
Response to BC Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club BC

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO: 2

APPLICATION NAME: FortisBC Inc. 2016 Long Term Electric Resource Plan 
(LTERP) and Long Term Demand Side Management Plan (LT DSM Plan)

1.0 Topic: CEA Report context
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016 
(“Report”) 

1.1 Please explain how the Report came about. Who commissioned it? 

Response:

Regional District Central Kootenay (RDCK) Electoral Area D Director 
Aimee Watson initiated a request for the report, as Chair of a joint 
economic development initiative. The Corporation of the Village of 
Kaslo and the RDCK then contracted the Community Energy 
Association to do a renewable energy scan for both jurisdictions.  It 
is intended to provide a basic screening of renewable energy 
options, and identify technologies and specific opportunities that 
warrant further study in the area. It was paid for by the Corporation 
of the Village of Kaslo and the RDCK, and delivered to them.  The 
Chief of Engineering and Technical Outreach Specialist for the 
Community Energy Association was a principal author.
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What is the purpose of the report?

Response:

To guide local governments’ mutual interest in furthering renewable 
energy projects for both environmental and economic development 
reasons in North Kootenay Lake.

 Who paid for it? 

Response:

The RDCK and the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo, with grants 
and taxation.

Who wrote it? 

Response:

Community Energy Association - as evidenced under ‘author’ on the
report

Who was it delivered to?

Response:

Area D Director Aimee Watson, Mayor Suzan Hewat of the Village of 
Kaslo, and both CAO’s (Village of Kaslo and RDCK)

1.2 The Report refers to “several projects already short listed.” [p.8] Who has 
short listed these projects? Is this who the Report was prepared for?

Response:

A short list of projects was created by the shared economic 
development committee of Kaslo and Area D, and yes, this is who 
the report was prepared for.

1.3 What is “CEEP -- Community Energy and Emissions Plan,” “SCEEP -- 
Strategic Community Energy and Emissions Plan (see CEEP),” and 
“Kaslo SCEEP”?

Response:

CEEP is a guide that was prepared for BC local governments in 
September 2008 by the Community Energy Association and can be 
found at:

http://www.toolkit.bc.ca/sites/default/files/CEA_PlanningGuide_LR_v
3.pdf
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SCEEP is funded by FortisBC (FBC) and the Columbia Basin Trust, 
and a description of the program and its formation can be found at 
the RDCK website, as follows:

http://www.rdck.ca/EN/main/services/sustainability-environmental-
initiatives/sceep.html

CEEP’s and SCEEP’s are essentially the same thing – a plan to use
local governments to help residents and businesses save
energy, emissions, and money while also identifying opportunities
to encourage renewable energy and local economic development. 

1.4 Please indicate whether it is Mr. Shadrack or the Community Energy 
Association answering the information requests about the Report.

Response:

Mr Shadrack prepared the final answers after conferring with Aimee 
Watson, Electoral Area Director for D, Regional District Central 
Kootenay; with Neil Smith, CAO, Corporation of the Village of Kaslo; 
Patricia Dehnel, Community Energy Association; and Donald 
Scarlett.

1.5 Please confirm that the Report concludes that local government can have 
the most impact in the near term by supporting energy efficiency 
upgrades within the study area [p.30] and the Report recommends 
engagement with BC Hydro and FBC to encourage energy efficiency in 
Area D and Kaslo [p.32]. 

Response:

Confirmed, but the Executive Summary also notes:

“The village of Kaslo has an excellent opportunity to reduce their 
electricity costs at their water reservoir by installing a micro hydro 
system at the inlet to the reservoir as well as on their main PRV 
prior to the treatment plant.

There is the potential for two solar projects in the Lardeau Valley. 
One at Jewett school and the other at Meadow Creek Hall. Both 
buildings are BC Hydro customers and would qualify for their net 
metering program” (p. 4).

And since this is a Long Term Energy Electric Resource Plan 
hearing, these options should be considered within the context of 
sections 2 (k) and (l) of the Clean Energy Act and any current 
obstacles that exist to implement them.

http://www.rdck.ca/EN/main/services/sustainability-environmental-initiatives/sceep.html
http://www.rdck.ca/EN/main/services/sustainability-environmental-initiatives/sceep.html
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1.6 Please confirm that none of the distributed clean or renewable generation 
opportunities examined in the Area D and Kaslo study area was found to 
be economically viable for the customer/proponent without grants and/or 
substantial volunteer contributions.

Response:

Any capital investment in distributed clean or renewable generation 
would be undertaken by the RDCK (Area D) and the Corporation of 
the Village of Kaslo with either taxation or grants, such as the 
federal-provincial-local government agreement known as the “Gas 
Tax Fund”.

The first energy conversion in the RDCK took place in 2006 and 
invested $75,000 in Gas Tax Funds into converting the Lardeau 
Valley Community Hall from propane heating to geothermal, and cut 
the cost of hall operations in half and reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions by 96%.

Currently FBC has not been mandated to develop, unlike BC Hydro, 
a Micro Standing Offer Program (MSOP), and as a consequence the 
Village of Slocan micro-hydro project will have to wheel its 
production through the FBC service area to a point of sale with BC 
Hydro.

The Village of Kaslo purchased $65,121.99 of electrical service from 
FBC under the Small Commercial tariff of $.09921/kWh in 2016. This 
covered service for water, sewer, campground and facilities, 
recreation (Arena) and cultural utilities, City Hall, the Kemball 
Building, and all other municipal buildings and shops.

It is currently not clear whether or not all of these electrical services 
could be aggregated under the FBC’s net-metering program as a 
single entity, so unless FBC reversed the policy adopted towards the
Village of Slocan, any production from mircro-hydro and/or a solar 
PV farm at the Kaslo airport could potentially have to be wheeled 14 
km to BC Hydro service territory in Schroeder Creek.

This is likely, as suggested, not a viable economic option, though it 
would help BC Hydro to offset the wholesale purchase of electrical 
service from FBC. Currently, however, the Village of Nakusp (as 
noted in the Report at p. 4), operates a similar sized micro-hydro 
system off of its water system in the BC Hydro service area, and so, 
if it is economically viable there, it should also be in Kaslo too.

In contrast the two proposed solar PV options for the Lardeau Valley
in the BC Hydro service area, because of the net metering (NM), 
Standard Offer Program (SOP) and MSOP purchase values, would 
likely be economically viable. 
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The ultimate goal here was to review whether renewable energy 
production was a viable economic option to help lower the cost of 
operating Jewett School and the Lardeau Valley Community Centre, 
and to lower the cost of electrical services to the Village of Kaslo, as
a means of reducing the overall cost to the School District, and to 
RDCK and the Corporation of Village of Kaslo taxpayers. 

