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1.0 Topic: Need 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, section 4.6, Alternative Analysis, p.4-11 

In considering whether to issue the Reply Notice BC Hydro considered among 
other things that “as a Crown corporation and an agent of the government, load-
serving obligations could be imposed on it in the future that it does not currently 
have and that would not necessarily be imposed upon non-Crown utilities.” [p.4-
19, pdf p.111] 

1.1 Please elaborate on the load-serving obligations that BC Hydro says 
could be imposed on it in the future that would not necessarily be 
imposed on non-Crown utilities. Provide any past examples. Do these 
future load-serving obligations include low-carbon electrification? Is this a 
reference to a requirement to serve the Teck smelter load? 

2.0 Topic: Energy Objectives 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, p.4-22, pdf p.114; Exhibit B1-1, p.3; Exhibit A-4, 
BCUC IR 46.1  

BC energy objective s.2(e) of the Clean Energy Act is to “(b) to take demand-side 
measures and to conserve energy, including the objective of  the authority 
reducing its expected increase in demand for electricity by the year 2020 by at 
least 66 per cent.” 

BC Hydro states that “The Waneta 2017 Transaction neither serves nor impedes 
this objective. That is, the Waneta 2017 Transaction will have no effect on the 
relative priorities of resources, including demand-side measures, in BC Hydro’s 
future resource planning.” 

On page 3 of the Application, BC Hydro states: 

“From BC Hydro's perspective the Waneta 2017 Transaction is in 
essence, and has been analyzed as, a commercial transaction. 
Regardless of BC Hydro's load-resource balance at the end of the lease 
period, the transaction is expected to provide a positive financial benefit to 
BC Hydro's ratepayers. Because it arises through the exercise by BC 
Hydro of its ROFO following upon a competitive sale process undertaken 
by Teck, ratepayers and the Commission can be assured that the 
transaction price reflects market value. In all respects, the Waneta 2017 
Transaction is cost-effective and in the public interest.” [underline added] 

BCUC IR 46.1 asks BC Hydro whether obtaining a further 2/3 interest in Waneta 
may reduce the need for pursuing further DSM and/or reducing the need for other 
forms of supply. 
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2.1 If not provided in the response to BCUC IR 46.1, please provide an 
analysis of the impact of completion of the Waneta 2017 Transaction, 
compared to non-completion of the Waneta 2017 Transaction, on BC 
Hydro’s future load and future need for demand-side and supply-side 
resources in each of the Lease Period and the Post-Lease Period.  

2.2 Please address whether the results of the analysis are sensitive to 
whether in the counterfactual scenario the 2/3 Interest is held by Teck, or 
sold to a third party and leased-back under terms equivalent to the Fortis 
Transaction. 

3.0 Topic: Energy Objectives 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, p.4-23, pdf p.115  

BC energy objective s.2(e) of the Clean Energy Act is to “to ensure the authority's 
ratepayers receive the benefits of the heritage assets and  to ensure the benefits 
of the heritage contract under the BC Hydro Public Power  Legacy and Heritage 
Contract Act continue to accrue to the authority's ratepayers.” 
 
BC Hydro states that “The “heritage assets” include BC Hydro’s interest in 
Waneta (section 1 of the Clean Energy Act) and so the Waneta 2017 Transaction 
serves this provincial energy objective.” 
 
Section 1 of the Clean Energy Act defines “heritage assets” as meaning, among 
other things, “(b) the authority's interests in the generation and storage assets 
identified in Schedule 1 of this Act...” Schedule 1, Heritage Assets, states “Those 
generation and storage assets commonly known as the following: ... Waneta.” 

3.1 In BC Hydro’s view, does section 1 of the Clean Energy Act mean that the 
2/3 Interest in Waneta will become a Heritage Asset immediately upon 
completion of the Waneta 2017 Transaction or upon commencement of 
the post-Lease period?  

3.2 In BC Hydro’s view, what is the rationale for Waneta being listed as a 
Heritage Asset? 

4.0 Topic: Energy Objectives 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, p.4-23, pdf p.115 

Regarding the B.C. energy objective to reduce B.C. GHG emissions, BC Hydro 
states: 

“Completion of the transaction will serve this objective insofar as it 
decreases the likelihood of Waneta being decommissioned if and when it 
is no longer needed by Teck to serve the Trail smelter load and is thus 
available to displace more GHG-intense resources.” 
 

4.1 Please explain the assertion that the Waneta 2017 Transaction 
“decreases the likelihood of Waneta being decommissioned if and when it 
is no longer needed by Teck to serve the Trail smelter load.”  

4.1.1 Is the thinking that if the Waneta 2017 Transaction is not 
completed then Teck would likely retain its ownership of the 2/3 
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Interest and limit sustainment capital spending to the minimum 
degree necessary to keep Waneta functioning until the 2/3 Interest 
is no longer needed by Teck to serve the Trail smelter load? 

4.1.2 Under the COA, is the decommissioning of Waneta effectively 
determined by the owner of the 2/3 Interest and unaffected by BC 
Hydro despite BC Hydro’s ownership of the 1/3 Interest? 

4.1.3 Does the assertion (that the Waneta 2017 Transaction “decreases 
the likelihood of Waneta being decommissioned if and when it is 
no longer needed by Teck to serve the Trail smelter load”) assume 
that if the Waneta 2017 Transaction is not completed then, going 
forward, Teck would not sell its ownership of the 2/3 Interest?  

4.1.4 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the concept of Waneta 
no longer being needed by Teck to serve the Trail smelter load 
encompasses two scenarios: the smelter being shut down, and 
BC Hydro serving the smelter load.  

4.1.5 Is the assertion affected by whether Teck no longer needs the 2/3 
Interest to serve the smelter load because the smelter has been 
shut down rather than because BC Hydro has come to serve the 
smelter load? 

4.2 Please discuss whether the likelihood of Waneta being decommissioned 
is the same, or different, where the reason for Teck no longer needing the 
2/3 Interest to serve the smelter load is (a) that the smelter is shut down, 
or (b) that BC Hydro serves the smelter load. 

4.3 Is it BC Hydro’s view that the availability of Waneta to displace more-
GHG-intensive resources, due to Waneta not being decommissioned, is a 
valid consideration (a) whether or not the smelter continues to operate, 
and (b) whether or not BC Hydro serves the smelter load? 

5.0 Topic: Waneta 2010 Transaction 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro cover letter October 30, 2017, p.2, pdf p.2 

“On February 3, 2010 the Commission approved BC Hydro's acquisition of an 
undivided one-third interest in the Waneta dam from Teck on the basis, in part, 
that it was in the public interest.1 That transaction, referred to as the "Waneta 
2010 Transaction", closed on March 5, 2010.” 

 
5.1 Please provide a high level summary of BC Hydro’s most recent analysis 

of the Waneta 2010 Transaction.   

5.2 At a high level, how does a current valuation of the Waneta 2010 
Transaction compare to the valuation presented by BC Hydro in the 2009 
Waneta Transaction proceeding?  

5.3 Please comment on whether the experience with the Waneta 2010 
Transaction supports approval of the Waneta 2017 Transaction. 
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6.0 Topic: Termination of Fortis Transaction 
Reference: Exhibit B-3, p.2; Exhibit C1-3   

BC Hydro states that “BC Hydro is mindful of the fact that Fortis Inc. could still 
become the purchaser of Teck's interest in Waneta if for any reason the Waneta 
2017 Transaction does not close.” 

This statement is acknowledged by FBC, which then states: 

However, by virtue of BC Hydro’s exercise of its right of first refusal, the 
agreement between Teck and Fortis Inc. was terminated. As stated in 
Fortis Inc.’s publicly issued release of August 1, 2017:  
 

Fortis Inc. (“Fortis”), (TSX/NYSE:FTS) has been given notice from 
Teck Resources Limited (“Teck”) that BC Hydro has exercised its 
right of first offer to acquire Teck’s two-thirds interest in the 
Waneta Dam. As a result, the purchase agreement between Fortis 
and Teck has been terminated and Teck is obligated to pay Fortis 
a break fee of approximately $28,000,000.” [Exhibit C1-3, pp.3-4, 
underline added] 

For clarity, it is noted that the Fortis Transaction is not yet on the public record in 
this proceeding.  

6.1 Did BC Hydro’s statement that “Fortis Inc. could still become the 
purchaser of Teck's interest in Waneta if for any reason the Waneta 2017 
Transaction does not close” contemplate that (if the Waneta 2017 
Transaction does not complete) (a) the Fortis Transaction would 
complete, or (b) that a new transaction between Fortis and Teck would 
occur? 

6.2 Does BC Hydro agree with FBC that the Fortis Transaction (i.e., between 
Teck and Fortis Inc.) has been terminated? 

6.3 Does BC Hydro agree with FBC’s assertion that the Fortis Transaction 
was terminated as a result of BC Hydro’s exercise of the ROFO? If not, 
why not? If so: 

6.3.1 By what mechanism did the termination occur?  

6.3.2 Was the termination the automatic consequence of a provision in 
the Fortis Transaction? 

6.3.3 Was the inclusion of such a provision in the Fortis Transaction 
(that the transaction would terminate if and when BC Hydro issued 
a Reply Notice to exercise its ROFO) a requirement of the COA?  

6.3.4 Did Teck, or Fortis Inc., exercise a contractual entitlement to 
terminate the Fortis Transaction upon BC Hydro’s issuance of the 
Reply Notice?  

6.4 In the quotations above, both FBC and Fortis Inc. characterize BC 
Hydro’s issuance of the Reply Notice to Teck as being one and the same 
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as BC Hydro’s “exercise of its right of first refusal,” causing the 
termination of the Fortis Transaction. In BC Hydro’s view, does the Fortis 
Transaction (which is not available to BCSEA-SCBC) equate BC Hydro’s 
issuance of a Reply Notice with the exercise of the right of first refusal, 
such that the mere issuance of the Reply Notice terminates the Fortis 
Transaction regardless of whether the Reply Notice is actually followed by 
a completed transaction in which BC Hydro acquires the 2/3 Interest?  

6.5 Is the Fortis Transaction silent regarding the effect on termination of the 
Fortis Transaction of a scenario in which a Reply Notice is issued but is 
not followed by a completed transaction for the sale of the 2/3 Interest? 
Or does the Fortis Transaction contain express provisions to that effect? 

