
 

 

 
 
 
January 12, 2009 

Ms. Erica M. Hamilton 
Commission Secretary 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Sixth Floor - 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hamilton: 
 

RE: Project No. 3698514 
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (“BC Hyd ro”) 2008 Long Term Acquisition Plan  

 
Please find attached NaiKun Wind Energy Group Inc. Information Request regarding BC Hydro’s 
December 22, 2008 evidentiary update and 2008 Long Term Acquisition Plan.  
 
A copy of this letter has been e-mailed to BC Hydro and registered interveners. 
 
Yours truly, 

Paul TaylorPaul TaylorPaul TaylorPaul Taylor    

 
Paul Taylor 
President and CEO 
 
Attachment 
 
Cc: BC Hydro 

Registered Interveners 
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REQUESTOR NAME:  NaiKun Wind Energy Group Inc. 

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO. 3:  Evidentiary Update December 22, 2008 

TO:  British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (“BC Hydro”) 

DATE:  January 12, 2009 

PROJECT NO. 3698514 

APPLICATION NAME:  BC Hydro - 2008 Long Term Acquisition Plan 

1. Consistency with Special Direction 10. Special Direction 10 Section 3 states that “the authority 

is to achieve energy and capacity self-sufficiency by becoming capable of ... exceeding as soon as 

practicable but no later than 2026, the electricity supply obligations by at least 3000 GWh per 

year ... solely from electricity generating facilities within the Province ...”  

Comparing Evidentiary Update Table 2-10 [“Table 2-10”] and Table O-1 of Appendix O of the 

2008 LTAP [“Table O-1”]:  

a. Does BC Hydro agree that the “Mid-load forecast surplus/deficit” in F2017 is 1300 GWh  

more in Table O-1 [1600 GWh] than in the Table 2-10 [300 Gwh]; and that the difference 

(in that entry, between the two tables) averages 1000 GWh/yr  over the 5 years F2017 – 

F2021? 

b. Does BC Hydro agree that in Table O-1, the “mid-load forecast surplus/deficit” averages 

1067 Gwh over the period F2017-F2025 and never exceeds 1800 GWh during that 

period? 

c. Does BC Hydro agree that in Table 2-10, the “mid-load forecast surplus/deficit” averages 

578 Gwh over the period F2017-F2025 and never exceeds 1700 GWh during that 

period? 

d. Does BC Hydro agree that adding 1400 GWh — equal to the Evidentiary Update’s post-

attrition CPC target firm reduction — to the surplus in each of F2017 to F2025 in Table 

2-10 would bring the average surplus to less than 2000 GWh over the period, never 

exceeding 3100 Gwh, and with the next highest surplus being 2100 GWh in 2024?  

e. Does BC Hydro agree, based on everything known or assumed at the time Table O-1 was 

prepared, that the higher surpluses per Table O-1 were “practicable” in the sense of 

SD10, and that a 3500 post-attrition-GWh CPC was practicable? 

f. Does BC Hydro consider a 3500 post-attrition-GWh CPC now to be not-practicable? If so, 

and if such a CPC was practicable before,why the change? If not, why take the plan away 

from the direction of SD10, relative to the original LTAP? 

g. Relative to Table 2-10, how much additional firm GWh supply would be required, as the 

same amount in each year, in order to raise the average mid-load forecast surplus over 

the F2017-25 period to 3000 GWh? 

h. What is BC Hydro’s interpretation of “practicable” in Special Direction 10 Section 3? 
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2. Call attrition and COD delay; COD delay in load/resources balance 

 

Background: 

 

-  [i] Response to BCUC IR No. 2.189.1 shows updated past Call attrition rates. The entry for 

“2002 Green Power Generation Call” shows 433 GWh as “pre-COD Forecast”.  

 

- [ii] The 2002/03 Green Power Generation Call for Tenders,
1
 [“GPGC”] indicates that bidders 

were required to submit a target COD no later than Sep 30 2006. 