2.0 Topic: Village of Kaslo microhydro opportunities  
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016 

Mr. Shadrack quotes the Report as follows:

“The village of Kaslo has an excellent opportunity to reduce their 
electricity costs at their water reservoir by installing a micro hydro system 
at the inlet to the reservoir as well as on their main PRV prior to the 
treatment plant.** ... The challenge is that both systems are located in the 
Fortis Electric territory. The Fortis Electric net metering system is 
designed only to reduce electricity consumption and not revenue 
generation.” [p.4]

2.1 When the Report says it is a “challenge” that the two Kaslo potential micro
hydro projects are located in FBC territory is the point that the projects 
would be less of a challenge if the FBC NM program allowed systems 
designed to produce annual net excess generation and paid about 
$10/MWh for annual NEG, like the BC Hydro NM program? 

Response:

Assuming that the two micro-hydro projects are less than 50 kW, 
and therefore fall under FBC’s NM program, approximately 656.405 
MWh would have to be generated to fully offset the cost of service 
for 2016. If the portion of the service costs related to a basic charge, 
however, are classified as Net Excess Generation (NEG), and the 
value quoted in Table 2 of the report for NEG is applied at that NM 
tariff rate, then the number of kWh produced would have to increase 
exponentially to cover the extra cost.

Currently FBC is indicating that it does not want to purchase 
consistently produced NEG at all, and that when it does, it only 
wants to pay the BC Hydro tariff rate for PPA Tranche 1, while 
simultaneously offering its own solar PV farm pilot project power at 
a retail rate of 23.1 cents per kWh.

So yes, it is a challenge to build and operate a renewable energy 
project that would transfer power onto the FBC grid, when FBC’s 
policies appear to be all over the map, whereas BC Hydro currently 
has really clear pricing and policies.  
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The CEA scan was undertaken to look at potential opportunities. It 
considered already existing operations such as Nakusp’s micro-
hydro system, but did not develop a business plan.

2.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the Report does not give an 
opinion on what price for annual net excess generation would be 
necessary for either or both of the two Village of Kaslo microhydro 
opportunities to be economically viable for the customer/proponent.  

Response:

The Green Energy Opportunities Scan report was a high level 
review, with the purpose of identifying potential renewable energy 
production sources that could help offset taxpayer cost of program 
service delivery. It also identified which projects were likely to be 
economically viable, based on the purchase prices available from 
the different utilities, as found in table 2 p. 15.

No detailed business plans have been undertaken to date.

2.3 Please confirm that the Report does not say that either or both of the 
Village of Kaslo microhydro opportunities would be economically viable if, 
hypothetically, they were located in the BC Hydro service territory.
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Response:

The report states that the “...challenge is that both systems are 
located in the Fortis Electric territory. The Fortis Electric net 
metering system is designed only to reduce electricity consumption 
and not revenue generation.”  

Please see the information attached to 5.1 provided by Don Scarlett 
from a proposed 1994 interconnection agreement proposed by West 
Kootenay Power/Utilicorp (WKP), noting again that the Nakusp 
micro-hydro project of a similar size is viable in the BC Hydro 
service area.

Director Watson observed that the Community Energy Association 
was not requested to review what was not an option

2.4 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that if, hypothetically, the Kaslo 
Water Reservoir project, the Kaslo Water Pressure Reducing project, and 
the Kaslo Aggregated Hydro project were in the BC Hydro service territory
they would each be ineligible for the BC Hydro Micro-Standing Offer 
Program because they are less than 100 kW. 

Response:

If the micro-hydro projects were stand alone, they would fit under 
either companies’ net-metering program. However, if the Kaslo 
airport solar PV project were also added in, then the overall project 
might fit the BC Hydro MSOP criteria as well.

In one instance FBC has previously allowed an NM customer to 
aggregate and offset two accounts, and it is assumed that clarity 
needs to be made around this issue of whether FBC would allow the 
Corporation of the Village of Kaslo to offset all their electrical 
accounts as one entity.
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If all three projects were under 50 KW and FBC agreed that the 
aggregate of all accounts could be offset, the question would then 
arise as to whether more than 656.405 MWh of electrical power per 
year would be generated.

If yes, then it is likely that the aggregated projects would not meet 
FBC’s proposed NM criteria. In contrast if the two Lardeau Valley 
projects and three Corporation of the Village of Kaslo projects were 
combined under one project, in combination with the RDCK options 
(the RDCK has a service contract for water to be supplied to its 
McDonald Creek service and the Village is part of the recreation 
service that provides a grant to the Lardeau Valley Community 
Centre), then that aggregated entity might meet BC Hydro’s MSOP 
program criteria. 

It would be some 30 km to wheel the power to the Nelson Hydro 
service area at Queen’s Bay on the south side of Coffee Creek. 

3.0 Topic: Village of Kaslo water reservoir microhydro opportunity  
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016, p.20. 

On page 20, the Report describes the Kaslo water reservoir microhydro concept. 
It says there is no existing electrical demand or infrastructure at the site and that 
the cost of interconnection with the grid is outside the scope of the Report.

3.1 Please confirm that the interconnection for the Kaslo water reservoir 
microhydro concept would be connected directly to an FBC distribution 
line and would not be behind the customer’s meter. 

Response: 

The Village of Kaslo has an established grid-connected, pressure 
reducing station at the nearest point of access to FBC’s distribution 
lines. The original water reservoir micro-hydro proposal in 1994 
involved a connection to FBC through that meter. Please see 
material information attached to 5.1.

3.2 Please confirm that a generating facility attached directly to the utility’s 
distribution system and not behind the customer’s meter would not be 
eligible for either the FBC NM program or the BC Hydro NM program. 
Alternatively, please explain.

Response:

Please see answer to 3.1 above.

3.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that in the absence of an estimate of
interconnection costs the CEA would be unable to provide an estimated 
levelized unit energy cost for the Village of Kaslo water reservoir 
microhydro opportunity.
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Response:

Please see the answer to 3.1 above, noting that no business case 
has yet been undertaken, but the standard interconnection charges 
should apply.

4.0 Topic: Village of Kaslo pressure reduction microhydro opportunity  
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016, p.21. 

On page 21, the Report describes the Village of Kaslo pressure reducing system 
microhydro concept. It implies that there is electrical service at this location and 
notes that demand behind the meter is low at this location. The Report estimates 
that “the system would cost approximately $50-60,000 and generate similar 
amounts of electricity and revenue as the system at the reservoir,” which is 
$6,500/y at a price of $4.4/MWh ($6,500 / 149 MWh = $4.4/MWh). The report 
concludes that “The local (behind the meter) demand is low at this location which 
would have a significant impact on the economic viability based on net metering 
offered by Fortis Electric.”