6.6 Is BC Hydro aware of any rationale, commercial, contractual or otherwise, 
for the $1.2-billion Fortis Transaction to contain a termination provision 
triggered by the mere issuance of a Reply Notice without completion of a 
sale of the 2/3 Interest under the ROFO? 

6.7 In BC Hydro’s view, does the COA prevent Teck from structuring a 
transaction involving the 2/3 Interest such that it does not terminate 
unless a transaction actually completes under BC Hydro’s right of first 
offer? 

6.8 When it considered issuing the Reply Notice, what was BC Hydro’s 
understanding as to whether doing so would result in termination of the 
Fortis Transaction?  

6.9 In BC Hydro’s view, if the Waneta 2017 Transaction is not completed, 
would either or both of Teck and Fortis Inc. have a right, or an obligation, 
to revive and complete the Fortis Transaction without Teck providing a 
second Sale Notice to BC Hydro under the COA? 

6.10 In BC Hydro’s view, does the effect, if any, of hypothetical non-completion 
of the Waneta 2017 Transaction on the status of the Fortis Transaction 
depend in any way on the reason(s) why the Waneta 2017 Transaction 
did not complete?  

6.10.1 In particular, if the Waneta 2017 Transaction does not complete 
because the Commission declines to approve BC Hydro’s 
participation in it does this, to BC Hydro’s knowledge, affect the 
possibility of a revival of the Fortis Transaction? 

6.11 In BC Hydro’s view, is the question of whether the Fortis Transaction 
would be completed if the Waneta 2017 Transaction is not completed 
material to the Commission’s determination regarding the orders 
requested in this proceeding? If so, why? If not, why not? 
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7.0 Topic: Potential Teck Sale of 2/3 Interest Following Non-Completion of 
Waneta 2017 Transaction 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix G, p.15, pdf p. 319, COA s.25.3, ROFO; 
Exhibit C1-3, p.4   

FBC states that “If the transactions to which the Application relates did not 
proceed, Teck could do any number of things, including not sell the assets.” 

Section 25.3 of the existing Co-Owners and Operating Agreement is described 
by BC Hydro as follows: 

“Each party is also granted a right of first offer (ROFO) in the event that a 
party wishes to sell its interest in Waneta. The ROFO provides that a 
party wishing to sell its interest must first offer to sell its participating 
interest to the non-selling party on the same terms and conditions as 
contained in the selling party’s offer to sell to a third- party. In certain 
circumstances, where the selling co-owner is the Operator and has 
majority voting rights on the Operating Committee, the non-seller co-
owner can become the Operator with majority voting rights on the 
Operating Committee. (Section 25.3)” 

7.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that if for any reason the Waneta 
2017 Transaction does not complete then the existing Co-Owners and 
Operating Agreement remains in place. 

7.1.1 In particular, please confirm, or otherwise explain, that if for any 
reason the Waneta 2017 Transaction does not complete then the 
Right of First Offer in section 25.3 of the existing Co-Owners and 
Operation Agreement remains in place. 

7.2 Assuming for this question that the Fortis Transaction is terminated and 
incapable of being revived, and that the 2017 Waneta Transaction does 
not complete, in BC Hydro’s view does Teck remain bound by the ROFO 
in section 25.3 of the COA such that any new transaction by Teck to 
divest itself of its 2/3 Interest would have to be subject to a ROFO in 
favour of BC Hydro? 

7.3 Assuming for this question that the Fortis Transaction is terminated and 
incapable of being revived, and that the 2017 Waneta Transaction does 
not complete, and setting aside the COA, is there anything in the 2017 
Waneta Transaction or related agreements between BC Hydro and Teck, 
or in BC Hydro’s view in the Fortis Transaction or related agreements 
between Teck and Fortis Inc., that limits Teck’s, BC Hydro’s or Fortis 
Inc.’s ability to negotiate and to complete a transaction involving sale of 
the 2/3 Interest?     

7.4 Assuming for this question that the Fortis Transaction is terminated and 
incapable of being revived, and that the 2017 Waneta Transaction does 
not complete, would it be open to Teck and BC Hydro to negotiate and 
complete a (new) transaction concerning Teck’s 2/3 Interest, subject 
among other things to Commission approval?  
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7.5 Assuming for this question that the Fortis Transaction is terminated and 
incapable of being revived, and that the 2017 Waneta Transaction does 
not complete, would it be open to Teck and Fortis Inc. to negotiate and 
complete a (new) transaction concerning Teck’s 2/3 Interest subject to BC 
Hydro’s ROFO under the COA? 

7.6 In BC Hydro’s view, in making its determinations regarding the Waneta 
2017 Transaction can, and should, the Commission take into account 
what the Commission might perceive to be the advantages of a new 
transaction between BC Hydro and Teck regarding divestment of the 2/3 
Interest?  

7.6.1 In BC Hydro’s view, can, and should, the Commission indicate in 
its reasons for decision in the current proceeding that it would 
favourably consider an application by BC Hydro for approval of a 
new transaction between BC Hydro and Teck regarding the 2/3 
Interest if the new transaction differed from the Waneta 2017 
Transaction in specified ways? 

7.7 In BC Hydro’s view, is Teck entitled under the COA to structure a 
transaction for the sale of its 2/3 Interest in Waneta such that if BC Hydro 
exercised its ROFO but the Commission declined to approve BC Hydro’s 
participation in a transaction based on the ROFO then (a) the Teck 
transaction would automatically survive, i.e., continue to bind Teck and 
the counterparty, or (b) the transaction would entitle either Teck or the 
counterparty to require the other to complete the transaction?  

7.8 If not, in BC Hydro’s view does the combination of BC Hydro’s right of first 
offer in the COA, BC Hydro’s requirement for Commission approval of BC 
Hydro’s purchase of Teck’s interest in Waneta, and the Commission’s 
authority to refuse such approval, mean that there are only two scenarios 
by which Teck could sell its interest in Waneta: either  
(a) Teck enters a transaction with a third party subject to a ROFO to BC 
Hydro and BC Hydro declines to exercise the ROFO, or  
(b) the Commission approves BC Hydro’s participation in a transaction to 
purchase Teck’s interest in Waneta under an ROFO or under a direct 
agreement with Teck?  

7.9 In BC Hydro’s view, would a decision by the Commission not to approve 
BC Hydro’s participation in the Waneta 2017 Transaction diminish the 
sale value to Teck of its interest in Waneta? 

7.9.1 If so, is this a factor the Commission (a) must or (b) should or (c) 
could take into account in determining whether to approve BC 
Hydro’s participation in the Waneta 2017 Transaction?  



BCSEA-SCBC IR1 to BC Hydro January 5, 2018 
Waneta 2017 Transaction Page 8 of 44 

 

 

8.0 Topic: Potential for BC Hydro Service of Teck Smelter 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case; Exhibit B-1, section 
1.4.2 Events Leading to Waneta 2017 Transaction  

BC Hydro’s Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case examines contingencies in which 
post-Lease the Teck smelter load is, and is not, served by BC Hydro.  

8.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that BC Hydro does not serve the 
Teck smelter load at the present time.  

8.1.1 Does BC Hydro supply backup power, standby service or other 
service to Teck regarding the smelter? 

8.2 Is Teck currently an electricity customer of BC Hydro? If so, please 
explain the nature of the service BC Hydro provides and indicate the rate 
schedule.  

8.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the Teck smelter is located 
within BC Hydro’s service territory. 

8.4 From a regulatory perspective, is it possible that Teck would be able to 
obtain service for the smelter from FortisBC Inc.?  

8.5 Please describe BC Hydro’s obligation to serve Teck smelter load and 
any limitations on the obligation.  

8.6 Please describe how BC Hydro’s Electric Tariff Supplement #6 would 
affect a contribution by the smelter owner towards the cost of new 
transmission (if any) and generation required for BC Hydro to serve the 
smelter load. 

8.6.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the smelter load 
exceeds the 150 MVA threshold under RS 6, above which more-
stringent customer contribution provisions may apply. 

8.7 Setting aside the Waneta 2017 Transaction, if Teck took service from BC 
Hydro for the smelter would Teck be prevented from simultaneously 
selling on the market the power associated with Teck’s 2/3 Interest in 
Waneta? If not, why not? 

8.8 If BC Hydro began serving the smelter load then would BC Hydro be 
required continue to do so indefinitely?  

8.9 If Teck took service from BC Hydro for the smelter load, what factors 
would affect how long would Teck be required to continue to take such 
service? 

9.0 Topic: BC Hydro Service of Smelter Load 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.16, pdf p.531  

BC Hydro states: “BC Hydro has not included the 2/3 Interest in its resource 

planning stack. During the 20‐30 year Lease Term, the full entitlement associated 
with the 2/3 Interest will flow to Teck and there will be no change in the LRB gap 
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(except in cases of Teck default). Following the Lease Term, if the smelter no 
longer takes service from BC Hydro the Transaction will result in increased 
resources in the planning stack.” [underline added] 
 
BC Hydro also states: “Note that the Teck smelter load is not included in BC 
Hydro’s current load forecast.” [underline added] 
 
9.1 Please explain the phrase “if the smelter no longer takes service from BC 

Hydro.” Is this simply a wording slip? 

9.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that following the Lease Term, the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction will result in increased resources in BC Hydro’s 
planning stack. And, if the smelter takes service from BC Hydro then BC 
Hydro’s load forecast would increase by an amount that corresponds 
roughly to the entitlement associated with the Waneta 2/3 Interest.  

10.0 Topic: Service of Smelter Load During Lease Period 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.17, pdf p.532; Exhibit B-1, Appendix 
H, Co-Possessors and Operating Agreement, section 25 Transfer of 
Interest, pdf p.429 et seq.  

BC Hydro states: 
 

“Trail smelter load: Under the Transaction the smelter load is served by 
the 2/3 Interest for the initial 20 to 30 years following the transaction. The 
smelter load is not tied to any supplier for the period following the initial 
20‐year Lease Term and Teck has expressed a willingness to serve the 
smelter from market purchases.” [underline added] 
 

10.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that “the initial 20 to 30 years” 
means the Lease Period.  

