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REQUESTOR NAME: B.C. Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club British 
Columbia 
INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO: 1 
TO: BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO & POWER AUTHORITY 
DATE: July 17, 2008 
PROJECT NO: 3698514 
APPLICATION NAME: 2008 Long Term Acquisition Plan 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

1.0 Reference: LTAP Planning Cycle and Update Process 

BC Hydro proposes to change the LTAP Planning Cycle from every two years to “two years 
following receipt of the BCUC’s decision on the previous LTAP application.” And, “the next 
LTAP would be expected to be filed in 2011.” [B-1, p.1-2] 

1.1 To clarify, is BC Hydro’s proposal that the LTAP would be filed within two years of the 
date of the BCUC’s decision on the previous LTAP application? That is, if the BCUC’s 
decision on the 2008 LTAP was issued in April 2009 then the next LTAP would be filed 
in or before April 2011? Or is the proposal that the next LTAP would be filed sometime 
within the calendar year that is two years after the BCUC’s decision on the previous 
LTAP application? E.g., if the BCUC’s decision on the 2008 LTAP was issued in April 
2009 then the next LTAP would be filed sometime within calendar 2011. 

1.2 Is there a difference between what BC Hydro is proposing and a three-year LTAP filing 
cycle? If so, please explain. What are the pros and cons of a three-year LTAP filing cycle 
compared to what BC Hydro is proposing? 

2.0 Reference: LTAP Planning Cycle and Update Process 

On B-1, p.3-42, BC Hydro refers to the “2008 LTAP’s 20-year planning horizon.” Elsewhere, 
BC Hydro refers to F2012 as the “start of the planning horizon” (for example, B-1, p.2-15). On 
p.1-1, BC Hydro states that the 2008 LTAP proposes solutions etc. “over the next ten years 
(F2009 to F2019)”.  

2.1 Would “start of the planning horizon” be better understood as ‘start of the planning 
period’? 

2.2 Please confirm that F2012 being the start of the planning period means as distinct from 
the operating period.  

2.3 Please discuss the ways in which the 2008 LTAP addresses a ten-year period and the 
ways in which it addresses a 20-year period.  

2.4 To the extent that the 2008 LTAP addresses a 20-year planning period, please confirm 
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that the period is from F2009 to F2029. 

3.0 Reference: Alignment with 2007 Energy Plan, UCA Amendments, and BCUC 
Decisions 

BCUC’s May 11, 2007 Decision in the matter of BC Hydro and 2006 IEP and 2006 LTAP 
makes reference to the “BCUC Resource Planning Guidelines” issued in December 2003.  

3.1 Please confirm that the 2003 BCUC Resource Planning Guidelines refer to s.45(6.1) and 
45(6.2) of the Utilities Commission Act and that these section have now been repealed 
and replaced by the Utilities Commission Amendment Act, 2008, S.B.C. 2008, c.13.  

3.2 What is BC Hydro’s view regarding the appropriate role of the 2003 BCUC Resource 
Planning Guidelines in the present proceeding?  

3.3 What is BC Hydro’s view regarding whether the 2003 BCUC Resource Planning 
Guidelines should be updated?  

4.0 Reference: Market Assessment for Clean or Renewable Electricity; B-1 s.4.5 

The application states at p.4-22:  

The use of unbundled RECs separates the attributes of renewable electricity – 
such as emissions from a generator - from the electricity itself, creating an 
entirely separate market for the renewable attribute alone, which is 
unencumbered by the physical constraints of the transmission grid. 
 

4.1 Please discuss the pros and cons of the development of a market for unbundled RECs.  

4.2 Does BC Hydro favour the creation of a market for unbundled RECs? 

4.3 Please discuss whether the creation of a market for unbundled RECs would tend to limit 
the value of the creation of the Western Renewable Energy Zone?  