4.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the point CEA is making is: 
even if the Village of Kaslo Water Pressure Reducing project was eligible 
for the FBC NM program despite being sized larger than the load behind 
the meter, the economic viability of the project would be negatively 
impacted by the FBC NM price for annual net excess generation 
(assumed to be equivalent to FBC’s cost of power from BC Hydro) being 
significantly lower than the BC Hydro NM price for annual NEG (i.e., 
roughly $10/MWh based on the BC Hydro SOP price). 

Response:

Confirmed, if the assumption is that each service is a separate 
entity, however not confirmed if all electrical services are 
aggregated as one entity. 

4.2 Please confirm that the Report does not give an opinion on whether the 
Village of Kaslo Water Pressure Reducing project would be economically 
viable if, hypothetically, it was located in the BC Hydro service territory.

Response:

Not confirmed, given the viability of a Nakusp micro-hydro project of
similar size in the BC Hydro service area. 
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5.0 Topic: Economic Impact of Village of Kaslo microhydro projects
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016, p.21. 

The Report describes the “Kaslo Aggregated Hydro” project as combining 
together the Kaslo water reservoir project and the Kaslo pressure reduction 
project and developing “a partnership to potentially own, operate, and maintain” 
the aggregated project. This may help address some of the concerns of the 
Village of Kaslo administration about the Village’s ability to operate and maintain 
other renewable resource systems. [pp.21-22.]

The Report defines the criterion “Economic Impact” as “What is the value of the 
anticipated financial rewards within the community (or members)?” Positive 
(green) is “Significant Revenue or savings in the area economy.“ Neutral (yellow) 
is “Some savings or revenue in the area economy.” Negative (red) is “Little 
saving or revenue in the area economy.” 

In Table 5, Scan Results, for Economic Impact the Report rates Kaslo Water 
Reservoir and Kaslo Pressure Reducing System as Neutral (yellow), and Kaslo 
Aggregated Hydro as Positive (green). 

5.1 How is the Report able to rate the Economic Impact of the Village of 
Kaslo Water Reservoir project as Neutral, not Negative, when there is no 
customer load behind-the-meter to displace, there is no apparent buyer 
for the power (project not eligible for FBC NM program because it is not 
behind customer meter) and there is no estimate of interconnection 
costs?

Response:

CEA states that this report is a high level scan and the ratings are 
based on professional opinion and on details in the document.

Further, attached please find three documents provided by Don 
Scarlett: his original proposal to the Corporation of the Village of 
Kaslo from January 18th, 1994; the January 22nd “Offer of WKP 
Participation”; and the modified November 2nd, 1994 “Small Power 
Producer” contract drawn up for signing by WKP.  

If the project was deemed economically viable in 1994 by the then 
WKP, and we have since adopted the Clean Energy Act, why do we 
now appear to be going backwards in terms of NM purchase policy 
and lack of any MSOP policy by the same utility, but under different 
management? 

If this micro-hydro project is economically viable with a system of 
similar size in Nakusp under BC Hydro, and was deemed viable in 
1994 by WKP, does that not tell you that the problem is now with 
FBC’s policies and not the micro-hydro project per se?
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5.2 How is the Report able to rate the Economic Impact of the Village of 
Kaslo Pressure Reducing System project as Neutral, not Negative, when 
there is no apparent buyer for the annual net excess generation (project 
not eligible for FBC NM program because it is designed to produce 
annual net excess generation)?

Response:

Please see the answer to 5.1 above

5.3 How is the Report able to rate the Economic Impact of the Kaslo 
Aggregated Hydro project as Positive, not Negative, when neither the 
Kaslo Water Reservoir project nor the Kaslo Pressure Reduction System 
project is rated Positive, neither project is eligible for the FBC NM 
program, and there is no apparent buyer for the annual net excess 
generation?

Response:

Please see the answer to 5.1 above

5.4 Why does the Report recommend: “Village of Kaslo should identify 
partners and models to develop the micro Hydro projects on the reservoir 
and PRV system”? [p.32]

Response:

CEA notes that this is a high level scan and the recommendations 
are based on the professional opinion of the author at the time. 
Further, small local governments benefit from partners in larger 
capital projects for a variety of reasons, as per the WKP proposed 
contract in 1994. Also, for further information on partnerships, CEA 
recommends reviewing “Investing in Green Energy Projects and 
Utilities - Volume 1: Investment Guide”:

http://communityenergy.bc.ca/download/360/ and the companion
case study guide http://communityenergy.bc.ca/download/363/ 

See documents attached to 5.1 as an example of a potential 
partnership from 1994 with WKP.

6.0 Topic: Lardeau Valley solar opportunities
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016. 

Mr. Shadrack quotes the Report as follows:
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“There is the potential for two solar projects in the Lardeau Valley. One at 
Jewett school and the other at Meadow Creek Hall. Both buildings are BC
Hydro customers and would qualify for their net metering program. The 
most likely scenarios is that the projects would be some form of 
cooperative community project similar in nature to Nelson’s Solar Garden.
It is estimated that both locations could support a ground based 20 kW 
fixed solar array. The electricity would be used to reduce the electricity 
required to operate both facilities and potentially generate some revenue. 
The cost of each project would be approximately $20,000 for the solar 
panels plus an additional $10,000 each to install them. This is based on 
leveraging local skills and resources to reduce the installation costs. Each
system could have the potential to generate $3500 a year in revenue 
assuming all of the electricity was sold to the grid but it is expected that a 
significant portion of the energy produced would be used to displace BC 
Hydro electricity. The result is lower operations costs for both facilities...” 
[underline added]

6.1 Given that the Nelson Solar Garden is a project of the City of Nelson 
public utility and that the basic mechanism involves customer-investors in 
the solar facility receiving a credit on their City of Nelson electricity bills, in
what way(s) could solar projects in the BC Hydro NM program be similar 
to the Nelson Solar Garden?

During my tenure as Electoral Area D Regional District Director I 
explored and reached an agreement with School District #8 
(Kootenay Lake) to install a geothermal heating system, whereby we 
would split the cost of installation at $35,000 each. I was trying to 
help the School Board lower the cost of operation, so that keeping 
the school open was more economically viable. 

The eventual tender came in at a much higher cost, so unfortunately 
the project was shelved. We then discussed looking at a joint solar 
PV project, and I note that all 8 of the BC Hydro NM projects in the 
Lardeau Valley were self installed, so the possibility of local 
expertise to assist either the School Board or the Lardeau Valley 
Community Centre self install a solar PV system readily exists.

As mentioned earlier the first RDCK propane heating conversion 
project was at the Lardeau Valley Community Centre in 2006, so the 
community already has the experience of developing an 
economically viable energy project, and the working relationship 
with BC Hydro is also better than it was in 2006.   