10.1.1 The second sentence above refers specifically to the initial 20-
year Lease Period. Is this an intentional exclusion of the optional 
10-year Lease Renewal? If so, please explain. [The rest of these 
IRs are worded on the assumption that the same provisions apply 
in both the 20-year Initial Lease Period and the optional 10-year 
Lease Renewal Period.] 

10.2 Please identify the agreement and section number of the provision(s) in 
the Waneta 2017 Transaction that provides that the smelter load is served 
by the 2/3 Interest for the Lease Period following the transaction. Please 
include relevant terms and conditions. 

10.2.1 Please discuss whether and how this provision is enforceable.  

10.3 Does the requirement in the Waneta 2017 Transaction that the smelter 
load must be served by the 2/3 Interest during the Lease Period run with 
the Lease such that if Teck transfers its interest in the Lease to a third 
party then third party is bound by a requirement that the smelter load 
must be served by the 2/3 Interest during the Lease Period?  
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10.3.1 Is a similar effect achieved by virtue of BC Hydro’s conditional 
rights under the Waneta Lease Agreement to prevent Teck from 
assigning the Lease? 

10.4 More broadly, please explain how the various provisions of the Waneta 
2017 Transaction protect BC Hydro’s interests in the event that Teck sells 
the smelter to a third party during the Lease Period. Please include an 
explanation of section 25.2(b)(ii) and section 25.2(e) of the COPOA.  

10.5 Does the requirement in the Waneta 2017 Transaction that the smelter 
load is served by the 2/3 Interest for the Lease Period contain an 
exemption in the event that the smelter is shut down? 

10.6 More broadly, please explain how the various provisions of the Waneta 
2017 Transaction protect BC Hydro’s interests in the event that the 
smelter is shut down during the Lease Period. 

10.6.1 For certainty, please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction does not prohibit Teck from shutting 
down the smelter during the Lease Period.  

10.7 Does the Waneta 2017 Transaction change the status quo in terms of 
Teck’s ability to obtain BC Hydro service for the smelter load?  

10.7.1 If so, should the Commission take this factor into account in 
determining whether to approved the Waneta 2017 Transaction? 
How? 

10.7.2 If not, why not? 

11.0 Topic: Service of Teck Smelter Post-Lease 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.17, pdf p.532   

BC Hydro states: 
 

“Trail smelter load: Under the Transaction the smelter load is served by 
the 2/3 Interest for the initial 20 to 30 years following the transaction. The 
smelter load is not tied to any supplier for the period following the initial 

20‐year Lease Term and Teck has expressed a willingness to serve the 
smelter from market purchases.” [underline added] 
 

11.1 Please explain what is meant by “Teck has expressed a willingness to 
serve the smelter from market purchases [following the initial 20-year 
Lease Term].” [underline added]  

11.1.1 Does this imply that BC Hydro would prefer that after the Lease 
Period Teck would supply the smelter from market purchases? Is 
Teck’s “willingness” is a willingness to oblige BC Hydro in that 
regard? 

11.1.2 Was Teck’s expression of willingness to serve the smelter from 
market purchases after the Lease Period a factor that BC Hydro 
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took into account in making the decision to exercise the right of 
first offer? 

11.1.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that Teck’s expression of 
willingness to serve the smelter from market purchases after the 
Lease Period is not to be taken as a commitment to that effect. 

11.2 Is it assumed that if following the Lease Period Teck did not serve the 
smelter from market purchases then Teck would necessarily obtain BC 
Hydro service for the smelter load? Would Teck have any other option, 
assuming the smelter is in operation? 

12.0 Topic: Service of Teck Smelter Post-Lease 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.17, pdf p.532   

“BC Hydro believes there is a material probability of Teck seeking service 

from BC Hydro for the smelter following 20‐30 years if economic 
conditions make it favorable to Teck (e.g. BC Hydro’s industrial tariff is 
less than market prices and/or new‐build economics). BC Hydro believes 
the smelter is more likely to keep operating than shut down due to the 
potential that it remains an economically healthy asset (Teck is projected 
to have internal zinc concentrate for many decades, and the smelter 
handles a number of other particular concentrates very well), as well as 

clean‐up of environmental liabilities that would be associated with a 
closure of the smelter, and the resulting high cost of decommissioning. 
Further, [redacted]” 

12.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the reference to “following 
20‐30 years” means ‘following the Lease Period.’ 

12.2 In BC Hydro’s current opinion, what is the likelihood that economic 
conditions will make it favorable for Teck to receive smelter service from 
BC Hydro after the Lease Period? 

12.3 When BC Hydro was determining whether or not to exercise the right of 
first offer in 2017, did BC Hydro consider that exercising the ROFO would 
make it more likely, or less likely, that Teck would seek service from BC 
Hydro for the smelter load after the Lease Period?  

12.4 BC Hydro provides informative reasons for its belief that the smelter is 
more likely to keep operating than shut down. However, please explain 
whether, and if so how, the likelihood of the smelter continuing to operate 
affects consideration of the Waneta 2017 Transaction.  

12.4.1 Is the point that so long as the Teck smelter continues to operate 
there is a risk that BC Hydro will be called upon to serve the 
smelter load, which is a contingency that boosts the value of the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction to BC Hydro and its ratepayers? 

12.4.2 Is there a suggestion that if the Waneta 2017 Transaction is 
completed then decommissioning of the smelter is less likely? 
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12.5 What is BC Hydro’s understanding of Teck’s intentions regarding the 
future operation of the Teck smelter in the context of the Waneta 2017 
Transaction?   

12.5.1 Is it BC Hydro’s understanding that Teck anticipates that it will no 
longer have smelter load after the expiry or termination of the 
lease? 

12.6 In BC Hydro’s view, would completion of the Waneta 2017 Transaction 
make it more, or less, likely that the Teck smelter would continue in 
operation? If the answer differs for the Lease Period and the Post-Lease 
Period, please explain.  

12.6.1 Can it be said that completion of the Waneta 2017 Transaction 
would have no effect one way or the other on whether the Teck 
smelter continues in operation or is shut down? If that statement is 
too strong, please discuss the factors. 

13.0 Topic: Entitlement under the Canal Plant Agreement 
Reference: Waneta 2010 Transaction proceeding, Exhibit B-1, pdf p.136; 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case, p.2, pdf p.517; 
Exhibit B-1, p.1-2, pdf p.17  

Section 14(a) of the Indicative Terms of the Co-Owners and Operating 
Agreement, being Appendix 2 of the Master Term Sheet for the Waneta 2010 
Transaction, Appendix A of Exhibit B-1 in the Commission’s proceeding 
regarding the Waneta 2010 Transaction states: 
 

“On closing, the CPA would be amended so that BC Hydro's 1/3rd 
interest in the Waneta Dam is withdrawn from the CPA. The CPA would 
continue to apply to Teck's 2/3rd interest. As a result, BC Hydro would be 
entitled to receive 1/3rd of Waneta's capacity and energy output directly 
as a 1/3rd owner. Teck's 2/3rd interest would be subject to the CPA...” 
[pdf p.136, underline added] 
  

On page 2, pdf p.517, of the Business Case in the present proceeding, BC Hydro 
states: 
 

“The terms of the ROFO Sale Notice were as follows: ... 

 Leaseback of the 2/3 Interest to Teck for 20 years at a price of 

$40/MWh, escalating at 2% per year (the “Lease”). 
 
During the term of this lease: 
  Teck will receive the full entitlement energy and capacity from the 
facility...” 

 
On page 1-2, pdf p.17, of the Application, BC Hydro states: 
 

“Generating units at the dam have a capacity of approximately 490 MW 
and they  currently produce approximately 2,670 Gigawatt hours (GWh) 
per year.1 
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Footnote 1: Based on modeling, 2,670 GWh represents the expected 
average annual physical generation of Waneta, where Waneta’s 
entitlement volume under the Canal Plant Agreement is 2,745 GWh per 
year.” [Exhibit B-1, p. 1-2, pdf p.17] 
 
“BC Hydro receives approximately one-third of the Waneta generation, 
which it uses to serve its customers.” 

 
13.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that following completion of the 

Waneta 2010 Transaction the Canal Plant Agreement was amended in 
the manner set out in the Indicative Terms of the Co-Owners and 
Operating Agreement quoted above, such that the Waneta entitlement 
under the CPA now refers to Teck’s 2/3 Interest, and the generation 
associated with BC Hydro’s 1/3 Interest is simply owned by BC Hydro and 
is not expressed as an entitlement under the CPA.  

13.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the full entitlement energy and 
capacity from Waneta under the Canal Plant Agreement refers to the 
entitlement associated with the 2/3 Interest. And, confirm that this is so 
because BC Hydro’s 1/3 Interest in Waneta is owned by BC Hydro and is 
not the subject of an entitlement under the Canal Plant Agreement.  

13.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the lease price of “$40/MWh” 
(plus escalation) refers to MWh of entitlement energy under the CPA, not 
to MWh of actual generation.  

14.0 Topic: Waneta 2010 Transaction 
Reference: 2009 Waneta Transaction proceeding, Exhibit B-1, pp.1-2 

When BC Hydro filed the 2009 Waneta Transaction application the Term Sheet 
was not binding and BC Hydro had told Teck that “it [BC Hydro] is not prepared 
to undertake such a significant investment without the BCUC having determined 
it to be in the public interest.” [2009 Waneta Transaction proceeding, Exhibit B-1, 
pp.1-2]  
 
Also, BC Hydro stated that “BC Hydro has filed it [the Application] at this time 
because Teck's commercial objective in connection with this sale is to monetize 
the value of certain of its assets in the short term.” [Ibid.] 
 
14.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the Waneta 2017 Transaction is 

binding on both BC Hydro and Teck in the event that the Commission 
makes the requisite orders requested in the Application, subject only to 
the various preconditions within the Waneta 2017 Transaction itself.  

14.1.1 That is, please confirm that BC Hydro fully expects that if the 
Commission makes the requisite orders then the Waneta 2017 
Transaction will be completed, subject only to the various 
preconditions within the Waneta 2017 Transaction itself. 

