.  Stabilizing greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 can in no way be considered a balance between energy, the economy and the environment. 

None of the scenarios in CEN2030 meet the minimum necessary reductions in greenhouse gas emissions to achieve this goal. This leaves the report offering a choice of policy options each of which would burden future generations with unbearable risks and costs.  The report leaves an unjustifiable impression that meeting Canada’s greenhouse gas emission reduction responsibilities is not compatible with our economic security.  The opposite is the case.  Unless we act now to cut our emissions, Canada will be among the countries hit most heavily by the effects of climate change. Canadians are already expecting action.  They expect their governments to take leadership.  For this to happen, government agencies, including the National Energy Board need to provide the tools and models for energy futures that faithfully balance the environment on an equal footing with economic and energy objectives. 

Conclusion and Recommendations

In conclusion, Resource Conservation Manitoba believes that the 2007 Triple E Scenario fails to be sufficiently responsive to imperatives and policy options for climate change mitigation. It also fails to reflect the full range of plausible climate change mitigation policies open to governments, industry and consumers. We recommend that, in addition to updating the reference scenario with its pricing sensitivities, the NEB undertake a revision of the Triple E Scenario that properly reflects the imperative to keep climate change from spiraling out of control.
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