Both projects seem a perfect fit as per the requirements of k and l 
under section 2 of the Clean Energy Act.   

6.2 Please confirm that the Report estimates an 8 or 9 year simple payback 
at roughly $10/MWh for a 20 kW project at $1500/kW utilizing 
contributions of local expertise and products for installation, compared to 
$5000/kW all-in for the City of Nelson’s utility grade 60 kW solar facility 
[p.24]. 
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Response:

Confirmed, as found in the report. 

6.3 Is Mr. Shadrack’s point that with a sufficient volunteer contribution of local 
services and products the two Lardeau Valley solar array opportunities 
could have an 8 to 9 year payback in the BC Hydro NM program, based 
on offsetting BC Hydro rates and roughly $10/MWh for annual NEG? 

6.3.1 If so, what problem does this show with the FBC NM program? If 
similar solar arrays were in the FBC service territory and were 
scaled down to meet the customer’s average annual consumption 
to be eligible for the FBC NM program, and if there was a 
proportionally similar volunteer contribution, would there be a 
similar payback period given that the value of offsetting FBC rates 
is at least $10/MWh? 

Response:

Typically these kinds of small rural scale community projects 
have problems raising the capital to invest in the initial start 
up. In 1994 WKP offered to front the capital necessary for the 
interconnection for five years at a rate of 10% interest, which 
would be paid back in energy generated and transferred to 
WKP.

In the early 2000’s I, as an RDCK Director, offered to assist 
the School Board make an energy efficient investment by 
putting up half the capital from my Gas Tax Fund -  a federal 
rebate from gasoline taxes granted to local governments on a
per capita basis via federal-provincial-local government 
agreements.

Currently all of BC Hydro’s NM, SOP and MSOP purchase 
prices for NEG exceed the retail residential tier 1 rate, and 
come close to matching the tier 1 general service rates.

In contrast FBC is proposing not to consistently buy NEG 
from any customer, and if it does, to only pay less than half 
the tier 1 residential and general service rates. If these policy 
proposals are implemented, we are going to have a bifurcated
net metering and distributed generation policy in BC, one that
will stunt the economic growth of electrical self-sufficiency, 
particularly in the rural areas of the Southern Interior where 
FBC has its service area.  

7.0 Topic: Kaslo Aerodrome solar opportunity
Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy 
Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016. 
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Mr. Shadrack quotes the Report as follows:

“The Kaslo Aerodrome was also evaluated and discounted. The 
aerodrome has good solar potential but the potential business model was 
poor. The aerodrome is located in the Fortis Electric area and Fortis’ net 
metering program is designed to reduce electric demand and not 
generate revenue. There is no customer identified on site that could 
benefit from the solar electricity produced it was deemed not appropriate 
at this time...” [pp.4-5]
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7.1 For clarification, is there no electric utility customer at the Kaslo 
Aerodrome site, or is there a customer but the customer does not have 
sufficient load to benefit from the solar electricity produced?

Response:

There are two electric utility customers at the Kaslo Aerodrome site, 
adjacent land with commercial/industrial potential, and the Kaslo 
Transfer Station run by the RDCK beyond that. However, none could 
likely use the full production power of a solar PV farm.

Again if FBC would agree that electrical power consumed by other 
Corporation of the Village Kaslo accounts can be aggregated as one 
entity for purposes of offset, then this project might become more 
viable. Otherwise it would be back to wheeling the power to BC 
Hydro or Nelson Hydro, which is not likely economically viable.

7.2 What conclusion does Mr. Shadrack say the Commission panel should 
draw from the Report’s comments about the Kaslo Aerodrome project? If 
there is no electric utility customer with consumption to be offset by a 
solar array at the site, then would a solar array at the site connected to 
the FBC grid be any different than a commercial solar generation facility 
that FBC says it doesn’t need the power from and would cost more than 
clean or renewable alternatives? 

Response:

FBC has filed an application to build a solar PV farm pilot project in 
the Okanagan, from which it proposes to sell residential electrical 
power for a retail rate of 23.1 cents per kWh, when it could purchase 
the same kind of power from the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo 
for 9.921 cents per kWh (or whatever the General Service tariff is in 
2017). How is that economically viable and appropriate under 
section 2 (l) of the Clean Energy Act?

Is it okay to build a solar PV farm in a large urban centre like 
Kelowna, but not okay to purchase the same power from a small 
rural local government who is trying find ways to lower the cost of 
services to its taxpayers?

Should one utility be allowed to have that kind of impact on the 
economic development of an entire rural region of British Columbia, 
noting that only two communities, Nelson and Cranbrook, have 
populations above 10,000 in south east BC?
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A Preliminary Survey of Hydroelectric Potential 
In the Village of Kaslo Water Supply 

On January 15 I climbed up to the Kemp Creek dam by ski and drove to PRV-1 to 
measure the altitude differences between those points on the Village of Kaslo water system 
and the reset·voir. The altitude difference from the Kemp Creek dam to the reservoit· is 
approximately 640 feet and from the reservoir to PRV-1 is approximately 480 feet. I have 
been advised that dul'ing typical winter months the average flow rate at PRV-1 is about 100 
impel'ial gallons pet· minute (gpm), while at peak summer usage it can be about 900 gpm. 

Using my own estimates of pipeline length and generation efficiency, approximately 7 
kilowatts (kw) of power could be generated at the reservoir by winter flows of 100 gpm, while 
about 28 kw could be generated by summer flows of 900 gpm. At PRV-1 approximately 3 kw 
could be generated by winter flows of 100 gpm, while about 10 kw could be generated by 
summer flows of 900 gpm. 

Tt would be relatively easy and inexpensive to install a turbine and generator at the 
reservoir, because exhaust water could flow directly into the reservoir. Water quality would 
not be diminished by being run through the turbine; there would be some aeration if a pelton 
wheel or hn·go wheel were used. Depending on the eventual use of power generated at the 
reservoir, a generator there might best be designed to produce a steady 6 to 7 kw yem· round, 
to reduce maintenance and the need to change nozzles seasonally, etc. This amount of power 
would be adequate to light and heat a substantial building at the reservoir, dump or airport, 
as well as providing utility power for tools. 

A turbine at PRV-1 would be a more expensive proposition because it would have to 
operate within a sealed section of pipe and delive•· exhaust watet· at a pressure of 50 to 60 ~ 
pounds per square inch. Nevertheless, production of 3 kw year round would have a value of 
more than $1300 per year if it were fully utilized to displace purchases from West Kootenay 
Power. 