14.1.2 For greater certainty, please confirm, or otherwise explain, that if 
the Commission declines to approve the Waneta 2017 
Transaction then BC Hydro would not complete the Waneta 2017 
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Transaction. [The Business Case states “...should the BCUC 
reject the Transaction then the Transaction will not occur.” 
Appendix N, p.35, pdf p.550. However, it is not clear that this is a 
current and official position.] 

14.2 In BC Hydro’s view, what is Teck’s commercial objective in connection 
with the Waneta 2017 Transaction? 

14.3 Is BC Hydro required by the terms of the 2017 Waneta Transaction, or 
otherwise, to support Commission approval of some or all of the orders 
requested in this proceeding?  

14.3.1 If BC Hydro’s obligation to support Commission approval of the 
Transaction does not apply to all of the orders sought, please 
indicate which orders BC Hydro is bound to support. 

15.0 Topic: Alternative Transaction Structures 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.9, pdf p.524  

“As part of the analysis process BC Hydro also considered the potential for 
alternative transaction structures including direct discussions with two 
counterparties. As these structures have not been practically available options for 
BC Hydro during the consideration timeframe of the ROFO they have not been 
included as part of the base analysis in this business case. The analysis of these 
alternative structures is included in Appendix E.” 
 
Appendix E of Appendix N, pdf p.594 et seq., is heavily redacted.  

 
15.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that Appendix E (Review of 

Alternative Transaction Structures) of Appendix N is contemporaneous 
with the July 2017 Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case, in particular that it 
predates BC Hydro’s August 2017 ROFO Reply Notice. 

15.2 Who are the “two counterparties”? Is this Teck Resources Inc. and TCAI 
INCORPORATED? Is this Teck Resources Inc. and Fortis Inc.? Is this 
Teck Resources Inc. and the unnamed Third Party with which BC Hydro 
had discussions about the possibility of a joint bid for the Waneta 2/3 
Interest (which is understood to have occurred prior to the June 1, 2017 
Sale Notice from Teck to BC Hydro)? 

15.3 What does “alternative transaction structures” mean in this context? Does 
this mean alternative transaction structures limited to ones that are 
compliant with BC Hydro’s Right of First Offer? Or does it mean 
transaction structures that are alternative to an ROFO structure? 

15.4 Does “these structures have not been practically available options” refer 
to the statement in Appendix E of Appendix N that “due to the limited time 
period (60 days) that BC Hydro has to consider the ROFO Sale Notice, as 
well as the relative complexity of the various agreements underlying the 
2/3 Interest, it is not feasible to reach commercial terms with a third party 
for participation in the purchase of the 2/3 Interest within the ROFO notice 
period” [pdf p. 595, underline added]? 
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15.4.1 Assuming that Appendix E predates the Reply Notice, please 
explain what is meant by ‘reaching commercial terms with a third 
party for participation in the purchase of the 2/3 interest.’ Does this 
contemplate BC Hydro and a third party making a proposal to 
Teck for a transaction of some form regarding Teck’s Waneta 
interest in which the transaction is outside of the ROFO Sale 
Notice after the Fortis Transaction has been terminated by 
issuance of the Reply Notice?   Please explain. 

“Throughout the sales process undertaken by Teck, BC Hydro has been 
approached by numerous parties with a goal of potentially enhancing a bid or 
transaction involving BC Hydro and the 2/3 Interest.” [pdf p.595] 
 
15.5 Is Fortis Inc., or FortisBC Inc., among the parties that approached BC 

Hydro with a goal of potentially enhancing a bid or transaction involving 
BC Hydro and the 2/3 Interest? 

15.6 Do the potential enhanced bids or transactions that other parties have 
approached BC Hydro with include transactions involving the Teck 
smelter itself? 

15.7 Do the potential enhanced bids or transactions that other parties have 
brought to BC Hydro include transactions involving a large new load(s) on 
BC Hydro’s system? 

15.8 Do the potential enhanced bids or transactions that other parties have 
approached BC Hydro with include transactions involving long-term firm 
export contracts? 

“In order to preserve this potential enhanced value, BC Hydro is negotiating a 
right to assign the Transaction contracts to another party following the ROFO 
response.” [Exhibit B-1, Appendix E of Appendix N, pdf p.595] 
 
15.9 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that this statement was made prior 

to the August 1, 2017 Reply Notice.  

15.9.1 What is the current status of these negotiations?  

15.10 Please confirm that Teck is the counterparty with which BC Hydro was 
negotiating a right to assign the Transaction contracts to another party 
following the ROFO response? If not, with whom was BC Hydro 
negotiating? 

15.11 Under what agreement, e.g., the Co-Owners and Operating Agreement, 
or the Co-Possessors and Operating Agreement, does BC Hydro Teck’s 
approval for BC Hydro to have a right to assign the Transaction contracts 
to another party. Please provide the section number. 

15.12 The section subtitled “2. Potential for Value Enhancement” on pdf p.595 
of the Application is completely redacted. Please provide a description of 
the nature of the potential for value enhancement at a sufficiently high 
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level of generality that BC Hydro’s asserted entitlement to confidentiality 
is not engaged. 

15.13 Noting that the Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case analyzes the 
Transaction from a commercial perspective but not from a planning 
perspective, please list any areas of BC Hydro’s long-term resource 
planning that would be affected by the value enhancement opportunities. 
Consider long-term planning areas such as energy load forecast, peak 
load forecast, energy supply, capacity supply, transmission, and trade 
revenue/market opportunities. 

15.14 The section subtitled “3. Alternate Transaction Structures” on pdf pp.596-
600 is completely redacted. Please provide a description of the nature of 
the alternative transaction structures at a sufficiently high level of 
generality that BC Hydro’s asserted entitlement to confidentiality is not 
engaged.  

16.0 Topic: Canal Plant Agreement and Co-Owners and Operating Agreement 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.10, pdf p.525  

“Under the Canal Plant Agreement, BC Hydro coordinates the operation of all the 
generation on the Kootenay and Pend d’Oreille River systems in B.C. (except for 
the City of Nelson hydroelectric plant) and the owners of the non‐BC Hydro 
projects receive specific monthly entitlements to energy and capacity that are 
derived from the estimated average annual generation capability of their projects. 
The difference between actual generation and contractual entitlements is 
received by or delivered by BC Hydro. 

The monthly firm capacity and energy entitlement volumes for Waneta are 
prescribed by the COA. These volumes change in 2036 when the 
energy‐capacity swap included in the COA ends and the entitlements return to 
the proportionate two‐thirds share of the generation from the 2/3 Interest with all 
risks and benefits of actual performance from the 2/3 Interest being shared pro 
rata unless agreed otherwise by the parties. The specific Teck entitlement 
volumes before and after 2036 are as set out in the Table 1 below:...” 

16.1 Please provide the background and context for the statement that the 
volumes of monthly firm capacity and energy entitlement “change in 2036 
when the energy‐capacity swap included in the COA ends and the 
entitlements return to the proportionate two‐thirds share of the generation 
from the 2/3 Interest with all risks and benefits of actual performance from 
the 2/3 Interest being shared pro rata unless agreed otherwise by the 
parties.” 

16.1.1 For greater certainty, confirm that what ends in 2036 is the 
energy-capacity swap within the COA; i.e., that the COA does not 
end in 2036. 

16.1.2 What is the “the energy‐capacity swap included in the COA”?  
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16.1.3 Does the energy‐capacity swap in the COA end in 2036 as a 
result of the terms of the COA or as a result of the Waneta 2017 
Transaction? 

16.2 For greater certainty, confirm that the specific Teck entitlement volumes 
before and after 2036 set out in Table 1 are associated with Teck’s two-
thirds share of the generation of the Waneta Facility, as modified or 
defined by the Canal Plant Agreement and further defined or modified by 
the COA, and that these entitlement volumes, subject to changes from 
time to time as described in the last paragraph of pdf p.525, are what 
(among other things) BC Hydro would acquire under the Waneta 2017 
Transaction.  

“Outside of the current sales process, as a result of updates required due to the 
Waneta Expansion Project, BC Hydro has been in discussion with Teck to update 
the current Waneta entitlement volumes. If more recent information is used as 
desired by BC Hydro the entitlement volumes will be reduced. These discussions 
were halted with the potential sale of Waneta and no formal agreement on 
updated entitlement amounts have been reached by the parties.” [Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix N, p.10, pdf p.525] 

16.3 Please explain the statement quoted above. Do the discussions between 
BC Hydro and Teck concern updating the current Waneta entitlement 
volumes under Co-Ownership Operating Agreement, or under the Canal 
Plant Agreement? 

16.4 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that BC Hydro wants to use more 
recent information that would reduce the Waneta entitlement volumes 
because doing so would benefit BC Hydro in its capacity as the CPA party 
responsible for the difference between actual generation and contractual 
entitlements. 

16.5 For greater certainty, please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the benefit 
to BC Hydro of a reduction in the Waneta entitlement is offset by a factor 
of one-third due to BC Hydro’s ownership of an undivided one-third 
interest in the Waneta Assets, and would be offset entirely if and when 
BC Hydro obtains unencumbered ownership of the Waneta 2/3 Interest 
upon the termination or expiry of the Lease under the Waneta 2017 
Transaction. 

16.6 What is the materiality of the reduction in Waneta entitlement that would 
occur with the use of recent information? Does it affect value of the 
Waneta 2/3 Interest? Does it affect the value of the Waneta 2017 
Transaction? 

16.7 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that deferral of a potential reduction 
of the Waneta entitlement under the CPA pending Teck’s attempt to sell 
its interest in Waneta has the effect of enhancing or appearing to enhance 
the value of Teck’s interest in Waneta.  

16.7.1 To BC Hydro’s knowledge, did the entities that were invited to 
consider bids for Teck’s interest in Waneta have notice that BC 
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Hydro wishes to revise downward the Waneta entitlement under 
the CPA? 

16.8 Does BC Hydro expect to resume the discussions with Teck about 
updating the Waneta entitlement based on recent information after the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction is completed (if it is completed)? After a 
decision has been made not to complete the Transaction (if it is not 
approved)? 