5.0 Reference: Existing and Committed Resources; Section 2.3.5 – Existing (Pre-
F2006) IPP Supply Contracts and Alcan EPA, p. 2-12; Section 2.3.10, Table 2-7, p. 
2-16 

5.1 Please confirm that Island Cogeneration Plant and McMahon Cogeneration Plant are the 
‘natural gas-fired projects’ referred to in the first paragraph on section 2.3.5. If not, 
please identify those projects.  

5.2 Please discuss BC Hydro’s plans to address the GHG emissions from those projects, 
including strategies to reduce or offset GHG emissions, allocation of costs and 
responsibilities between BC Hydro and other parties, and expected costs of offsets or 
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reductions.  

5.3 Please discuss the issues and implications of curtailing the output of Island Cogeneration 
Plant and McMahon Cogeneration Plant as a means to reduce GHG emissions. What 
would be the contractual costs and implications of such curtailment? What would be the 
resource planning costs and benefits of such curtailment?  

6.0 Reference: Biomass ROU; B-1 s.3.3.3.2, Table 3-12, page 3-16 

6.1 Does the UEC of Biomass generation include GHG cost factors for emissions 
‘embedded’ in the fuel from transportation and incremental GHG emissions from the 
clearing of land to procure the fuel? If not, why not?  

7.0 Reference: Biomass ROU; B-1 section 6.2.7 Bioenergy Call, p. 6-46 

7.1 Will the terms of the Bioenergy Call include a cost adder for GHG emissions ‘embedded’ 
in the fuel from transportation and incremental GHG emissions from the clearing of land 
to procure the fuel? If so, how much will the adder be? If not, why not?  

7.2 Given BC Hydro’s target of acquiring 1,000 GWh/yr from each of two bioenergy calls 
and given the cost/supply curve and UECs in section 3.3.3.2, what is the average UEC of 
the bioenergy that BC Hydro expects to obtain from the bioenergy calls?  

7.3 How does this compare with the average UEC of the resources that BC Hydro expects to 
procure from the Clean Energy Call? 

7.4 Does BC Hydro expect to pay a premium for bioenergy over other potential resources, 
including DSM?  

8.0 Reference: Wind ROU; B-1 s.3.3.4; Wind Integration Costs, B-1 Sub-appendix F3 

The wind integration cost analysis does not appear to make any distinction between different 
wind turbine technologies.  

8.1 Is it BC Hydro’s position that there is no difference in the cost of integrating different 
wind turbine technologies onto BC Hydro’s system? Please discuss.  

9.0 Reference: Wind ROU; B-1 s.3.3.4; Wind Integration Costs, B-1 Sub-appendix F3 

Appendix F3, 1.2.2 Energy Shift Cost, at p. 9 states: 

“Where these reserves were called on and could have been used to serve an 
export opportunity, wind was charged with an export lost opportunity cost. Where 
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reserves were not used and could have scheduled into the day-ahead market in 
the previous day, wind was charged with the export lost opportunity of the 
difference in prescheduled and real-time prices. And where wind generation 
caused a reduction in a low cost import opportunity due to constraints, wind was 
charged with a lost opportunity cost.” 

   
The analysis discusses only situations in which the integration of wind power creates costs and 
lost opportunities.  

9.1 Are there situations in which the integration of wind power would create additional 
opportunities to make profits from imports or exports of power? If not, why not? If so, 
why are these not factored into the cost analysis? Please discuss.  

10.0 Reference: Wind ROU; B-1 s.3.3.4; Wind Integration Costs, B-1 Sub-appendix F3 no 
page reference 

10.1 Does the integration of wind power on the BC Hydro system have the potential to create 
system synergies that reduce system costs or create opportunities for profits?  

10.2 In particular, does the seasonal variability of wind generation in BC, with higher 
generation in the winter season, have potential to reduce some of the costs of addressing 
the winter peak demand for electricity? If not, why not? If so, why is this not reflected in 
the cost analysis? 