This survey was performed to give the Mayor and Council of the Village of Kaslo an 
idea of the power generation capacity of the Kemp Creek water system, in view of the fact 
that the existing water system provides most of the components of a small hydroelectric 
power plant at no additional cost. I am available to do furthet· work to estimate construction, 
operation and maintenance costs of turbines and generators, or propose complete turnkey 
packages to deliver power to a desired site. I designed and constructed a 6.5 kw 
hydroelectric generator project at Gold Hill (delivering power to two sites 1.6 kilometers 
apart) which has been working flawlessly for more than two yem·s. I would be pleased to 
answer any questions you may have on this subject. 

Donald Scarlett, P.Eng. 
Box 634 Kaslo B.C. VOG 1MO 

January 18, 1994 
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Date November , 1994 

NlJmber of pages includi g cover sheet 4 

To: 

Phone 

Fax Phone 

CC: 

Rae Sa er 

Village 1 lerk 

(604) 35 -2311 

Jl;o4) 36f·7767 
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From: 

Phone 

Fax Pllone 

West Koot4)n~y Power 
P. 0. Box 130 

Trail, 8. c. 
V1R 4L4 

Ray Robinson, P. Eng. 

Manager, Distribution 
Services 

(604) 364-1270 

18] For your review 0 Reply ASAP 181 Please comment 

Rae and Don, following i a modified draft "Small Power Producer" Contract resulting from our 
meeting last month. I ho e it incorporates all the agreed upon revisions we discussed. At your 
leisure, please review an let me l<now if it appears OK or if I missed somet11ing. 

Thanks, 
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WEST KOOTENAY POWER LTD. 

SMALL POWER PRO])UCER CONTRACT 
DRAFT 

SE TION 1 - GEN~~ L TERMS AND CONDITION 

Tlus agreement. is mad as ofthe day of , .1994 between the Corporation of the Village of 
Kaslo (the Producer) a d West Kootenay ·rower Ltd. ("WKP"). 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

WKP agrees to purchase electricity fi·om the Producer and the Producer agrees to supply 
electricity to 1P, pursuant to the tenns of this contract. 

The POINT 0~ DELIVERY of electricity shall be the Producer's mast head on the 
Vlllage of Kasf1's Pressure Reducing Station. #1, along Highway #31 near Kaslo, B.C. 

The TYPE OF kERVICE to be supplied by the Producer to WKP shall be nominally 
120/240 volts, phase, 3 wire, 60 hertz service, and 15 kilowatts capacity. 

The Producers tall pay all COSTS OF CONNECTION with WKP's system. Such costs 
will include the 'initial cost of coMection and any necessary upgrading, and those costs 
incurred by P fi·om time to time with respect to the Producer's facilities and the 
connection. shall inspect and approve the Producer' s facilities before connection is 
completed. 

1'he producer n ay, at its option pay for the COSTS OF CONNECTION or any portion 
thereof describ d above, over a five year term making payments equivalent to the value of 
energy delivere for sale to WKP during each month. Under normaJly expected 
operational contlitions, no cash transactions are required until the COSTS OF 
CONNECTION have been repaid in full with simple interest calculaled at 10%. If lhe 
Producer exercjses this payment option, outstanding principal and interest owed by the 
producer is du]and payable immediately under the following conditions: . 

a) the producer s plant has been deemed to be inoperable; 
b) the hydro-g11eration plant operation has been discontinued; 
c) ownerslup o1 the plant has been transferred; 
d) jf at the end er five years of operation tltere still remains an unpaid balance of the 

COSTS OFf.ONNECTION. 

lnoperable for he puq)()ses of tlus agreement will mean failure to deliver to WKP at least 
50,000 kW hrs in any 2 consecutive years during the period of this agreement while there 
is still an outst3nding balance for the COSTS OF CONNECTION. When all COSTS OF 
CON.NECTIOif. have been fully paid, WKP will then commence cash payment of energy 
delivered accoroing to rates set out in Section 3. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

The .Producer sh U INDEMNIFY WKP for all costs and damages to WKP arising from 
the operation an connection of the Producer's facilities with WK.P's system. The 
Producer shall b required to maintain Hability insurance in an amount satisfactory to 
WKP. 

MAINTENAN E COORDINATION. The Producer shall supply the said type of service 
for J 2 months a~ear in accordance w1th an operating schedule approved in advance by 
WKP. The Pro ucer will be required to maintain an operating log indicating operating 
status, mainten ce outages, and other unusual conditions. No maintenance outages shall 
be planned to occur during the Peak Season. 

WKP,s "Guideli es tbr Operating, Metering, Protective Relaying for Cogenerators and 
Small Power Pr ducers" are attached hereto and shall form part of this contract. 

The TERM oft · s contract shall be for five years and unless terminated pursuant to the 
Guidelines desc bed in section 1-7 above, shall continue thereafler until canceled by 
written notice o termination by either party. Such written notice shall be given 12 months 
prior to date of ermi.nation. 

SE_CTION 2 - METE IN!! 

I . WKP will rent tl. meters and transformer to the producers for an annual fee of$ 1 . 00. 

2. Metering shall bEl1rough two standard 200 amp energy meters. One meter will measure 
energy delivere from the Producer to WKP and the other meter will measure energy 
delivered from to the Village ofi<aslo's facilities. WKP resetves the right to change 
the metering as ~ equired. 

3. Meters will be r ad on a bi-monthly basis. 

SE TION 3 - RATES 

The rates contai ed herein are based upon WKP, s best estimate of its avojded power 
supply costs an recognizes the operating characteristics of the Produce(s faciJity. 

R te Effective Jul 

Off~P~ak Season Rate 
(¢/k:W.h) 

1.4 

5 Year Period 

Peak SmQn Rate 
(¢/kW.h) 

2.8 
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For the purpose of this contract, Peak Season month::; al'e the months of August of one year to 
April in the following ye r, inclusive. Off-Peak Season months are the months from May t.o July 
of the samt year, inclusi e. 

Power Fnctor- The pro ucer shall endeavor to maintain a power factor of90% or greater at the 
POINT OF DELIVERY 

Rate!\ in any subsequent ve-hear period will be adjusted by the same percentage as the CPI 
adjustments over the mo t recent five year period. 

This agreement is not tr nsferable or assignable without the written consent ofWKP. · · · 

WEST KOOTENAY OWER LTD. 