17.0 Topic: Line 71 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, 2.5.5 Line 71 Agreement; Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, 
p.11, pdf p.526; Exhibit C1-2, p.2; Exhibit A-4, BCUC IR 36  

BC Hydro states: 

“As part of the rights included in the 1/3 Transaction and the COA, if BC 
Hydro chooses to exercise the ROFO with respect to the 2/3 Interest, BC 
Hydro will also have the right to purchase Line 71 for “fair market value”1. 
Based on the announced transaction between Teck and Fortis, a value of 
$20 million has been allocated to the transmission assets, which includes 
Line 71. This transmission sale is also encumbered with a 20‐year lease 
agreement and ongoing rights/wheeling arrangements for Teck to 
continue to be able to import power to serve the smelter load post the 
lease period.” 

BC Hydro also states: 

“BC Hydro is aware of the following parties owning rights to Line 71 
capacity: ... 

– Under the Co‐Ownership Agreement with Teck, BC Hydro 
currently has guaranteed scheduling rights to move BC Hydro’s 
one‐third share of Waneta output (up to 250 MW through 2035) 
over a portion of Line 71 capacity (370 MW) to the BC Hydro 
system and to the BC‐US border. 
 
– Under the 1987 letter agreement with Teck, FortisBC also has 
import and export scheduling rights to and from the BC‐US border 
using the residual Line 71 rights not used by Teck.” [Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix B of Appendix N, pdf p.582, underline added] 
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FortisBC Inc. states in its December 7, 2017 comment letter: 

“In addition, the Application deals specifically with assets and 
arrangements of direct importance to FBC and its ratepayers. For 
example, as set out in the draft order at Appendix A to BC Hydro’s 
Application, BC Hydro requests the Commission to find to be in the public 
interest, and accept, an expenditure schedule which includes payment for 
BC Hydro’s acquisition of a transmission asset (Line 71) on which FBC 
relies.” [Exhibit C1-2, p.2, underline added] 

BC Hydro states in Appendix C of Appendix N, the July 26, 2017 Waneta 2/3 
Interest Business Case: 

“The following assumptions are made for the purposes of developing a 
recommendation on Line 71: ... 

3. The 1987 letter agreement for FortisBC rights to Line 71 use remains in 
place despite BC Hydro purchase of the transmission assets, [redaction].” 
[Exhibit B-1, Appendix C of Appendix N, pp.68-69, pdf pp.583-584, 
underline added] 
 

BCUC IR 36.1 asks BC Hydro to file copies of the 1987 letter agreement and the 
1994 Power Asset Sale and Development Agreement (PASDA). 

17.1 If BC Hydro files the 1987 letter agreement with a request for 
confidentiality, please describe the 1987 letter agreement with Teck under 
which FortisBC has import and export scheduling rights to and from the 

BC‐US border using the residual Line 71 rights not used by Teck.  

17.1.1 Is the 1987 letter agreement solely between Teck and FortisBC?  

17.1.2 Is BC Hydro a party to the 1987 letter agreement?  

17.1.3 Does the 1987 letter agreement last indefinitely or does it have a 
termination date? 

17.1.4 In BC Hydro’s view, is the 1987 letter agreement legally binding, 
so as to give contractual rights to FBC for service on Line 71 as 
against Teck?  

17.2 In BC Hydro’s view, does the 1987 letter agreement ‘run with’ Line 71 so 
that FBC’s entitlements under the letter agreement would be binding on 
BC Hydro in its capacity as a purchaser of Line 71 under the Waneta 
2017 Transaction? 

17.3 If not, is it a provision of, or an effect of, the Waneta 2017 Transaction 
that the 1987 letter agreement, or in particular FBC’s import and export 
scheduling rights to and from the BC‐US border using the residual Line 71 
rights not used by Teck, remains in place despite BC Hydro’s purchase of 
Line 71 and related transmission assets? 
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17.3.1 If so, in BC Hydro’s view is this sufficient to fully protect FBC’s 
reliance on Line 71? 

17.3.2 If not, in BC Hydro’s view what if any assurance would FBC have 
that its reliance on Line 71 would be protected in the event that BC 
Hydro purchases Line 71 under the Waneta 2017 Transaction? 

17.4 In BC Hydro’s view, does the Waneta 2017 Transaction jeopardize FBC’s 
reliance on Line 71? If so, how?  

17.4.1 In BC Hydro’s view, if the Waneta 2017 Transaction would 
negatively affect FBC’s reliance on Line 71 is such impact 
justified? Why? 

17.5 For greater certainty, if BC Hydro purchases Line 71 under the Waneta 
2017 Transaction, will FBC continue to have import and export scheduling 

rights to and from the BC‐US border using the residual Line 71 rights not 
used by Teck, or any other rights regarding the use of Line 71? If so, 
under what legal basis? 

17.6 In BC Hydro’s view, is FBC’s stated reliance on Line 71 limited to FBC’s 
scheduling rights under the 1987 letter agreement? If not, please explain.  

17.7 More broadly, to BC Hydro’s knowledge, what are the “assets and 
arrangements of direct importance to FBC and its ratepayers” that FBC 
says are dealt with specifically by the Application?  

17.7.1 For each such asset and arrangement that BC Hydro is aware of, 
please indicate BC Hydro’s position.  

18.0 Topic: Fortis Transaction 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, s.1.4.3 Fortis Transaction and Exercise of ROFO; 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix E, Waneta Purchase Agreement  

“In May 2017, Teck informed BC Hydro that it had reached an agreement to sell 
its two-thirds interest in Waneta and related transmission assets to Fortis Inc. for 
$1.2 billion (the Fortis Transaction).  
 
... On June 1, 2017, Teck delivered the notice contemplated by the ROFO to BC 
Hydro (the Sale Notice).” [Exhibit B-1, p.1-14, 29] 
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Teck’s Sale Notice, Exhibit B-1, Appendix B, refers to a “Waneta Purchase 
Agreement” which is understood to be between Teck Metals Limited (or Teck 
Resources Limited). However, a copy of the Waneta Purchase Agreement is not 
provided in Appendix B.  

BC Hydro’s August 1, 2017 Reply Notice, Exhibit B-1, Appendix C, recites that a 
“Teck/Fortis Purchase Agreement” was attached to the Sale Notice received by 
BC Hydro.   

The preamble to BCUC IR 60.4 implies that the Commission has a copy of the 
Waneta Purchase Agreement when it states: 

“On page 6 of the Waneta Purchase Agreement it refers to: “‘Exemption 
Order’ means the exemption order dated March 29, 1996 and made 
pursuant to then section 27 (now section 22) of the Utilities Commission 
Act, which exempts TML from most of the provisions of Part 3 of the 
Utilities Commission Act;”” 

18.1 Please file a copy of the “Teck/Fortis Purchase Agreement” that was 
attached to the Sale Notice received by BC Hydro. 

18.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that BC Hydro is confident that the 
Sale Notice accurately reflects the terms of the Teck/Fortis Purchase 
Agreement. 

18.3 Is BC Hydro confident that the Teck/Fortis Purchase Agreement contains 
any and all agreements between Teck and Fortis Inc. or FortisBC Inc., 
i.e., that there are no ‘side agreements,’ regarding the sale and lease 
back of the Waneta 2/3 Interest and Line 71? Why? 

19.0 Topic: Teck’s Opportunity Cost 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, s. 4.10.1, pdf p.119, Teck’s Opportunity Cost; 
“Counterparty Opportunity Cost,” Appendix F of Appendix N 

“As discussed above, the ROFO is based on substantially matching an otherwise 
binding offer made by an arms-length third-party. BC Hydro's Reply Notice has 
substantially matched the offer submitted by Fortis Inc. in May, 2017. That offer 
was made pursuant to the competitive bid process described above in section 
1.4.2. In these circumstances, the Commission and stakeholders can be satisfied 
that BC Hydro has not "left any money on the table", thereby making Teck's 
opportunity cost moot. Nevertheless, BC Hydro had previously conducted an 
analysis of Teck's opportunity costs, and updated it for the purpose of the 
Waneta 2017 Business Case. That analysis confirms the rationale for Teck to 
conclude the proposed transaction [footnote to Appendix F of Appendix N].” 
[underline added] 
 
BC Hydro’s report “Counterparty Opportunity Cost,” Appendix F of Appendix N, is 
entirely redacted. 
 
19.1 Does BC Hydro have confidence that the relationship between Teck and 

Fortis Inc. concerning the Waneta 2/3 Interest is truly and strictly “arms 
length,” including that there are no agreements between Teck and Fortis 
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Inc. concerning the Waneta 2/3 Interest that are not disclosed in the 
Application?   

19.2 By “making Teck’s opportunity cost moot,” does BC Hydro mean that 
Teck’s opportunity cost of the Waneta 2017 Transaction is defined by the 
Fortis Transaction, the business terms of which are the same as those of 
the Waneta 2017 Transaction, and therefore Teck’s opportunity cost of 
the Waneta 2017 Transaction is the same as the cost (value) of the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction? 

19.3 Assuming that the Fortis Transaction is terminated due to BC Hydro’s 
exercise of the ROFO, does this affect the use of the Fortis Transaction to 
determine Teck’s opportunity cost of the Waneta 2017 Transaction?  

19.4 What is Teck’s current opportunity cost of the Waneta 2017 Transaction, 
assuming the termination of the Fortis Transaction?  

19.5 Would BC Hydro agree that a third party considering an offer to purchase 
Teck’s Waneta interest through a transaction that includes a right of first 
offer in favour of BC Hydro would take into account its (the third party’s) 
estimate of BC Hydro’s estimate of the value of Teck’s Waneta interest to 
BC Hydro?  

19.5.1 Specifically, in BC Hydro’s view is it likely that Fortis Inc. took into 
account its perception of BC Hydro’s estimate of the value of the 
2/3 Interest to BC Hydro when Fortis Inc. agreed to the terms of 
the Fortis Transaction?  

19.5.2 If so, does that diminish the value of the Fortis Transaction as an 
indication of Teck’s opportunity cost of the Waneta 2017 
Transaction? 

19.6 Please comment on the proposition that Teck’s opportunity cost for the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction depends directly on Fortis Inc.’s opportunity 
cost for the Fortis Transaction.  

19.7 In assessing whether to issue the ROFO Reply Notice did BC Hydro 
consider the potential effect on BC Hydro of how Fortis Inc. might use the 
2/3 Interest under the Fortis Transaction in the Post-Lease Period or upon 
termination of the Lease in the event of a default by Teck? If so, please 
summarize the evaluation. If not, why not? 

