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BCSEA, et al comments on  

BCTC 5 August 2009 workshop on demand scenarios  
 
 

12 August 2009 
Introduction 
BCSEA, et al are participants (intervenors) in the BC Utilities Commission’s Long Term 
Electricity Transmission Requirements Inquiry. Representatives of BCSEA, et al participated in 
BC Transmission Corporation’s (BCTC’s) 5 August 2009 workshop on demand scenarios. The 
general purpose of the workshop was to inform, and to receive feedback from, Inquiry 
participants regarding BCTC’s plans for its component of the development of evidence that will 
be filed by BCTC and BC Hydro by September 18, 2009 in accordance with the Inquiry 
Schedule. In addition to comments provided at the workshop, participants were invited by BCTC 
to provide written comments by 12 August 2009. These comments will be emailed to BCTC and 
copied to Inquiry participants.  

BCSEA, et al includes: B.C. Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA), the Sierra Club of 
British Columbia (SCBC), Forest Ethics, West Coast Environmental Law Association, The 
Pembina Institute, Dogwood Initiative, David Suzuki Foundation and Canadian Parks & 
Wilderness Society – B.C. Chapter (CPAWS-BC). 

Scenario Development Process 
References are to the slides in “Overview of Scenario Development Process,” August 5, 2009, by 
Kip Morison, Manager, Long-term Planning, BCTC. Located at 
http://www.bctransmission2040.ca/sites/default/files/Long%20Term%20Electricity%20Transmis
sion%20Scenario%20Workshop%20-%20Final%20-%205th%20August%202009_0.pdf  

1. BCSEA, et al commend BCTC for making considerable progress in the Scenario 
Development Process within a short period of time. 

2. The B.C. GHG emissions reductions targets are legally mandatory and all of the scenarios 
should reflect compliance with these targets, at least. It is recognized that how the targets are 
met may differ in different scenarios. If it is necessary to consider the transmission 
implications of BC failing to meet its GHG emissions reductions targets, then this could be 
done by a sensitivity analysis that is explicitly non-conforming with legal requirements.  

3. For other jurisdictions (other than BC), any existing legally binding GHG emissions 
reductions targets should be included in the base case(s). Beyond that, it would be 
appropriate to postulate various GHG emissions reductions outcomes.  

4. Comments regarding BCTC’s seven proposed scenarios follow. However, consideration 
should be given to a somewhat different approach to scenario creation, which is to identify 
the two driving forces (or a very small number) that are the most important to the 
transmission outcome and are independent of each other and to create scenarios based on the 
four possible combinations. For example, if the two driving forces most important to the 
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transmission outcome are domestic electricity demand and export demand (e.g., export above 
and beyond electricity trade corresponding to self-sufficiency with insurance), then four 
scenarios would be: 

Scenario a. Low domestic 
demand growth/ Low export 
demand growth 

Scenario c. Low domestic 
demand growth/ High export 
demand growth 

Scenario b. High domestic 
demand growth/ Low export 
demand growth 

Scenario d. High domestic 
demand growth/ High export 
demand growth 

 

5. In the above scenarios, there would be various factors influencing whether, for example, 
domestic demand growth would actually be Low or High, and these would be analyzed. 
However, the choice of domestic demand growth as one of the two axes would reflect a 
conclusion that domestic demand growth (Low or High) is a more important single driver of 
transmission outcomes than any of its subsidiary factors, such as economic growth rates or 
the amount of DSM spending. 

6. Turning to BCTC’s seven proposed scenarios, Scenarios 1 to 3 seem to be base cases, in 
contrast to Scenarios 4 to 7, which seem to be variants of the first four, with GHG reduction 
and/or renewables themes. Scenarios 1 to 3 have the least effective GHG reductions 
assumptions (Business As Usual in Scenario 1 and “Maintain current levels of GHGs” in 
Scenarios 2 and 3). As noted above, BCSEA, et al believe that for BC the minimum 
assumption should be compliance with the existing legally binding GHG emissions 
reductions targets. For the other jurisdictions, BCSEA, et al believe that the base case 
scenarios should reflect at least a cautious assumption about successful GHG emissions 
reductions, say the “20% below current by 2050” category, rather than only BAU or 
“Maintain current levels of GHGs.” The variation scenarios should be where more-
aggressive GHG reductions, and less-aggressive GHG reductions, are modeled.  

