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REQUESTOR NAME:  BCOAPO    
IR ROUND NO:  2 
TO:     BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO & POWER AUTHORITY 
DATE:     April 20, 2017 
PROJECT NO:   3698901 
APPLICATION NAME: SUPPLY CHAIN APPLICATIONS PROJECT   
    APPLICATION 
 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
26.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC 1.1.3, Attachment 2, pages 11-12 

Preamble:  The Gartner Report states: 

“SAP EAM is not designed for integration with enterprise 
applications from other major ERP vendors.” 

“References and customers report costs to deploy and maintain 
the product are at the high end of the EAM market.” 

“References and customers consistently rate usability of the 
product as poor (although SAP's investments in simplified user 
experience [for example, SAP Fiori UX] show promise in 
addressing this perennial issue).” 

26.1 Based on the first Gartner statement it would appear that issues regarding 
the ability of integrating a PassPort-based solution with BC Hydro’s other 
(SAP-based) processes are due to issues with SAP and not PassPort.  
Please comment. 

26.2 Please reconcile Gartner’s comments regarding SAP being a higher cost 
solution to deploy with BC Hydro’s conclusion that “it is difficult to draw a 
specific conclusion as to which alternative is preferable based on project 
cost alone” (Exhibit B-1, page 3-17). 

26.3 Did BC Hydro take Gartner’s third statement into account when assessing 
the ability of a SAP-based solution to address the capability gaps noted?  
If yes, how? 

27.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC 1.7.1 
Exhibit B-4, BCOAPO 1.17.1 

27.1 Please identify all of the “capability gaps” where “integration dependency 
was considered to be high”. 

27.2 Of the “capability gaps” noted in response to part 1, please identify those 
where BC Hydro did not believe integration (between the PassPort-based 
solution and other business processes) could reasonably be built and the 
PassPort score was reduced. 

27.3 In each case what was the evidence that supported BC Hydro’s “belief” 
that such integration could not reasonably be built? 
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28.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC 1.9.3 
Exhibit B-4, CEC 1.39.1 

Preamble: In the first reference BC Hydro states that it did not consult with 
ABB in determining the qualitative scores for PassPort’s ability to 
close the 13 identified capability gaps. 

 In the second reference BC Hydro states that it would be 
technically unworkable and unsustainable to customize PassPort 
to the extent needed to close all of the capability gaps. 

28.1 In Exhibit C3-3 ABB takes exception to a number of BC Hydro’s “scores” 
regarding the capabilities of a PassPort-based solution.  Can BC Hydro 
confirm that, in making its assessment, it was aware of and accounted for 
the PassPort capabilities discussed by ABB in its evidence? 

28.2 If yes, please indicate the basis for the lower scoring of the PassPort 
solution even in view of these PassPort capabilities. 

29.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC 1.27.4 

29.1 Please confirm that, in all instances discussed in Section 3.3.4 of the 
Application, the risk associated with Alternative 2 (PassPort) was deemed 
to be higher than the risk associated with Alternative 1 (SAP). 

29.2 Please explain why the PassPort “deactivation risk” was not noted in the 
discussion of Project Delivery Risk in Section 3.3.4 of the Application. 

29.3 Would BC Hydro agree that the PassPort “deactivation risk” is higher with 
the SAP-based solution than with the PassPort-based solution?  If not, 
why not? 

30.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, page 3-14 
Exhibit C3-3, page 14 

30.1 The application states that a PassPort-based solution has a higher 
likelihood of an unsuccessful system integrator RFP given the lack of 
PasspPort resources in the market.  Please reconcile this statement with 
the ABB statement that it “works with a number of Systems Integrators, 
including Deloitte, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Accenture, and potentially 
others, as well as other niche partners (e.g., Trinoor, whom BC Hydro 
engages today).” 

31.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC 1.29.3 and 1.29.3.2 
31.1 Why wasn’t part of the $10 M for SAP platform upgrade included in the 

analysis of the cost of alternatives in Section 3.3.6 of the Application? 

31.2 Were any comparable “upgrade costs” for the PassPort-based solution 
factored in the analysis of the cost of alternatives in Section 3.3.6 of the 
Application? 
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32.0 Reference: Exhibit B-4, CEC 1.6.2 
32.1 Reference is made in the response to another “correction” discussed in 

CEC 1.14.2.  Please confirm that the appropriate reference is CEC 
1.14.1. 

32.2 Please update the tables in Section 3.3.6 of the Application to reflect the 
various corrections noted to date in the interrogatory responses.  For 
each revised table please note the corrections made and cross reference 
the appropriate interrogatory response(s). 

33.0 Reference: Exhibit B-4, CEC 1.41.2 
Exhibit B-3, BCUC 1.12.3 

33.1 Did BC Hydro seek any 3rd party confirmation of its conclusions regarding 
the relative capabilities of SAP vs. PassPort?  If yes, please provide the 
relevant assessments. 

33.2 Given that BC Hydro has made limited investments in PassPort since 
2008 (per BCUC 1.12.3), how would BC Hydro employees have sufficient 
knowledge regarding the current capabilities of more recently available 
and/or enhanced PassPort-based solutions such that they’d be able to 
assess their capabilities? 

34.0 Reference:  Exhibit B-4, CEC 1.43.1 

34.1 Can it be concluded from this response that $3 M of the cost advantage 
SAP has over PassPort is due to the fact BC Hydro has adopted common 
platform strategy based on SAP? 

34.2 If not, please clarify what the $3 M represents. 
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