19.7.1 Did BC Hydro consider the impact of completion of the Fortis 
Transaction on the volume and price of future sales from BC 
Hydro to FBC under the Power Purchase Agreement or a renewal 
of the PPA? 

19.7.2 Did BC Hydro consider the impact of completion of the Fortis 
Transaction on the likelihood of BC Hydro being called upon to 
serve the smelter load? 
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19.7.3 Did BC Hydro consider the impact of completion of the Fortis 
Transaction on the possibility of a future power purchase 
transaction between Fortis Inc. and BC Hydro? 

20.0 Topic: June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case, 
p.8, pdf p.523; Exhibit B-1, Appendix G, Comparison of COA and COPOA, 
p.15, pdf p.319; Exhibit A-4, BCUC IR 27.1  

BC Hydro says it had discussions with Teck in early 2016 and that Teck provided 
a Sale Notice under the COA in June 2016: 

“Teck approached BC Hydro in January 2016 stating that it was interested 
in divesting of its remaining 2/3 interest in Waneta (referred to here as the 
“2/3 Interest”). Following this approach, BC Hydro entered into 
discussions with Teck on this potential transaction. Teck provided BC 
Hydro with a ROFO Sale Notice (a submission under the ROFO 
provisions in the Co‐ Ownership Agreement or “COA”) in June 2016. BC 
Hydro did not elect to enter into a transaction based on this ROFO.” 
[Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, pdf p.523, underline added] 

BC Hydro describes section 25.3 of the Co-Ownership Agreement as follows: 

“Each party is also granted a right of first offer (ROFO) in the event that a 
party wishes to sell its interest in Waneta. The ROFO provides that a 
party wishing to sell its interest must first offer to sell its participating 
interest to the non-selling party on the same terms and conditions as 
contained in the selling party’s offer to sell to a third- party. In certain 
circumstances, where the selling co-owner is the Operator and has 
majority voting rights on the Operating Committee, the non-seller co-
owner can become the Operator with majority voting rights on the 
Operating Committee. (Section 25.3)” [Exhibit B-1, Appendix G, p.15, pdf 
p.319] 

20.1 With reference to BC Hydro’s discussions with Teck following Teck’s 
approach to BC Hydro in January 2016: 

20.1.1 Was any other party involved in these discussions? If so, whom?  

20.1.2 What was the basic structure of the transaction Teck was 
proposing at the time? Please describe the similarities and 
differences between what Teck was proposing and the structure of 
the June 2016 Sale Notice.  

20.1.3 To BC Hydro’s knowledge, was Teck having discussions with third 
parties? If so, whom? 

20.1.4 Did BC Hydro have discussions with Fortis Inc. and/or FortisBC 
Inc. concerning Teck’s interest selling its 2/3 interest in Waneta at 
this time? If so, please describe the nature of the discussion. If 
not, why not? 
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20.2 BC Hydro says that in June 2016 Teck provided a ROFO Sale Notice 
under the COA to BC Hydro. Further to your response to BCUC IR 27.1, 
please file a copy of the June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice that BC Hydro 
received from Teck. 

20.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the June 2016 ROFO Sale 
Notice in the context of s.25.3 of the COA means that as of June 2016 
Teck had an outstanding offer to sell to a third-party.  

20.3.1 If confirmed: 

20.3.1.1 Please describe fully Teck’s offer to sell to a third-party, 
including the name of the offeree. 

20.3.1.2 Was the offeree Fortis Inc., or FortisBC Inc.?  

20.3.1.3 Given BC Hydro’s election not to enter a transaction 
based on the June 2016 Sale Notice, what is BC Hydro’s 
understanding of why Teck’s offer to sell to a third party 
did not result in a completed transaction with the third 
party? 

20.3.2 If not confirmed, please explain. Was the June 2016 ROFO Sale 
Notice an ROFO Sale Notice under section 25.3 of the COA? Is 
there such a thing as a ROFO Sale Notice under some other 
section of the COA?  

20.4 Why did BC Hydro not elect to enter a transaction based on the June 
2016 ROFO Sale Notice? 

20.5 At the time that BC Hydro elected not to enter a transaction based on the 
June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice did BC Hydro expect that Teck would then 
complete the transaction with the third party in question?  

20.6 What is BC Hydro understanding of why the transaction between Teck 
and a third party that led to the June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice was not 
completed? 

20.7 Does BC Hydro consider that the non-completion of the transaction 
between Teck and a third party that led to the June 2016 ROFO Sale 
Notice that BC Hydro did not exercise diminishes the value of the June 
2017 ROFO Sale Notice as an indicator of Teck’s opportunity cost? 

21.0 Topic: June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case, 
p.8, pdf p.523  

BC Hydro states: “Following these initial discussions with BC Hydro Teck 
engaged a broader set of potential buyers, and has also modified the original 
offer structure provided under the ROFO.” [Appendix N, p.8, pdf p.523] 

21.1 Please clarify. Does “the original offer structure provided under the 
ROFO” refer to the June 2016 ROFO? Does the quoted sentence mean 
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that after BC Hydro elected not to enter a transaction based on the June 
2016 ROFO, and Teck and the third party did not close the underlying 
transaction, Teck modified the transaction structure and then discussed a 
modified transaction structure with other potential buyers?  

21.2 Is the transaction structure that Teck discussed with other potential 
buyers the same as the transaction structure reflected in the 2017 ROFO 
Sale Notice?  

21.3 In what ways is the June 2017 ROFO transaction structure different than 
the June 2016 ROFO transaction structure? 

22.0 Topic: June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case, 
p.8, pdf p.523  

BC Hydro states: “BC Hydro did not directly participate in this sales process, but 
Teck requested that BC Hydro enter discussions with a third party regarding 
participation in an alternative transaction structure. Teck enabled the discussions 
between BC Hydro and this third party, which is Teck’s right pursuant to legal 
agreements.” 

22.1 Why did BC Hydro not directly participate in the sales process when Teck 
engaged a broader set of potential buyers? 

22.2 What is the alternative transaction structure that Teck requested that BC 
Hydro discuss with a third party?  

22.2.1 What was the third party?  

22.2.2 Was the third party Fortis Inc., or FortisBC Inc.? 

22.3 Please explain more fully what is meant by “Teck enabled the discussions 
between BC Hydro and this third party, which is Teck’s right pursuant to 
legal agreements.” What legal agreement(s)? The COA? 

22.4 In BC Hydro’s view, why did Teck enable the discussions between BC 
Hydro and the third party? 

23.0 Topic: June 2016 ROFO Sale Notice 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Waneta 2/3 Interest Business Case, 
p.8, pdf p.523  

BC Hydro states: “Other potential buyers were interested in discussing a possible 
transaction with BC Hydro, but Teck did not enable discussions with these 
parties. BC Hydro worked with the third party on a transaction, but elected not to 
participate in a bid.”  

BC Hydro goes on to state: “Both the initial discussions with Teck and 
discussions with the third party were covered by a non‐disclosure agreement 
(“NDA”) between Teck and BC Hydro. Under this NDA BC Hydro was prevented 
from discussing the transaction with any entities other than those approved by 
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Teck, and from publicly disclosing the existence of the discussions regarding the 
Waneta 2/3 Interest.”  

23.1 To BC Hydro’s knowledge, did Teck have a Non-Disclosure Agreement 
with each of the parties with which Teck discussed the possible sale of 
Teck’s 2/3 Interest in Waneta? 

23.2 Does this mean that Teck has a contractual right to prevent BC Hydro 
from discussing with a third party the possibility of a transaction to 
purchase Teck’s interest in Waneta? If so, what contract is this? Is BC 
Hydro a party to this contract?  

23.3 Please explain the rationale for BC Hydro being party to a contract in 
which Teck has the right to prevent BC Hydro from choosing a third party 
with which to discuss the possibility of a transaction involving the 
purchase of Teck’s interest in Waneta. 

23.4 Was BC Hydro required by contract to participate in discussions with the 
third party chosen by Teck?  

23.5 Did the third party with which BC Hydro had discussions at the request of 
Teck go on to make a proposal to Teck after BC Hydro elected not to 
participate in a bid with the third party?  

23.6 If the Waneta 2017 Transaction does not complete, for example due to 
the Commission’s decision in this proceeding, will BC Hydro, on a going 
forward basis, be barred from discussing with a third party the possibility 
of a transaction involving the purchase of Teck’s 2/3 Interest in Waneta? 
If so, by what provision of what agreement? 

23.7 Is this NDA between Teck and BC Hydro the source of Teck’s right to limit 
BC Hydro’s discussions with third parties about transactions involving the 
purchase of Teck’s 2/3 Interest in Waneta? 

23.8 Please describe more fully the non-disclosure agreement between Teck 
and BC Hydro. Was this NDA included in an existing agreement between 
Teck and BC Hydro, such as the Canal Plant Agreement or the Co-
owners and Operating Agreement?  

23.8.1 Is this NDA still in effect? When and why did it, or will it, end? 

23.9 Regarding the initial discussions between BC Hydro and Teck, confirm, or 
otherwise explain, that the effect of the NDA was that neither BC Hydro 
nor Teck was allowed to disclose the existence or content of the 
discussions to third parties.  

23.10 Regarding the discussions between BC Hydro and the third party 
approved by Teck, was the effect of the NDA that neither BC Hydro nor 
Teck was allowed to disclose the existence or content of the discussions 
between BC Hydro and the third party?  

23.10.1 Was the third party also bound by this or a similar NDA?  
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23.10.2 Was Teck privy to the content of the discussions between 
BC Hydro and the third party?  

23.11 Did the NDA provisions that Teck invoked prevent BC Hydro from 
discussing with its shareholder (the B.C. government) the existence or 
content of BC Hydro’s discussions with Teck and with the third party 
approved by Teck?  

23.11.1 Did BC Hydro discuss with the B.C. government the 
existence and content of BC Hydro’s discussions with Teck, and 
with the third party, about the possible purchase of Teck’s interest 
in Waneta? 

23.12 To BC Hydro’s knowledge, was the Columbia Basin Trust one of the 
entities that Teck invited to make a bid for purchase of Teck’s interest in 
Waneta?  

