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British Columbia Utilities Commission 
600 – 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC  V6Z 2N3 

British Columbia Utilities Commission 
600 – 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC  V6Z 2N3 

Attention: Erica M. Hamilton 
Commission Secretary 

Attention: Erica M. Hamilton 
Commission Secretary 

Dear Sirs/Mesdames: Dear Sirs/Mesdames: 

Re: British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (“BC Hydro”) 
2008 Long-Term Acquisition Plan (LTAP)  

Re: British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (“BC Hydro”) 
2008 Long-Term Acquisition Plan (LTAP)  

 Order No. G-96-08  Order No. G-96-08 

I am counsel for the registered intervenor COPE 378.  Pursuant to Commission Order G-96-
08, we enclose IR No. 2 to BC Hydro. 

I would be obliged if you would add me to the list of counsel receiving notice of filings at my 
email address jhunter@litigationchambers.com. 

Yours truly, 
 
Hunter Litigation Chambers 
 
Per: 

 
John J.L. Hunter 

JJLH/smr 
Encl.  
cc client 
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Requestor Name: Canadian Office and Professional Employees Union 
Information Request Round No: 2 
To: British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
Date:  September 10, 2008 
Project Number:  3698514 
Application Name: 2008 LTAP Application 
 
 
1.0 Reference – BCH Responses to COPE IR 1.1.1 and 1.1.5, BCUC IR 102.1 and 

IPPBC IR 1.7.1 
 

BC Hydro confirms that maintaining the energy capability of Burrard at 4000 
GWh would result in lower system costs than the LTAP recommendation of 3000 
GWh and that the plant would generally be operated the same limited amount in 
both scenarios – limited to what is required for system stability and capacity 
purposes.  
 
1.1 Please confirm that maintaining the energy capability of Burrard at 4000 
GWh for planning purposes is technically feasible. 
 
1.2 Please confirm that RWDI did not conclude there would be a difference in 
social acceptability or permitting risks for Burrard maintained at 4000 versus 
3000 GWh for planning purposes, assuming the same limited expected actual 
operations in both scenarios. 
 
1.3 Please explain if and why, in BC Hydro’s view, maintaining Burrard at 
4000 GWh for planning purposes is inconsistent with the intent of SD 10 while 
maintaining it at 3000 GWh is, even though the expected operations at Burrard 
would generally be the same and market purchases would likely be made in both 
scenarios to displace Burrard energy production when required to meet energy 
requirements.  
 
1.4 Has BC Hydro consulted or received any advice from the government on 
the intent as opposed to the specific language of SD 10? In particular has BC 
Hydro discussed or received advice whether the intent of SD 10 is simply to 
ensure BC Hydro could in fact be able to meet its requirements with BC resources 
if it had to (to guarantee reliability of supply), or whether the intent is to limit or 
avoid the use of non-B.C. and non-firm sources (to promote development of new 
BC resources whether or not needed for reliability or otherwise advantageous)? 
Please provide any correspondence between government and BC Hydro or 
meeting notes that bear on the government’s intent in SD 10. 
 
1.5 Has BC Hydro consulted with or advised government on the costs of SD 
10, in particular the costs imposed by the self-sufficiency provisions as interpreted 
by BC Hydro? If yes, please provide any reports, correspondence, or meeting 
notes that indicate the information BC Hydro provided to government. If not, 

 



please explain why no advice from BC Hydro was sought or given.  
 
 
2.0 Reference – BCH Responses to COPE IR 1.1.3 and 1.1.5, BCUC IR 
102.1 and  IPPBC IR 1.7.1 
 
BC Hydro confirms that maintaining the energy capability of Burrard at 6000 
GWh would result in lower system costs than the 3000 or 4000 GWh scenarios 
and that the operations at Burrard would be generally the same – limited to what 
is required for system stability and capacity purposes. It states that maintaining 
Burrard at 6000 GWh for planning purposes would be high risk. 
 