7. Consideration should be given to differentiating one or more scenarios according to whether 
B.C. has the status quo policy on inter-jurisdictional trade (e.g., economic trade of surpluses 
corresponding to achieving self-sufficiency with insurance) compared to a hypothetical 
policy (e.g., as contemplated in the Terms of Reference) in which development of new 
generation for inter-jurisdictional trade is allowable where economic.  

8. There should be a scenario that incorporates economic growth in B.C. occurring 
predominantly within sectors of the economy that are less energy-intensive rather than more 
energy-intensive.  

9. “Scenario 1: Current Practice” needs to be clarified in terms of what elements reflect “current 
practice.” It was said in the Workshop that “Current Practice” was originally referred to as 
“Business As Usual.” The term Business As Usual (BAU) (used in Slide 26, column 
Scenario 1: Current Practice, row GHG target) is used in GHG policy analysis to refer 
generally to cases that do not include any policy or legal intervention regarding GHG 
emissions. Since BC does have legally binding GHG emissions reductions targets, BC cannot 
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have a BAU scenario (except as a legally non-conforming case). Does the reference to BAU 
in “Scenario 1: Current Practice” refer to jurisdictions other than BC? 

10. Also, the description of “Scenario 1: Current Practice” with 1.8% annual economic growth 
states “no major changes in demand or resource availability.” A 1.8% annual economic 
growth would double the size of the economy over 30 years. There needs to be a change to 
either the description or the assumed economic growth rate.  

11. There should be clarification of the terms “GHG reductions” and “GHG targets.” Both terms 
are used, and it is not clear if the difference is intentional. It may be helpful to make a 
difference between them, if there isn’t one already. “GHG targets” would refer to forward-
looking policy or statutory options regarding GHG emissions reductions. “GHG reductions” 
would refer to actual GHG emissions reductions in the reference year. So, for example, high 
“GHG reductions” could result from stringent “GHG targets” or from, say, assumed low 
“economic growth.” 

12. In Slide 26, “Build Scenarios, Demand Range,” the row “GHG target” is unclear. Achieving 
(or merely targeting, for that matter) a low, mid or high level of GHG reductions necessarily 
involves some degree of correspondingly low, mid or high level of “Energy Efficiency” and 
“Electrification.” Are the rows “Energy Efficiency” and “Electrification” intended to be 
breakouts of the “GHG target” row? Or does the “GHG target” row include only the effects 
not captured in the “Energy Efficiency” and “Electrification” rows? In any event, it is 
important to have scenarios for GHG reductions that reflect the positive correlations 
(presumably, in the absence of evidence to the contrary) between GHG reduction measures, 
energy conservation measures, electrification, and renewable energy development. 

13. In Slide 14, “Overview,” the Export Study is shown has having direct inputs to the Scenario 
Development; however there is no indication that this is the case in Slide 26, “Build 
Scenarios: Demand Range.” How does the Export Study affect the Demand Scenarios? 

14. Consideration should be given to including B.C. population growth as a driver. Economic 
growth mainly impacts commercial and transmission service, but residential load is driven 
primarily by population growth. 

15. A specific comment regarding Slide 26, “Build Scenarios, Demand Range,” Scenario 5 
Moderate GHG Reductions, row Energy Efficiency: the value here should be “High” rather 
than “Mid-High.” Presumably, all cost-effective energy efficiency measures will be 
undertaken in priority to substitution of less-GHG-intensive generation for more-GHG-
intensive generation, regardless of the degree of aggressiveness of the target. 

16. It needs to be clarified how Slide 27 “Build Scenarios: Resource Range” fits into the picture 
and how the information is expected to be used. Parts of it seem to cover the same topics as 
BC Hydro’s resource definition work. Other parts seem to show the consequences of the 
various assumptions in the Slide 26 table.  