23.13 What is the relationship between BC Hydro and the Columbia Basin Trust 
as it affects any potential transaction involving the purchase of Teck’s 
interest in Waneta? Are BC Hydro and Columbia Basin Trust at arm’s 
length?  

23.14 With what other entities, if any, did Teck allow BC Hydro to discuss the 
transaction? 

23.15 To BC Hydro’s knowledge, what non-disclosure terms were applicable to 
the other entities that Teck invited to make bids or proposals for purchase 
of Teck’s Waneta interest?  

23.15.1 Without limitation, did Teck allow the other entities to 
discuss among themselves the possibility of joint bids?  

23.16 Is BC Hydro confident that Teck’s exercise of contractual rights to limit the 
entities with which BC Hydro was entitled to discuss the possible 
purchase of Teck’s Waneta interest has not prejudiced BC Hydro’s ability 
to obtain terms at fair market value? 

24.0 Topic: No-Go Scenario 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, pdf p.515  

BC Hydro states: “This business case compares the costs and benefits of BC 
Hydro completing the Transaction to the costs and benefits of declining 

participation in the Transaction (the “No‐Go Scenario”). [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.524] 
 
24.1 Please describe in more detail the “No-Go Scenario” analyzed in the 

Business Case.  

24.1.1 Is the No-Go Scenario analyzed in the Business Case a scenario 
in which (a) BC Hydro does not issue the Reply Notice, (b) a 
scenario in which BC Hydro does not issue the Reply Notice and 
the Fortis Transaction does complete, or (c) a scenario in which 
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BC Hydro does not issue the Reply Notice and the Fortis 
Transaction does not complete? 

24.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the Business Case did not 
evaluate a scenario in which BC Hydro issues the Reply Notice, the Fortis 
Transaction is terminated, and the Waneta 2017 Transaction is not 
completed.  

24.3 Are the results of the Business Case affected by the assumption that the 
No-Go Scenario involves completion of the Fortis Transaction (if there 
was such an assumption)? Would the results of the Business Case be 
any different if the counterfactual scenario was that there is no sale of the 
2/3 Interest at the present time?  

25.0 Topic: Alternative Transaction Structures 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.9, pdf p.524  

BC Hydro states: “As part of the analysis process BC Hydro also considered the 
potential for alternative transaction structures including direct discussions with 
two counterparties. As these structures have not been practically available 
options for BC Hydro during the consideration timeframe of the ROFO they have 
not been included as part of the base analysis in this business case. The analysis 
of these alternative structures is included in Appendix E.” 
 
25.1 For greater certainty, confirm that BC Hydro did not have discussions, 

with two counterparties or otherwise, regarding alternative transaction 
structures as part of or in parallel with the analysis process that BC Hydro 
engaged upon after receiving the June 2017 Sale Notice. 

25.2 What are the names of the two counterparties that BC Hydro would have 
direct discussion with in the event BC Hydro had carried out such 
discussions? 

25.2.1 Are the two counterparties that BC Hydro would have direct 
discussion with in the event BC Hydro had carried out such 
discussions Fortis Inc. or FortisBC Inc.? 

25.3 Did BC Hydro conduct a business case analysis of the June 2016 Sale 
Notice similar to the business case analysis that resulted in the report 
filed as Appendix N? If so, please file it. If not, why not? 
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26.0 Topic: Break Fees 
Reference: Exhibit C1-3, p.2; Exhibit B-1, Appendix Q, pdf p.627   

As noted above, FBC says that as the result of the termination of the Fortis 
Agreement due to BC Hydro’s exercise of the ROFO Teck is obligated to pay 
Fortis a break fee of approximately $28,000,000. 

Similarly, Teck states in its August 1, 2017 media release that ““Under the 
Waneta purchase agreement with Fortis, Teck expects to pay Fortis a break fee 
of approximately $28 million.” 

26.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the $28-million break fee from 
Teck to Fortis Inc. under the Fortis Transaction is not reimbursed in any 
way by BC Hydro under the Waneta 2017 Transaction. 

26.2 Is there a break fee in the Waneta 2017 Transaction? If so, of what size? 
Would it be triggered by Commission rejection of approval of BC Hydro’s 
participation in the Transaction? Would such a break fee be to the 
account of BC Hydro and its ratepayers, or would that remain to be 
determined? 

27.0 Topic: Consequences of Denial of Approval 
Reference: General; Exhibit B-1, Appendix E, Waneta Purchase Agreement, 
section 6.3(a) and 6.2(c), pages 37 and 35, pdf pages 194 and 192 

The Waneta Purchase Agreement states in section 6.3(a): 
 

6.3 Actions to Satisfy Closing Condition 
(a) Each of the Vendor and Covenantor shall take all such actions, steps 
and proceedings as are reasonably within its control as may be necessary 
to ensure that all of the conditions set forth in Section 6.2 are fulfilled at or 
before the time specified in such Section. 
 

The Waneta Purchase Agreement states in section 6.2(c): 

6.2 Conditions for the Benefit of the Vendor and Covenantor. The 
obligation of the Vendor and Covenantor to complete the purchase and 
sale of the Purchased Interest as described herein is subject to the 
following conditions to be fulfilled or performed, to the reasonable 
satisfaction of the Vendor, on or before the date specified, or if no date is 
specified prior to or contemporaneous with the Closing, which conditions 
are for the exclusive benefit of the Vendor and Covenantor and may be 
waived, in whole or in part, by the Vendor in its sole discretion: ... 
 
(c) Regulatory Approvals. The Regulatory Approvals shall have been 
obtained and remain in effect (whether or not any directives, orders, 
judgments or decrees have been granted in connection with any appeal 
or review of the Regulatory Approvals). 
 

27.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that BC Hydro is required by the 
terms of the Waneta Purchase Agreement to “take all such actions, steps 
and proceedings as are reasonably within its control as may be 
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necessary” to obtain Commission approval of the Waneta 2017 
Transaction. 

27.2 If, through no fault of BC Hydro, the Commission declines to approve BC 
Hydro’s participation in the Waneta 2017 Transaction is BC Hydro 
exposed to a claim from Teck? Or from Fortis Inc.? If so: 

27.2.1 Please explain the nature of the exposure and comment in general 
terms on its materiality. 

27.2.2 In BC Hydro’s view, is this a factor the Commission should take 
into account in determining whether to approved BC Hydro’s 
participation in the Waneta 2017 Transaction? If so, explain how 
the Commission should do so. If not, why not? 

28.0 Topic: Portfolio Analysis 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, section 4 Assessment of Transaction 
Option Cost-Effectiveness, p.22, pdf p.537 

The Business Case uses an adjusted unit energy cost methodology, an NPV 
methodology, and a ratepayer impact analysis. 

28.1 Did BC Hydro conduct a portfolio analysis of the Waneta 2017 
Transaction and the No-Go option?  

28.1.1 If so, please provide the results.  

28.1.2 If not, why not? [[ 

28.1.2.1 Would a portfolio analysis be an effective way to 
compare scenarios in which the 2/3 Interest is, or is not, 
owned by BC Hydro, the smelter continues in operation, 
or is shut down,   

29.0 Topic: Unit Energy Costs 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, section 4.2.1 Unit Energy Cost 
Assessment, p.22, pdf p.537  

29.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that what is referred to as “Unit 
Energy Cost” or “effective Unit Energy Cost” in this section could also be 
understood as a capacity-adjusted unit energy cost or a blended capacity 
and energy unit cost. 

29.2 Please explain the rationale for creating an adjusted UEC on a $/MWh 
basis for the Lease Period during which BC Hydro receives no entitlement 
energy or capacity.  

29.3 Please explain the rationale for determining a cost of service figure in 
$/MWh for the post-Lease period in which the figure excludes financing 
and amortization costs.  

29.4 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the statement “the output of the 
2/3 Interest is effectively pledged to serve the smelter load under the 
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Lease Agreement for the initial 20‐30 years” is not intended to be an 
literal representation of the structure of the Transaction. That is, under the 
Waneta 2017 Transaction, the output of the 2/3 Interest is leased by Teck 
during the Lease Period; and from BC Hydro’s perspective there is no 
generation output of the 2/3 Interest during the Lease Period.  

30.0 Topic: Unit Energy Costs 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, section 4.2.1 Unit Energy Cost 
Assessment, p.23, pdf p.538, Table 4, Unit Energy Costs for Transaction  

BC Hydro states on p.23 (pdf p.538): 
 “The value of this initial Lease Term is substantial, as can be seen by 
calculating the net present value of the lease revenues less the 
administration costs of the Lease Term:  

‐ The net present value of a 20‐year lease is $792 million 
‐ The net present value of a 20‐year lease with a 10‐year 
extension is $1,118 million” [Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, p.23, pdf 
p.538] 

30.1 Please explain the rationale for discussing “the net present value of the 
lease revenues less the administration costs of the Lease Term” in the 
context of explaining the determination of an adjusted UEC for the energy 
provided by the 2/3 Interest.  

30.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that “the net present value of the 
lease revenues less the administration costs of the Lease Term” does not 
take into account either the $1.2 billion purchase price or the cost of 
financing the purchase price.  

30.2.1 Please explain how it can be seen that “the value of this initial 
Lease Term is substantial” by looking at a figure (“the net present 
value of the lease revenues less the administration costs of the 
Lease Term”) that does not take into account the purchase price 
or the cost of financing the purchase price. 

30.2.2 Both the NPV of 20-year lease revenue less administrative costs 
($792 million) and the NVP of 30-year lease revenue less 
administrative costs ($1,118 million) is less than the cash 
purchase price ($1,203 million) not taking into account the cost of 
financing the purchase price. How does this show that the Lease 
has substantial value?  

30.3 Please explain Table 4, “Unit Energy Costs for Transaction,” showing 
“Full term (years 1-40)” and “Post-Lease Term (years 22-40)” for a 20-
year Lease in $2018.  