Per: 

nate: 

~RR\00~ 

CORPORATION OF THE 
VILLAGE OF KASLO 

Per: 

Date: 
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Kaslo Hydro-Generation 
Proposal 

Offer of WKP Participation 

Presented by: 
D. C. (Doug) Pickard 
R. R. (Ray) Robinson · 

June 22, 1994 
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•!• WKP Objectives· 
- becoiTle actively involved in Local Energy 

Projects 

- work in cooperation with conununities to 
ITlutual benefit 

- pursue non-traditional forrn.s of energy 
developn1ent 

- pursue new business opportunities -
coiTlpleiTlentary to existing operations 
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•!• Kaslo Objectives (Assumed) 
- reduce operations & rn.aintenance costs 

- reduce risk and degree of future 
operational & rn.aintenance cost increases 

- rn.inirn.ize Capital expenditures 

- retain control of operations 



•!• Mutual Objectives 
- lllinitnize expense prior to project 

cornm.itrnent 

- provide adequate service levels to 
custolllers and residents economically 
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•!• Option #1 -Joint Ownership 
- Assum.ptions: 

• Kaslo has first access to energy for internal 
requirements 

• WKP has access to all energy generated in 
excess of Kaslo facility requirements 

• energy generation continuously in excess of 
Kaslo' s requirements 

• project pro-forma indicates acceptable rate of 
return 
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•!• Option #1 - Joint Ownership 
- Responsibilities: 

+ WKP provides Capital 

+ WKP provides project management 

+ Kaslo provides operations/maintenance 



•!• Option #1 - Joint Ownership 
- Benefits: 

• WKP - additional source of energy 

• WKP - return on investment 

• Kaslo- reduced power costs 

• Kaslo - no Capital investment 

• Kaslo - partial ownership in project 

• Kaslo - control over op / maint costs 
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•!• Option #2 - Villcige of Kaslo Ownership 
- Assulllptions: 

+Cost-effective project compared to status quo 

+ energy generation continuously in excess of 
Kaslo-' s requirements 

+ excess energy sold to WKP 
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•!• Option #2 - Village of Kaslo Ownership 
- Responsibilities: 

• WKP provides project financing 

• WKP provides project management 

• WKP accepts excess power 

• Kaslo provides operations/maintenance 

• Kaslo accepts ownership 
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•:• Option #2 - Village of Kaslo Ownership 
- Benefits: 

• WKP - minimal risk 

• WKP - additional source of energy 

• Kaslo - reduced power costs 

• Kaslo - no Capital investment 

• Kaslo - total ownership & control over project 
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·:·Determine Techriical/Economic Details 
- hourly, daily, seasonal water flows 

- power I energy output 

- Kaslo' s power I energy requirem.ents 

- equipm.ent specification 

- total project cost 

- tax status (Class 34 CCA?) 

- financial pro form.a 
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•:• Determine Joint Venture Relationship 
- investment 

- ownership 

- project lllanagelllent 

- power use 

- power sales 

- operating/ lllaintenance 


	Response to BC Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club BC
	INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO: 2
	APPLICATION NAME: FortisBC Inc. 2016 Long Term Electric Resource Plan (LTERP) and Long Term Demand Side Management Plan (LT DSM Plan)
	1.0 Topic: CEA Report context Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016 (“Report”)
	1.1 Please explain how the Report came about. Who commissioned it?
	What is the purpose of the report?
	Response:
	To guide local governments’ mutual interest in furthering renewable energy projects for both environmental and economic development reasons in North Kootenay Lake.
	Who paid for it?
	Response:
	The RDCK and the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo, with grants and taxation.
	Who wrote it?
	Response:
	Community Energy Association - as evidenced under ‘author’ on the report
	Who was it delivered to?
	Response:
	Area D Director Aimee Watson, Mayor Suzan Hewat of the Village of Kaslo, and both CAO’s (Village of Kaslo and RDCK)
	1.2 The Report refers to “several projects already short listed.” [p.8] Who has short listed these projects? Is this who the Report was prepared for?
	Response:
	A short list of projects was created by the shared economic development committee of Kaslo and Area D, and yes, this is who the report was prepared for.
	1.3 What is “CEEP -- Community Energy and Emissions Plan,” “SCEEP -- Strategic Community Energy and Emissions Plan (see CEEP),” and “Kaslo SCEEP”?
	Response:
	CEEP is a guide that was prepared for BC local governments in September 2008 by the Community Energy Association and can be found at:
	http://www.toolkit.bc.ca/sites/default/files/CEA_PlanningGuide_LR_v3.pdf
	SCEEP is funded by FortisBC (FBC) and the Columbia Basin Trust, and a description of the program and its formation can be found at the RDCK website, as follows:
	http://www.rdck.ca/EN/main/services/sustainability-environmental-initiatives/sceep.html
	CEEP’s and SCEEP’s are essentially the same thing – a plan to use local governments to help residents and businesses save energy, emissions, and money while also identifying opportunities to encourage renewable energy and local economic development.
	1.4 Please indicate whether it is Mr. Shadrack or the Community Energy Association answering the information requests about the Report.
	Response:
	Mr Shadrack prepared the final answers after conferring with Aimee Watson, Electoral Area Director for D, Regional District Central Kootenay; with Neil Smith, CAO, Corporation of the Village of Kaslo; Patricia Dehnel, Community Energy Association; and Donald Scarlett.
	1.5 Please confirm that the Report concludes that local government can have the most impact in the near term by supporting energy efficiency upgrades within the study area [p.30] and the Report recommends engagement with BC Hydro and FBC to encourage energy efficiency in Area D and Kaslo [p.32].
	Response:
	Confirmed, but the Executive Summary also notes:
	1.6 Please confirm that none of the distributed clean or renewable generation opportunities examined in the Area D and Kaslo study area was found to be economically viable for the customer/proponent without grants and/or substantial volunteer contributions.
	Response:
	Any capital investment in distributed clean or renewable generation would be undertaken by the RDCK (Area D) and the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo with either taxation or grants, such as the federal-provincial-local government agreement known as the “Gas Tax Fund”.
	The first energy conversion in the RDCK took place in 2006 and invested $75,000 in Gas Tax Funds into converting the Lardeau Valley Community Hall from propane heating to geothermal, and cut the cost of hall operations in half and reduced greenhouse gas emissions by 96%.
	Currently FBC has not been mandated to develop, unlike BC Hydro, a Micro Standing Offer Program (MSOP), and as a consequence the Village of Slocan micro-hydro project will have to wheel its production through the FBC service area to a point of sale with BC Hydro.
	The Village of Kaslo purchased $65,121.99 of electrical service from FBC under the Small Commercial tariff of $.09921/kWh in 2016. This covered service for water, sewer, campground and facilities, recreation (Arena) and cultural utilities, City Hall, the Kemball Building, and all other municipal buildings and shops.
	It is currently not clear whether or not all of these electrical services could be aggregated under the FBC’s net-metering program as a single entity, so unless FBC reversed the policy adopted towards the Village of Slocan, any production from mircro-hydro and/or a solar PV farm at the Kaslo airport could potentially have to be wheeled 14 km to BC Hydro service territory in Schroeder Creek.
	This is likely, as suggested, not a viable economic option, though it would help BC Hydro to offset the wholesale purchase of electrical service from FBC. Currently, however, the Village of Nakusp (as noted in the Report at p. 4), operates a similar sized micro-hydro system off of its water system in the BC Hydro service area, and so, if it is economically viable there, it should also be in Kaslo too.
	In contrast the two proposed solar PV options for the Lardeau Valley in the BC Hydro service area, because of the net metering (NM), Standard Offer Program (SOP) and MSOP purchase values, would likely be economically viable.
	The ultimate goal here was to review whether renewable energy production was a viable economic option to help lower the cost of operating Jewett School and the Lardeau Valley Community Centre, and to lower the cost of electrical services to the Village of Kaslo, as a means of reducing the overall cost to the School District, and to RDCK and the Corporation of Village of Kaslo taxpayers.