17. It would be helpful to have an explanation of the assumed relationship between US 
Renewable Portfolio Standards requirements and US GHG emissions reductions targets. Is it 
assumed that if RPS requirements are high then GHG targets are likely to be low, and vice 
versa? If so, why?  
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Modeling Transmission Infrastructure Needs 
References are to the slides in “Modeling Transmission Infrastructure Needs,” August 5, 2009, 
by Kip Morison, Manager, Long-term Planning, BCTC. 

18. There is a need for clarification and consistent use of the terms “trade” and “exports,” or 
replacement with terms that are more precisely defined.  

19. Slide 2: Overview makes a distinction between “Trade” and “Potential Exports.” “Trade” is 
under “For each Scenario:” along with “Provincial Potential Generation Resources” and 
“Provincial Load Growth.” In this context, it seems that “trade” refers to inter-jurisdictional 
transfers (inflows and outflows, BC v. Alta & US) corresponding to surplus electricity that 
exists from time to time within the context of the SD 10 requirements to maintain self-
sufficiency by 2016 and insurance ASAP and by 2026. While that seems clear, it should be 
confirmed.  

20. What is less clear about this use of the term “Trade,” and should be confirmed, is that this 
type of transfer (not to say import and export) is NOT on long-term firm contracts; it does 
NOT qualify for Renewable Portfolio Standards treatment in US jurisdictions; and it does 
NOT qualify as zero-carbon power for the purpose of GHG emissions reductions targets. If 
these are not the operative assumptions, then there should be an explanation. 

21. Slide 2 uses the term “Potential Exports (Amount, Price)” referring to the outcome of the 
“Export Study.” The contradistinction between “exports” and “trade” implies that the 
“exports” to be studied in the Export Study do not include “trade” (inter-jurisdictional 
transfers corresponding to self-sufficiency and insurance). If so, this needs to be made clear, 
because the term “exports” in normal usage includes what the slide refers to as “trade.”  

22. A related ambiguity is the term “surplus” or “surpluses.” The Terms of Reference and the 
scoping decision (Exhibit A-18) refer to the resultant “surplus” after demand is met in B.C. 
The uncertainty is essentially whether this means on a planning basis (i.e., surplus over and 
above the requirements for self-sufficiency with insurance) or on an operating basis (i.e., 
generation potential that exceeds domestic demand during periods other than critical low 
water periods). In the context, it appears that the Terms of Reference and the scoping 
decision imply the latter meaning of surplus, in which case the notion of the “export” of such 
surplus would be inconsistent with the slides’ use of the term “export.” The point is made not 
to question the meaning of the Terms of Reference or the scoping decision but to emphasize 
the need for improved clarity in the terminology. 

23. Similarly to the point in comment 13, above, on Slide 2, “Overview,” the Export Study is 
shown as feeding its outputs directly into the Scenario Development; however Potential 
Exports inputs are also shown going into Long-Term Planning Studies. The method for 
incorporating export data and analysis should be clarified.  

 

Export Study 
References are to the slides in “Overview of Export Study,” August 5, 2009, by E3.  

24. Following from the previous comments, it seems that the Export Study contemplates that the 
“exports” to be studied are (a) inter-jurisdictional transfers out of (and into) BC, (b) that are 
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over and above the requirements of self-sufficiency and insurance, AND (c) that meet either 
or both of two different ‘specialty’ categories in jurisdictions other than BC: (i) Renewable 
Portfolio Standards criteria or (ii) low-carbon criteria in relation to GHG emissions 
reductions targets. This needs to be clarified and confirmed.  

25. Slide 8 “Export Potential Overview” appears to confirm that the Export Study is limited to 
electricity that meets either or both of RPS (‘green’) or GHG-targets (‘clean’) criteria. 
“Demand” (for the electricity that is the subject of the Export Study) is described in those 
terms. Similarly, Slide 9 “Policy Drivers” refers only to two types of driver: RPS and GHG 
targets. 