2.1 Please confirm that the AMEC study, as reported on P. 5-29 of the 2008 
LTAP, concluded that it would likely be feasible to maintain Burrard at 900 MW 
of dependable capacity with up to 6000 GWh of firm energy capability for the 20 
year planning period. 
 
2.2 Please confirm that if Burrard energy capability was maintained at 6000 
GWh for planning purposes, it would not have to be operated at that level to 
ensure BC Hydro energy requirements could be met – Burrard could and likely 
would be displaced by market purchases. In other words, please confirm that the 
maintaining Burrard at 6000 GWh for planning purposes would not result in a 
significant supply or energy reliability risk even if Burrard were subject to 
unforeseen forced outages or other operating constraints preventing it from 
producing 6000 GWh of energy in any given year.  
 
2.3 Please confirm that RWDI did not conclude there would be a difference in 
social acceptability or permitting risks for Burrard maintained at 6000 versus 
3000 GWh for planning purposes, assuming the same limited expected actual 
operations in both scenarios. 
  
2.4 Please explain if and why, in BC Hydro’s view, maintaining Burrard at 
6000 GWh for planning purposes is inconsistent with the intent of SD 10 while 
maintaining it at 3000 GWh is, even though the expected operations at Burrard 
would generally be the same and market purchases would likely be made in both 
scenarios to displace Burrard energy production when required to meet energy 
requirements.  

 
 

3.0 Reference – BCH Response to COPE IR 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 
 
BC Hydro declines to answer what the difference in development impacts would 
be (e.g., in hectares of land or affected aquatic area) for portfolios with Burrard 
firm energy capability maintained at 3000, 4000 or 6000 GWh for planning 
purposes, stating it did not do a social cost analysis. 
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3.1 Please confirm that hectares of land and affected aquatic area are the 
development attributes that BC Hydro includes in its multi-attribute portfolio 
analysis (MAPA) as identified in Table 2-1 in BC Hydro’s 2006 IEP.  
 
3.2 Please provide the development attribute impacts for the different Burrard 
scenarios consistent with the MAPA analysis BC Hydro set out in its 2006 IEP. If 
such MAPA analyses have not been done for the 2008 LTAP please provide the 
results for the most similar Burrard cases that BC Hydro ran for the 2006 IEP. 
 
 

4.0  Reference – BCH Response to COPE IR 1.2.7 and 1.2.8 
 
BC Hydro declines to answer what the supply-demand balance and impact on net 
system cost would be taking into consideration non-B.C. or non firm sources of 
supply, stating that those sources cannot be relied upon for planning purposes 
under SD 10.  
 
4.1 Does BC Hydro agree that it is important for operational purposes and its 
portfolio system cost analyses to consider the magnitude and cost of potential 
non-B.C. and non-firm B.C. sources of supply – electricity that BC Hydro could 
acquire to economically displace Burrard and that Powerex could acquire for 
trade purposes, notwithstanding whatever BC Hydro must do to satisfy SD 10?  
 
4.2 What is BC Hydro’s estimate of the total non-B.C. and non-firm B.C. 
energy supplies BC Hydro or Powerex could acquire annually if for whatever 
reasons it was desirable or necessary to do so? Please provide a breakdown by 
general source of supply. 
 
 

5.0 Reference – BCH Response to COPE IR 1.3.1 and 1.3.3 
 
BC Hydro declines to answer what the impact on net system cost would be if it 
deferred the Clean Call until a decision on Site C were made or if it limited 
acquisitions to sources with prices that would be less than the forecast market net 
revenue BC Hydro could receive for that electricity if surplus to BC Hydro’s 
requirements, saying such scenarios would be counter to SD 10. 
  
5.1 Please confirm that new supplies are not needed until 2016 to meet the 
requirements of SD 10, and that if Burrard were maintained at 6000 GWh for 
planning purposes new supplies would not be required until after 2016.  
 