	2.0 Topic: Village of Kaslo microhydro opportunities Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016
	2.1 When the Report says it is a “challenge” that the two Kaslo potential micro hydro projects are located in FBC territory is the point that the projects would be less of a challenge if the FBC NM program allowed systems designed to produce annual net excess generation and paid about $10/MWh for annual NEG, like the BC Hydro NM program?
	Response:
	Assuming that the two micro-hydro projects are less than 50 kW, and therefore fall under FBC’s NM program, approximately 656.405 MWh would have to be generated to fully offset the cost of service for 2016. If the portion of the service costs related to a basic charge, however, are classified as Net Excess Generation (NEG), and the value quoted in Table 2 of the report for NEG is applied at that NM tariff rate, then the number of kWh produced would have to increase exponentially to cover the extra cost.
	Currently FBC is indicating that it does not want to purchase consistently produced NEG at all, and that when it does, it only wants to pay the BC Hydro tariff rate for PPA Tranche 1, while simultaneously offering its own solar PV farm pilot project power at a retail rate of 23.1 cents per kWh.
	So yes, it is a challenge to build and operate a renewable energy project that would transfer power onto the FBC grid, when FBC’s policies appear to be all over the map, whereas BC Hydro currently has really clear pricing and policies.
	The CEA scan was undertaken to look at potential opportunities. It considered already existing operations such as Nakusp’s micro-hydro system, but did not develop a business plan.
	2.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the Report does not give an opinion on what price for annual net excess generation would be necessary for either or both of the two Village of Kaslo microhydro opportunities to be economically viable for the customer/proponent.
	Response:
	The Green Energy Opportunities Scan report was a high level review, with the purpose of identifying potential renewable energy production sources that could help offset taxpayer cost of program service delivery. It also identified which projects were likely to be economically viable, based on the purchase prices available from the different utilities, as found in table 2 p. 15.
	No detailed business plans have been undertaken to date.
	2.3 Please confirm that the Report does not say that either or both of the Village of Kaslo microhydro opportunities would be economically viable if, hypothetically, they were located in the BC Hydro service territory.
	Response:
	The report states that the “...challenge is that both systems are located in the Fortis Electric territory. The Fortis Electric net metering system is designed only to reduce electricity consumption and not revenue generation.”
	Please see the information attached to 5.1 provided by Don Scarlett from a proposed 1994 interconnection agreement proposed by West Kootenay Power/Utilicorp (WKP), noting again that the Nakusp micro-hydro project of a similar size is viable in the BC Hydro service area.
	Director Watson observed that the Community Energy Association was not requested to review what was not an option
	2.4 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that if, hypothetically, the Kaslo Water Reservoir project, the Kaslo Water Pressure Reducing project, and the Kaslo Aggregated Hydro project were in the BC Hydro service territory they would each be ineligible for the BC Hydro Micro-Standing Offer Program because they are less than 100 kW.
	Response:
	If the micro-hydro projects were stand alone, they would fit under either companies’ net-metering program. However, if the Kaslo airport solar PV project were also added in, then the overall project might fit the BC Hydro MSOP criteria as well.
	In one instance FBC has previously allowed an NM customer to aggregate and offset two accounts, and it is assumed that clarity needs to be made around this issue of whether FBC would allow the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo to offset all their electrical accounts as one entity.
	If all three projects were under 50 KW and FBC agreed that the aggregate of all accounts could be offset, the question would then arise as to whether more than 656.405 MWh of electrical power per year would be generated.
	If yes, then it is likely that the aggregated projects would not meet FBC’s proposed NM criteria. In contrast if the two Lardeau Valley projects and three Corporation of the Village of Kaslo projects were combined under one project, in combination with the RDCK options (the RDCK has a service contract for water to be supplied to its McDonald Creek service and the Village is part of the recreation service that provides a grant to the Lardeau Valley Community Centre), then that aggregated entity might meet BC Hydro’s MSOP program criteria.
	It would be some 30 km to wheel the power to the Nelson Hydro service area at Queen’s Bay on the south side of Coffee Creek.

	3.0 Topic: Village of Kaslo water reservoir microhydro opportunity Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016, p.20.
	3.1 Please confirm that the interconnection for the Kaslo water reservoir microhydro concept would be connected directly to an FBC distribution line and would not be behind the customer’s meter.
	Response:
	The Village of Kaslo has an established grid-connected, pressure reducing station at the nearest point of access to FBC’s distribution lines. The original water reservoir micro-hydro proposal in 1994 involved a connection to FBC through that meter. Please see material information attached to 5.1.
	3.2 Please confirm that a generating facility attached directly to the utility’s distribution system and not behind the customer’s meter would not be eligible for either the FBC NM program or the BC Hydro NM program. Alternatively, please explain.
	Response:
	Please see answer to 3.1 above.
	3.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that in the absence of an estimate of interconnection costs the CEA would be unable to provide an estimated levelized unit energy cost for the Village of Kaslo water reservoir microhydro opportunity.
	Response:
	Please see the answer to 3.1 above, noting that no business case has yet been undertaken, but the standard interconnection charges should apply.

	4.0 Topic: Village of Kaslo pressure reduction microhydro opportunity Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016, p.21.
	4.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the point CEA is making is: even if the Village of Kaslo Water Pressure Reducing project was eligible for the FBC NM program despite being sized larger than the load behind the meter, the economic viability of the project would be negatively impacted by the FBC NM price for annual net excess generation (assumed to be equivalent to FBC’s cost of power from BC Hydro) being significantly lower than the BC Hydro NM price for annual NEG (i.e., roughly $10/MWh based on the BC Hydro SOP price).
	Response:
	Confirmed, if the assumption is that each service is a separate entity, however not confirmed if all electrical services are aggregated as one entity.
	4.2 Please confirm that the Report does not give an opinion on whether the Village of Kaslo Water Pressure Reducing project would be economically viable if, hypothetically, it was located in the BC Hydro service territory.
	Response:
	Not confirmed, given the viability of a Nakusp micro-hydro project of similar size in the BC Hydro service area.