 

a. Please confirm that [i] and [ii] above together imply that as of Oct 15 2008, projects 

representing 433 of the 1764 GWh awarded in the GPGC are deemed non-attrited but 

have not achieved COD more than two years after target COD. Otherwise, please 

explain. 

b. If, hypothetically, the projects associated with the 433 GWh never achieve COD, what 

would the ultimate GPGC attrition rate be?  

c. Of the 243 Post-COD, GPGC GWh shown in the Table referred to in [a] above, what 

portion achieved COD by Sep 30 2006? 

d. Of the 2326 GWh Expected Energy for the F2006 Call shown in the Evidentiary Update 

Table 2-5, what portion is represented by projects that have achieved COD as of 

December 2008? By projects in construction as of December 2008? 

e. Of the 4767 GWh of Terminated and Forecast Attrition for the F2006 Call in Table 2-5 of 

the Evidentiary Update, what portion is represented by projects expected at the time of 

award to have secured financing by September 2008? 

f. Please provide an estimate of the number of months between the announcement of the 

2006 Open Power Call and the date that projects representing its first 2,000 GWh of firm 

energy achieved COD or are now projected to achieve COD. 

g. How many GWh relating to [non-attriting] COD-delayed projects are assumed to apply 

now to the F2006 Call? To the CPC? What are the assumptions on the GWh quantity 

delay and extent of delay for each Call, i.e. the volumes acquired and the number of 

years they are delayed as a result of CODs now known or projected to be later than 

originally forecast? Are these delays, if any, reflected in the load/resources balance 

(Table 2-10)? 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 

http://www.bchydro.com/etc/medialib/internet/documents/info/pdf/green_ipp_call_for_tender.Par.0001.File.gre

en_ipp_call_for_tender.pdf p. 14 of 51 
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3. Comparison of Evidentiary Update Table 2-10 [“Table 2-10”]and Table O-1 of Appendix O of the 

2008 LTAP [“Table O-1”] 

a. Please confirm that the change per the Evidentiary Update in expected DSM savings  for 

F2017 is 600 GWh (8,200 GWh – 7,600 GWh).  

b. Please confirm the amount shown in Table 2-6 line “Reduction in load forecast” is load 

before DSM [Ref  Table 2-3 Row 3 Col 4 “-2,117”]. 

c. Please confirm the 1,200 GWh IPP supply reduction in Table 2-6 for F2017 is the change in 

F2006 firm acquisition per para 1 p. 13 of the Evidentiary Update. 

d. Please provide a Table similar to Table 2-6 showing all the changes between Table O-1 and 

Table 2-10 for the years F2012-F2021 for all items/actions  in those tables that are not 

proposed for approval in the 2008 LTAP. 
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4. Risk of not achieving self sufficiency; short term deficit 

Page 24 of the Evidentiary Update states “If BC Hydro reduces its DSM expenditure, it will be at 

increased risk of not meeting the self sufficiency requirement by 2016. The possibility that DSM 

savings would come in under the forecast level would be higher and, once such shortfall was 

recognized, there would likely not be time to recover through standard acquisition processes.” 
 

a. Please comment on the same paragraph but with “DSM expenditure” replaced by “IPP 

acquisition” and “DSM savings” replaced by “IPP supply” How is IPP delay/attrition risk 

different from DSM risk, given the range of attrition rates and COD delays observed and 

assumed? 

 

Page 26 of the Evidentiary Update states “The updated load/resource balance prior to the 2008 

LTAP actions shows an energy shortfall of approximately 3,000 GWh in F2017 based on the 2008 mid 

load forecast and after reducing the expected savings from the DSM Plan. As previously indicated in 

Chapter 6 of the 2008 LTAP ... there are no material self-build options which can meet the energy 

shortfall by 2016. Therefore, the projected energy shortfall will continue to be sourced from IPP 

purchases from BC Hydro’s acquisition processes - specifically the Clean Power Call and the two 

phases of the Bioenergy Call” 

 

b. What contingency plans does BC Hydro have in place to address potential F2006, CPC 

and Bioenergy Call attrition or COD delay that exceeds the existing forecast? 