5.2 Please provide an estimate of the impact on net system cost if the Clean 
Call were deferred: a) for two years and b) until the latest possible date that would 
still enable additional new supply to be delivered in 2016. Please provide the 
forward market prices or market price forecasts each year in the 2011-2015 period 
that BC Hydro used in the analysis of the cost impact of a deferral of the Clean 
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Call. 
 
 

6.0 Reference – BCH Response to COPE IR 1.5.4 
 
BC Hydro indicates it will accept bids with and without residual rights.  
 
6.1 What credit will BC Hydro make or procedures and evaluation parameters 
and assumptions will it apply in the evaluation of alternative bids comparing those 
that offer and those that do not offer residual rights. 
 
 

7.0 Reference – BCH Response to COPE IRs 1.6.2 and 1.6.3 
 
BC Hydro declines to answer questions about import flows and import prices in 
June of 2008 or the impact that different new IPP purchase commitments may 
have on import option value because it says BC Hydro does not have an import 
option after 2016.  
 
7.1 Please confirm that BC Hydro may import electricity after 2016 to 
displace Burrard and that its subsidiary Powerex will continue to import 
electricity for trading purposes. 
 
7.2 Please confirm that BC Hydro and Powerex’s ability to import low cost 
electricity during the spring freshet period can affect the corporation’s overall 
financial performance and revenue requirements.  
 
7.3 Please indicate whether and how BC Hydro and Powerex’s ability to 
import low cost electricity for displacement or trading purposes was affected 
during June of 2008 by the IPP commitments it had in place at that time.  
 
7.4  Please indicate whether and how BC Hydro plans to take into account in 
its evaluation of bids in the 2008 Clean Call the impact that new IPP 
commitments may have on its or Powerex’s ability to import opportunistically 
low cost energy for displacement or trading purposes – both the intrinsic and 
extrinsic option value that may be lost. 
 
 

8.0 Reference – BC Hydro’s Response to COPE IR 1.6.1 and JIESC 1.11.2 
 
BC Hydro indicates that it did not include a value of dispatchability in its UEC 
calculations, but did take the dispatchability of resources like Site C into account 
in its portfolio analyses.  
 
8.1 Please confirm that excluding the value of dispatchability in the UEC 
calculations can materially distort the relative cost comparisons between 
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dispatchable and non-dispatchable resources in terms of their value to BC Hydro.  
 
8.2 Please provide your best estimate of what unit energy cost adjustment 
would be appropriate to apply to Site C to take into account its storage and 
dispatchability value relative to non-dispatchable run-of-river resources, based on 
the portfolio results or other information available to BC Hydro. 
 
 

9.0 Reference – BCH LTAP Section 3.3.8.3, p. 3-27 
 
BC Hydro indicates that Duncan Dam New Generation is at the pre-feasibility 
stage. 
 
9.1 Please indicate, based on the available studies, what is the estimated firm 
energy output, unit energy cost and earliest in-service date for Duncan Dam New 
Generation. 
 
9.2 Please indicate the expected seasonal pattern and dispatchability 
characteristics of Duncan output. 
 
9.3 Has BC Hydro undertaken any study of alternative development strategies 
(e.g., IPP, P3, BCH contract and develop) for Duncan? If so please provide the 
reports or summaries of the findings. 
 
9.4  Has BC Hydro undertaken any study of alternative development strategies 
(e.g., IPP, P3, BCH contract and develop) for other Resource Smart or new 
generation projects including Site C? If so please provide the reports or 
summaries of the findings. 
 

10.0 Reference – BC Hydro’s Response to COPE IR 1.7.5 
 
BC Hydro indicates that it cannot provide estimates of the impact of Smart Meters 
on its financial performance because it has not completed its business case for it. 
 
10.1 Has BC Hydro consulted with or provided any information to government 
on the costs and impacts of the Smart Meter Initiative. If yes, please provide all 
correspondence, reports and meeting notes that indicate what information was 
provided. If not, please explain why no information was sought or provided?  
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