	5.0 Topic: Economic Impact of Village of Kaslo microhydro projects Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016, p.21.
	5.1 How is the Report able to rate the Economic Impact of the Village of Kaslo Water Reservoir project as Neutral, not Negative, when there is no customer load behind-the-meter to displace, there is no apparent buyer for the power (project not eligible for FBC NM program because it is not behind customer meter) and there is no estimate of interconnection costs?
	Response:
	CEA states that this report is a high level scan and the ratings are based on professional opinion and on details in the document.
	Further, attached please find three documents provided by Don Scarlett: his original proposal to the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo from January 18th, 1994; the January 22nd “Offer of WKP Participation”; and the modified November 2nd, 1994 “Small Power Producer” contract drawn up for signing by WKP.
	If the project was deemed economically viable in 1994 by the then WKP, and we have since adopted the Clean Energy Act, why do we now appear to be going backwards in terms of NM purchase policy and lack of any MSOP policy by the same utility, but under different management?
	If this micro-hydro project is economically viable with a system of similar size in Nakusp under BC Hydro, and was deemed viable in 1994 by WKP, does that not tell you that the problem is now with FBC’s policies and not the micro-hydro project per se?
	5.2 How is the Report able to rate the Economic Impact of the Village of Kaslo Pressure Reducing System project as Neutral, not Negative, when there is no apparent buyer for the annual net excess generation (project not eligible for FBC NM program because it is designed to produce annual net excess generation)?
	Response:
	Please see the answer to 5.1 above
	5.3 How is the Report able to rate the Economic Impact of the Kaslo Aggregated Hydro project as Positive, not Negative, when neither the Kaslo Water Reservoir project nor the Kaslo Pressure Reduction System project is rated Positive, neither project is eligible for the FBC NM program, and there is no apparent buyer for the annual net excess generation?
	Response:
	Please see the answer to 5.1 above
	5.4 Why does the Report recommend: “Village of Kaslo should identify partners and models to develop the micro Hydro projects on the reservoir and PRV system”? [p.32]
	Response:
	CEA notes that this is a high level scan and the recommendations are based on the professional opinion of the author at the time. Further, small local governments benefit from partners in larger capital projects for a variety of reasons, as per the WKP proposed contract in 1994. Also, for further information on partnerships, CEA recommends reviewing “Investing in Green Energy Projects and Utilities - Volume 1: Investment Guide”:
	http://communityenergy.bc.ca/download/360/ and the companion case study guide http://communityenergy.bc.ca/download/363/
	See documents attached to 5.1 as an example of a potential partnership from 1994 with WKP.

	6.0 Topic: Lardeau Valley solar opportunities Reference: Exhibit C10-9, Mr. Shadrack July 7, 2017 email to BCUC, Regional District of Central Kootenay Area ‘D’ and Kaslo Green Energy Opportunities Scan, Community Energy Association, December 2016.
	6.1 Given that the Nelson Solar Garden is a project of the City of Nelson public utility and that the basic mechanism involves customer-investors in the solar facility receiving a credit on their City of Nelson electricity bills, in what way(s) could solar projects in the BC Hydro NM program be similar to the Nelson Solar Garden?
	During my tenure as Electoral Area D Regional District Director I explored and reached an agreement with School District #8 (Kootenay Lake) to install a geothermal heating system, whereby we would split the cost of installation at $35,000 each. I was trying to help the School Board lower the cost of operation, so that keeping the school open was more economically viable.
	The eventual tender came in at a much higher cost, so unfortunately the project was shelved. We then discussed looking at a joint solar PV project, and I note that all 8 of the BC Hydro NM projects in the Lardeau Valley were self installed, so the possibility of local expertise to assist either the School Board or the Lardeau Valley Community Centre self install a solar PV system readily exists.
	As mentioned earlier the first RDCK propane heating conversion project was at the Lardeau Valley Community Centre in 2006, so the community already has the experience of developing an economically viable energy project, and the working relationship with BC Hydro is also better than it was in 2006.
	Both projects seem a perfect fit as per the requirements of k and l under section 2 of the Clean Energy Act.
	6.2 Please confirm that the Report estimates an 8 or 9 year simple payback at roughly $10/MWh for a 20 kW project at $1500/kW utilizing contributions of local expertise and products for installation, compared to $5000/kW all-in for the City of Nelson’s utility grade 60 kW solar facility [p.24].
	Response:
	Confirmed, as found in the report.
	6.3 Is Mr. Shadrack’s point that with a sufficient volunteer contribution of local services and products the two Lardeau Valley solar array opportunities could have an 8 to 9 year payback in the BC Hydro NM program, based on offsetting BC Hydro rates and roughly $10/MWh for annual NEG?
	6.3.1 If so, what problem does this show with the FBC NM program? If similar solar arrays were in the FBC service territory and were scaled down to meet the customer’s average annual consumption to be eligible for the FBC NM program, and if there was a proportionally similar volunteer contribution, would there be a similar payback period given that the value of offsetting FBC rates is at least $10/MWh?
	Response:
	Typically these kinds of small rural scale community projects have problems raising the capital to invest in the initial start up. In 1994 WKP offered to front the capital necessary for the interconnection for five years at a rate of 10% interest, which would be paid back in energy generated and transferred to WKP.
	In the early 2000’s I, as an RDCK Director, offered to assist the School Board make an energy efficient investment by putting up half the capital from my Gas Tax Fund - a federal rebate from gasoline taxes granted to local governments on a per capita basis via federal-provincial-local government agreements.
	Currently all of BC Hydro’s NM, SOP and MSOP purchase prices for NEG exceed the retail residential tier 1 rate, and come close to matching the tier 1 general service rates.
	In contrast FBC is proposing not to consistently buy NEG from any customer, and if it does, to only pay less than half the tier 1 residential and general service rates. If these policy proposals are implemented, we are going to have a bifurcated net metering and distributed generation policy in BC, one that will stunt the economic growth of electrical self-sufficiency, particularly in the rural areas of the Southern Interior where FBC has its service area.
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	Response:
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	Response:
	FBC has filed an application to build a solar PV farm pilot project in the Okanagan, from which it proposes to sell residential electrical power for a retail rate of 23.1 cents per kWh, when it could purchase the same kind of power from the Corporation of the Village of Kaslo for 9.921 cents per kWh (or whatever the General Service tariff is in 2017). How is that economically viable and appropriate under section 2 (l) of the Clean Energy Act?
	Is it okay to build a solar PV farm in a large urban centre like Kelowna, but not okay to purchase the same power from a small rural local government who is trying find ways to lower the cost of services to its taxpayers?
	Should one utility be allowed to have that kind of impact on the economic development of an entire rural region of British Columbia, noting that only two communities, Nelson and Cranbrook, have populations above 10,000 in south east BC?