 

Page 33 of the Evidentiary Update states “To manage the net short term energy deficit of 200 

GWh/year and 500/GWh/year in F2013 and F2014 respectively, BC Hydro plans to undertake the 

following actions:  

1. Where appropriate, enter into discussions with IPPs that have bid into the Clean Power Call to 

assess the potential for these projects to advance their ISDs to the F2012 to F2014 time 

frame...” 

a. Does BC Hydro agree that it is reasonable to assume most or all IPPs would propose 

CODs that minimize project costs, including carrying costs, and that proposed COD is 

normally  the earliest achievable with bankable confidence?  If not, why not? 

b. How much potential does BC Hydro forsee for IPPs to accelerate COD, even in 

exchange for a higher price or other terms?   
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5. CPC attrition. Background: The LTAP Application, p 6-29 Line 10 states “In the award of EPAs for the 

F2006 Call, BC Hydro assumed an attrition rate of 23 per cent and an outage allowance of 7 per 

cent.”  CPC firm energy bids excluded the bidder’s projected scheduled maintenance shutdowns. 

 

a. What allowance has BC Hydro assumed for scheduled maintenance in its calculation of the 

CPC firm energy all-project bid total? 

b. Does the intended 3000 GWh CPC  target firm acquisition reflect production without 

scheduled maintenance (as bid) or does it include an allowance for scheduled maintenance 

and if so what is the allowance? 

c. Does the 30% attrition projection include scheduled maintenance non-deliveries and if so 

what part of the 30% reflects scheduled maintenance? 
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6. CPC attrition. In Section 2.6.2, BC Hydro bases its 30% CPC attrition estimate in part on the 

California Energy Commission’s report Building a Margin of Safety Into Renewable Energy 

Procurements: A Review of Experience with Contract Failure.2 An excerpt from the report’s 

conclusion states  

“Though there is considerable variation among utilities with contract failure, and data limitations 

prevent robust conclusions, the experience presented in this report suggests that an overall 

failure rate of 20 to 30 percent should likely be considered the minimum [emphasis added by 

report author] level of expected failure for large RFOs conducted over multiple years (any 

individual RFO may well be able to beat these failure rates). In fact, failure rates much higher 

than these levels (50 percent, or even greater in some cases) are supported by historical 

experience, especially for projects that use pre-commercial technologies or that (like many 

projects in California) are likely to face siting, permitting, resource supply, transmission, or other 

barriers to development. Somewhat supportive of failure rates at these or higher levels is recent 

experience with renewable energy contracting by California’s IOUs, which shows what appears to 

be a healthy degree of contract failure; we have no reason to believe that this will not continue 

in future RFO cycles, especially as the state’s utilities dig deeper into the pool of possible 

projects.” 

Further the report’s Abstract states  

 

 “The report finds that contract failure rates vary considerably among utilities, across situations, and by 

technology. Though some of this experience is not entirely relevant to the contracting practices of today’s 

electric utilities, the data suggest that a minimum overall contract failure rate of 20 to 30 percent should 

generally be expected for large solicitations conducted over multiple years. Failure rates much higher than 

these levels are supported by historical 

experience.” 

a. How does BC Hydro’s experience in previous calls compare to the 20-30 percent cited as a 

minimum attrition rate by the report? To the 50% or higher cited by the report? Is the Table 

shown in the response to BCUC IR No. 2.189.1 the appropriate basis of comparison? 

b. What factors led BC Hydro to assume a CPC attrition rate in the range suggested as 

minimum by the report?  

c. How would BC Hydro condition the CEC report’s general conclusions about attrition rate for 

BC-specific circumstances, including: siting, permitting, resource supply, transmission, and  

other barriers to development; and a higher assumed attrition rate over time as BC Hydro  

acquires more IPP supply and “digs deeper into the pool of possible projects”?  

d. How would BC Hydro condition its assessment of the uncertainty associated with BC Hydro’s 

estimate of the CPC attrition rate, given the report’s conclusion that contract failure rates 

vary considerably among utilities, across situations, and by technology? 

                                                           
2
 http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-300-2006-004/CEC-300-2006-004.PDF  