11.0 Reference: Transmission Resource Options; B-1, p.4-27 

The application states: 

As set out in the long portfolio analysis found in Chapter 5, under SD 10 planning 
criteria, BC Hydro would under normal water conditions typically have 6000-8000 
GWh/yr of energy that would be surplus to its load requirements. This surplus 
could exceed, but with a decreasing probability of occurrence, 10,000 GWh in a 
year. Even at this level of energy surplus the existing transmission system is, 
with appropriate planning, physically capable of moving 10,000 GWh out of B.C. 
in addition to meeting load. B-1, p.4-27 
 

11.1 Please explain what “appropriate planning” means in this context. 

12.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, p.7; Sub-appendix 
C 

BC Hydro states that it determined lower and upper achievability rates for the economic 
potential identified in the CPR using a “top-down” approach “without assuming which DSM 
tools would be used to achieve those savings.”  BC Hydro goes on to explain that it used a 
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different approach considering specific tools for codes and standards and rate structure. 

12.1 Did BC Hydro use these generic achievability ratios to project savings from its proposed 
EE programs, or do BC Hydro’s program savings estimates reported in Sub-appendix C 
rely instead on market penetration and program participation rates reflecting the specific 
program strategies envisioned in its DSM plan? 

12.2 In projecting savings from residential and commercial retrofit opportunities, did BC 
Hydro consider and analyze costs and savings of using direct installation of cost-effective 
efficiency measures for residential and small nonresidential customers?  If so, please 
provide the underlying analysis and supporting workpapers.  If not, please explain why 
not. 

13.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, p.16 

BC Hydro states that “integration required adjustments to avoid double-counting and capture 
synergies.” 

13.1 Did BC Hydro’s analysis explicitly account for potential positive interactions over time 
between successful EE programs in specific markets such as lighting products and 
accelerating the adoption of efficiency codes and standards?  If not, please explain why 
not. 

13.2 Please provide the calculations used to adjust each DSM option for interactions between 
multiple options, e.g., between lighting efficiency standards and lighting programs, 
including supporting analysis with workpapers and documentation. 

14.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix C 

14.1 Please provide functioning electronic worksheet files (such as MS Excel workbooks) 
containing the calculations of all values reported in Sub-appendix C, Tables 1 through 9. 

15.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K,  

15.1 Please provide the studies and/or analysis supporting the electricity savings projected for 
the residential behaviour program. 

16.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix C, 
Table 4, p. 107 

16.1 Please explain BC Hydro’s decision to devote 54 percent of the FY2009-2011 residential 
program budget to the behaviour program. 



6 

16.2 In reaching this decision, did BC Hydro consider re-directing funds to increase activity 
levels in other residential EE programs?  If so, please provide the supporting analysis, 
including workpapers and other documentation.  If not, please explain why BC Hydro 
declined to consider such an alternative residential portfolio budget allocation. 

17.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix C, 
Table 1, p. 101 

17.1 Please explain why the cumulative annual energy savings shown for FY2009-11 do not 
equal the FY2011 savings for all energy-efficiency programs, as is the case for rate 
structures. 

18.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix C, 
Table 2, p. 103 

18.1 Please explain why the cumulative total capacity savings shown for FY2009-11 do not 
equal the FY2011 savings for energy-efficiency programs, as is the case for rate 
structures. 

19.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix K, 
p. 208. 

19.1 Please explain in more detail the meaning of the term “cross-effects” defined in the 
glossary.  In particular, what specific types of effects are included in cross-effects 
assumptions for different programs? 

19.2 Does the definition include cross-elasticity effects of reducing the total costs of electric 
or gas service through efficiency measures? 

20.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix J. 
p. 206 

20.1 Did BC Hydro estimate the potential costs and savings from the pursuit of fuel-switching 
opportunities in residential electric space and water heating?  If so, please provide 
supporting analysis and workpapers. 