26. One point that should be clarified is whether a useful distinction can be made between ‘spot 
market’ transactions and ‘long-term firm’ contracts. That is, it seems clear (confirmation?) 
that inter-jurisdictional transfers of electricity corresponding to self-sufficiency with 
insurance are not done via long-term firm contracts (which would be inconsistent with the 
power being available if needed to meet domestic demand in BC in the event of a critical low 
water period). Is it contemplated that the “exports” (as apparently defined by the Export 
Study) would likely be done via long-term firm contracts specifying compliance with RPS or 
GHG criteria? Is it contemplated that there is, or will be, a spot market for RPS-compliant 
and/or GHG-compliant power? It appears that the Export Study focuses on RPS-compliant 
and GHG-compliant supply and demand at a level higher than the form of the contract (long-
term firm versus spot market). However, it would be useful for these contextual assumptions 
to be clarified. 

27. Re Slide 10 “Base Case RPS Targets by Region”: what does the figure of 12% for BC. Base 
Case Target mean? Given the 90% clean or renewable objective, is BC’s equivalent to an 
RPS target not 90%? What does the figure of 9,414 (GWh/y in 2020?) for B.C. mean?  

28. Do the RPS gap figures in Slide 10 assume all cost-effective demand-side measures have 
been taken? 

29. Re Slide 11 “High Case RPS Targets”: What does the figure of 25% for BC High RPS Case 
Target mean? What does the figure of 19,755 GWh/y (in 2020) for High RPS Case Preferred 
Resource Gap mean? 

30. Re Slide 12 “CO2 [GHG?] Reduction Case Targets”: Does this slide assume that each 
relevant jurisdiction has set a GHG emissions reduction target for the electricity generation 
sector (within the jurisdiction?) that is equal to the percentage GHG emissions reduction 
target for the jurisdiction as a whole? Or, does the GHG emissions reduction target for the 
electricity generation sector take into account electrification as a GHG emissions reduction 
tool? While the Low Carbon Resource Gap is indicated to be based on a target 30% GHG 
emissions reduction from 2008 levels (by 2050), at what year is the size of the Gap 
calculated? (2050?) What is the assumption about the timing of meeting the target (e.g., 
equal annual reduction increments)? Where does the figure of 15,017 GWh/y for Low 
Carbon Resource Gap for BC come from (and how is it defined)?  

31. Slide 12 states “Preferred resources include nuclear & IGCC with carbon capture.” Where do 
demand-side measures fit in? 

32. Do the GHG reduction cases include electrification as a tool for reducing GHG emissions? 
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33. Re Slide 15 “Step 2 – Use Local Resources to meet local Supply Gaps” and Slide 16 “Step 3 

– Local Surplus is made Available for Export”: Are local resources (and any surplus thereof) 
differentiated by RPS-compliance and GHG-compliance? It would seem that the 
transmission implications would depend on the distinction. For example, if there turns out to 
be a demand for exported RPS-compliant power then there would seem to be transmission 
consequences of the possibility that Site C in the Peace area may be GHG-compliant but not 
RPS-compliant, whereas small run-of-river hydroelectric generation in coastal or southern 
interior areas may be both GHG-compliant and RPS-compliant.  

34. Further, regarding “exports” from BC of RPS-compliant or GHG-compliant electricity 
intended for the purpose of meeting an RPS target or GHG target in the recipient jurisdiction, 
is it assumed that compliance requires available transmission capacity for the requisite 
amount of electricity for the whole path from the point of generation to the point of receipt? 
Does the proposed modeling of transmission infrastructure needs take this into account? Or 
does it ‘lump’ RPS-compliant and GHG-compliant electricity into ‘all BC generation’ for 
transmission planning purposes? 

35. Returning to the integration of the Export Study and the Scenarios and the Modeling of 
Transmission Infrastructure Needs, how do the Export Study’s conclusions about the demand 
(if any) for “export” of RPS-compliant or GHG-compliant electricity get incorporated into 
the transmission planning model? Is this to be sort of single variable sensitivity case, i.e., 
such “exports” are allowed by BC policy versus not allowed by BC policy? 

end of document 




