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Hearing Order GH-4-2001

File No. 3200-G49-1
In the Matter of a Joint Panel Review

Pursuant to the

National Energy Board Act and the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act

of the 

Proposed GSX Canada Pipeline Project

AFFIDAVIT OF DR. MARK JACCARD

I, Dr. Mark Jaccard, resource and environmental economist, of 119 First Street, New Westminster, British Columbia, MAKE OATH AND SAY AS FOLLOWS:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts deposed to in this affidavit, save and except where stated to be based on information and belief, in which case I believe the information to be true.

Qualifications

2. I am a resource and environmental economist (ecological economist) with primary research interests in the field of energy and sustainable economies. I am the director of the Energy and Materials Research Group (“EMRG”) in the School of Resource and Environmental Management at Simon Fraser University in British Columbia. EMRG is known nationally and internationally for its work in technology simulation modelling. 

3. From 1992 to 1997, I was Chair and CEO of the British Columbia Utilities Commission and from 1993 to 1996 I served as a member of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. During the 1990s, I also chaired three major public inquiries into energy policy for the provincial government, the latest being the Task Force on Electricity Market Reform in 1998. Currently, I am one of six international experts serving alongside senior Chinese officials to advise the Chinese government as part of the Energy Strategies and Technologies Working Group of the China Council for International Cooperation on Environment and Development. Since 1998, I have directed the EMRG’s work in modeling greenhouse gas reduction strategies for the Canadian National Climate Change Process.

4. I am familiar with the proposed GSX Canada Pipeline Project and I am aware that the Joint Review Panel is undertaking an examination of the proposed GSX pipeline. 

5. I understand that the purpose of the proposed GSX pipeline is to meet energy needs on Vancouver Island. I further understand that the Joint Review Panel is examining, among other things, alternatives to the proposed GSX pipeline. 

Summary

6. The environmental effects of the combustion of the gas proposed to be transported by the proposed GSX pipeline are an important feature which must be included in any satisfactory examination of the GSX proposal and the alternatives to it.

7. While there are many possible alternatives to the GSX proposal with combined cycle gas turbine generation (“the GSX-CCGT proposal”), for the purpose of my analysis I have postulated a feasible alternative portfolio (“the low-emissions alternative”) that involves replacing and increasing electrical transmission capacity to Vancouver Island and allowing independent power producers to develop low-air-emissions resources such as cogeneration, woodwaste and small-to-medium hydro-electric generation throughout BC.

8. In February, 2002, I publicly released a preliminary report, and within the next month I expect to issue a final report that details the assumptions and results of my analysis.

9. Preliminary results indicate the following:

(a) The low-emissions alternative would cost roughly the same as the GSX-CCGT proposal. (This is based only on base case assumptions. The GSX-CCGT proposal appears to be more vulnerable to cost uncertainties than is the low-emissions alternative.)

(b) However, the low-emissions alternative would result in virtually no increase in CO2equivalent (“CO2e”) emissions per year.

(c) In contrast, the GSX-CCGT proposal would result in almost 2 megatonnes (Mt.) of additional CO2e greenhouse gas emissions per year, doubling BC Hydro’s present system greenhouse gas emissions. 

10. Aside from the larger contribution to global greenhouse gas emissions, future international commitments on climate change could result in cost factors being applied to these emissions which would raise the monetary cost of GSX-CCGT in comparison to the low-emissions alternative. With the inclusion of even the most conservative monetary values for human and environmental damages from local air pollution and climate change, the low-emissions option is cheaper than the GSX-CCGT option. 

11. My research on this issue is an independent and internally funded undertaking of the EMRG.

Conclusion

12. I make this affidavit in support of the submission of the GSX Concerned Citizens Coalition that under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act and under the National Energy Board Act the Joint Review Panel has the legal authority to, and should, consider the environmental effects of the combustion of the natural gas proposed to be transported by the proposed GSX Canada Pipeline Project. 


	SWORN (OR AFFIRMED) BEFORE ME in the City of New Westminster in the Province of British Columbia, on this 17th day of March, 2002.
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