20.2 What is the current and forecast saturation rates for residential electric space and water 
heating over the planning horizon? 

20.3 How much electric energy and peak demand per customer does BC Hydro estimate that 
electric space and water heating amount to currently and over the planning horizon? 
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21.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K, Sub-appendix J. 
Table 3, p. 207 

21.1 Please provide functioning electronic worksheet files (such as MS Excel workbooks) 
containing the calculations that led to the conclusion that geothermal heat pumps in new 
residential high-rises and commercial water efficiency would not be cost-effective over 
the planning horizon, including all assumptions and documentation thereof. 

22.0 Reference: DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-1, Appendix K p.3 of 213; Table 6-
15, B-1 p.6-54,  

In Appendix K, in the context of Policy Action No. 1, BC Hydro says that “Through the DSM 
Plan BC Hydro will meet 78 per cent of its incremental resource needs by 2020.”  [underline 
added] In Table 6-15, for 2020 DSM is 10,900 GWh and Proposed New Supply Sub-Total is 
4,900 GWh. That would appear to show 69% of incremental resource needs being met by DSM 
(10,900 / (10,900 + 4,900 = 15,800) = 69%).   

22.1 Please reconcile the two figures. 

23.0 Reference: DSM Portfolio and Risk Analysis, DSM Plan and LTAP Action Items; B-
1 s.5.5; Appendix K; DSM Resource Options, B-1 Sub-appendix F17; B-1 Sub-
appendix F14  

Section 5.5 discusses the choice of Option A over Option B for DSM in the 2008 LTAP. Sub-
appendix F17 provides additional information on the differences between DSM option A and 
DSM option B analyzed.  

Compared to DSM Option A, DSM Option B would reduce the cost of closing the load/supply 
gap by $400 million to $800 million in PV terms under a mid-gap scenario and by more than 
$1.2 billion under a high gap scenario.  

However, in terms of low, mid and high expected energy savings as a measure of deliverability 
risk, DSM Option B has a larger spread between low and high than does DSM Option A. [p.5-
55] Also, comparing the aggressiveness of DSM programs in other jurisdictions, only two, both 
high cost jurisdictions, were more aggressive than DSM Option B. [p.5-56-57] Further, BC 
Hydro “looked to resource diversity” in considering whether or not to proceed with DSM Option 
A or Option B. [p.5-56] 

23.1 Is it fair to say that resource diversity is the determining factor in BC Hydro’s selection 
of DSM Option A over DSM Option B? 

23.2 Please provide a quantitative estimate of the cost of the incremental resource diversity 
provided by DSM Option A compared to DSM Option B, on a PV basis.  

23.3 Please confirm that six of the jurisdictions listed in Table 5-19 show DSM portfolios that 
are more aggressive than BC Hydro’s Option A.  
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23.4 If DSM Option A was to be expanded, of the components of DSM Option B that are not 
in DSM Option A, which ones would BC Hydro prioritize for inclusion in Option A? 
Why? 

24.0 Reference: Additional Modelling Considerations - Long portfolio impacts; B-1 
s.5.9.4 

BC Hydro states that “being ‘long’ results in an exposure to export markets.” And “The impact 
of this exposure depends on,” among other things, “the availability of transmission capacity.” 
[B-1, p.5-85]  

Figure 5-19 shows the per unit impact of export limits (due to transmission capacity) on the B.C. 
border market price.  

Figure 5-20 shows the expected net revenue from non-firm energy (Heritage Hydro plus IPP 
non-firm) reflecting the correlation between Mid-C prices and Heritage Hydro non-firm energy. 
BC Hydro concludes that “the net revenue continues to increase as the amount of non-firm 
energy increases” and that this is the case even above the 4,200 GWh of Heritage non-firm 
energy modeled in the SO. 

See also B-1 s.3.4 and Appendix F9. 

24.1 What conclusions does BC Hydro draw regarding export transmission capacity? Why? 
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