30.3.1 Given that there is no energy or capacity in years 1-20 and no 
Lease revenue in years 21-40, what is the meaning of a capacity-
adjusted unit energy price in $/MWh limited to the Post-Lease 
Term (years 21-40), when the generation in the post-Lease period 
cannot be acquired without the purchase and lease-back portion 
of the transaction?  
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30.3.2 How can the capacity-adjusted unit price be different in different 
years of the deemed 40-year Transaction term – doesn’t that 
contradict the concept of a unit price? There is only one 
Transaction; how can there be more than one adjusted unit energy 
cost? 

30.3.3 Does that fact that the results show a higher capacity-adjusted 
UEC for the Post-Lease Term ($48.25/MWh) than for the Full 
Term ($41.25/MWh) imply that the capacity-adjusted UEC for the 
Lease Term would be a positive number that is less than the UEC 
of the Full Term? If so, how can there be an adjusted unit energy 
cost for the Lease Period when there is no capacity or energy 
during the Lease Period? 

30.4 Why did BC Hydro choose not to include all its costs and revenues, 
including the cost of financing the purchase price, and the lease 
revenues, in determining a capacity-adjusted unit energy cost for the full 
deemed 40-year Transaction analysis period?  

30.5 Why did BC Hydro choose to use a capacity adjusted unit energy cost as 
a measure of the cost-effectiveness of the Transaction when both the 
lease revenue and the generation are starkly discontinuous over the 
period of analysis? Is this what is addressed by Section 4.2.2 Core NPV 
Analysis? 

31.0 Topic: Unit Energy Costs 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N-1, Figure 4 from Waneta 2017 Business 
Case: Post-Lease UEC Comparison to Valuation Indices Without 
"Extrapolated" Market Price Curve 

BC Hydro states: 
 

“Figure 4 shows a comparison of the post‐lease UEC to the 
capacity‐adjusted valuation indices discussed in Section 3.2.” Figure 4 is 
entirely redacted, however a less-redacted version of Figure 4 is provided 
in Appendix N-1, pdf p.608. BC Hydro states that “As shown [in Figure 4], 
the post‐Lease Term UEC is below all capacity‐adjusted valuation 
indices.” [Appendix N, p.24, pdf p.538] 

 
31.1 Please provide a graph showing the Full Term (Years 1-40) “capacity-

adjusted valuation indices” and Transaction adjusted UEC that includes 
financing charges, amortization costs and lease revenue. 

32.0 Topic: Core NPV Analysis 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, pp.24-25, pdf pp.539-540  

BC Hydro describes one of the scenarios it used for the Core NPV Analysis as 
follows: 
 

“BCH Industrial Tariff where the 2/3 Interest generation continues to 
serve the smelter load at industrial tariff rates following the end of the 

lease. In this case there is minimal net effect on the long‐term LRB as BC 
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Hydro is both purchasing a generation asset and gaining new load 
roughly equivalent to the output of the purchased generation asset.” 
[underline added] 
 

32.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the underlined phrase refers to 
a scenario in which during the Lease Period Teck serves the smelter load 
with power from Waneta under the Lease, and at end of the Lease Period 
Teck, for the first time, takes electricity service from BC Hydro to power 
Teck’s smelter.  

32.2 How does BC Hydro’s NPV model for the Transaction evaluate the NPV 
of the No-Go option?  

32.2.1 More specifically, how does BC Hydro’s use of the Transmission 
Service Rate for post-Lease Period 2/3 Interest generation as a 
proxy for Teck taking BC Hydro service for the smelter at the end 
of the Lease Period in the NPV model for the Transaction take into 
account the possibility that in the No-Go scenario Teck takes BC 
Hydro service for the smelter in year 21, or earlier? 

33.0 Topic: Counterparty Default Risk 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.26, pdf p.541 

BC Hydro uses an assessment from Moody’s of the yearly probability of Teck 
Resources Limited defaulting on the lease payments over the next 10 years and 
extrapolated the default probabilities for the following period.  

33.1 What is the definition of the event for which Moody’s provided a yearly 
probability? Is it the probability that the subject company will become 
insolvent? Seek protection from creditors? Declare bankruptcy?  

33.2 In BC Hydro’s assessment of counterparty risk is a Lease default by Teck 
essentially one and the same thing as a shut-down of the smelter? 

33.2.1 If so, does that mean that a Lease default not only terminates the 
Lease revenue and lands BC Hydro with the 2/3 Interest 
generation resources but also eliminates or reduces the likelihood 
of BC Hydro being called upon to serve the smelter load?  

33.3 Please provide a high level analysis of the impact of smelter 
contingencies (e.g., operation or shut-down) at material points in time 
(e.g., during the Initial Lease Period, during Lease Renewal Period, after 
the Lease Period) on the value of the Waneta 2017 Transaction to 
ratepayers. Include the impact of a shut-down of the smelter on the 
possibility and financial consequences of BC Hydro serving the smelter 
load.  
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34.0 Topic: Lease Counterparty Risk 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Table 6 Impact of Counterparty Risk on 
Value of Transaction, 20-year lease (Present value to 2018, $millions), p.27, 
pdf p.542  

 

34.1 Please confirm that the Value of Assets/Lease to BC Hydro is the same 
Un-risked ($792 million) as With Default Risk ($792) when the Basis for 
Post-Lease Value is “Market Prices (ABB).” 

34.2 Does this indicate that when the 2/3 Interest generation entitlement is 
valued at the ABB market price forecast the impact of a hypothetical 
default is to reduce the Lease revenue by the same amount (subject to 
rounding) as the increase in revenue (or value) from the sale (or 
valuation) of the generation entitlement?  

34.3 If so, does this mean that the Lease payments are the same (subject to 
rounding) as the ABB market price forecast? 

34.4 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the size of the Lease payments 
($40/MWh for 20 years escalating at 2% per year – Appendix N, p.2, pdf 
p.517) is the result of the negotiations between Teck and Fortis Inc. that 
resulted in the Fortis Transaction, the key terms of which are included in 
the Sale Notice. 

34.5 What does BC Hydro know about the basis for the size of the Lease 
payment agreed between Teck and Fortis Inc.?  

34.5.1 Does BC Hydro have an explanation of why Teck and Fortis Inc. 
agreed on a Lease price that happens to be equivalent to the ABB 
market price forecast? 

34.5.2 In BC Hydro’s view, does the reliance by Teck and Fortis Inc. on 
the ABB market price forecast to establish the size of the Lease 
payment support the use of the ABB market price forecast as a 
valuation index for assessing counterparty risk?   
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35.0 Topic: Discount Rate 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, section 4.2.3 
Sensitivity Analysis, p.29, pdf p.544   

Table 9 shows the results for “Sensitivity to Discount Rate – LRMC w/ Clean.” BC 
Hydro states: 

“As shown, the valuation of the Transaction is highly sensitive to discount 
rates. This is because the Transaction includes an up‐front payment 
followed by generation benefits over an extended term – a change to how 
BC Hydro values these long‐term benefits (which is the effect of the 
discount rate) will materially affect the overall valuation.” 
 

35.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that in the 2009 Waneta Transaction 
application BC Hydro used a discount rate of 8%.   

35.2 Please explain whether BC Hydro’s use of a 6% discount rate to 
assessment the Waneta 2017 Transaction involves a different 
methodology for determining the appropriate discount rate, or different 
parameter values.  

36.0 Topic: Counterparty Risk 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.34, pdf p.549  

In its qualitative risk assessment BC Hydro lists certain specific risks events 
under the heading “Counterparty Risk.” The first is as follows: 

“There is the risk Teck defaults on the Lease Agreement. This would 
leave BC Hydro with the Waneta generation but no customer for the 
balance of the Lease Agreement term. This period coincides with the 
period that BC Hydro expects to be in surplus, and during this period the 
cost of service of the 2/3 Interest may be higher than market sales prices. 
This means that Teck default could result in additional costs to 
ratepayers.” [underline added] 
 

The second is: “There is a risk Teck [6 lines redacted]” 
 
36.1 Please explain what is meant by a Teck default on the lease payments 

leaving BC Hydro with “no customer for the balance of the Lease 
Agreement term.”  

36.1.1 Is this a reference to a Teck default implying a shut-down of the 
smelter and that implying reduced (eliminated?) risk of BC Hydro 
being required to serve the smelter load? 

36.2 Please state in detail the basis for the assertion of confidentiality for the 
redacted text regarding a specific counterparty risk event.  

36.3 Please provide a provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text 
regarding a specific counterparty risk event. 

36.4 Please respond to the following questions: 
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36.4.1 Is the risk event that Teck shuts down the smelter? 

36.4.2 Is the risk event that Teck sells the smelter to third party who 
requires BC Hydro to serve the smelter load? 

36.4.3 Is the risk event one that does not involve Teck defaulting on the 
Lease? 

36.4.4 Is the risk event that Teck withdraws from the Canal Plant 
Agreement or does something to do with the CPA? 

36.4.5 Is the risk event that Teck is sold to some other party whose 
credit-worthiness and intentions are unknown? 

36.4.6 Is the risk event that Teck asks BC Hydro and the BC government 
for concessions regarding the Lease payments, perhaps as a job 
retention proposal?   

37.0 Topic: Regulatory Risk 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, pp.35-36, pdf pp.550-
551 

In the discussion on regulatory risk, BC Hydro states: 

“Following the Transaction, there is the possibility [14 lines redacted]”. 

37.1 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text. 

37.2 Please respond to the following questions: 

37.2.1 Is the regulatory risk following the Transaction to do with matters 
within the jurisdiction of the BCUC? If not, please specify the 
jurisdiction and the regulatory framework. 

37.2.2 Is the regulatory risk following the Transaction to do with the Canal 
Plant Agreement? 

37.2.3 Is the regulatory risk following the Transaction to do with the 
Power Purchase Agreement between BC Hydro and FBC? 

37.2.4 Is the regulatory risk following the Transaction to do with Line 71? 

37.2.5 Is the regulatory risk following the Transaction to do with a request 
that BC Hydro serve the smelter load? 

37.2.6 Is the regulatory risk following the Transaction to do with the 
Columbia River Treaty? 
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38.0 Topic: Transaction Cost Risk 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.36, pdf p.551 

Regarding transaction cost risk, BC Hydro refers to an estimate prepared by BC 
Hydro Finance of the property transfer tax required for the Transaction. Then five 
lines of text are redacted. 

38.1 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text. 

39.0 Topic: Risk to Existing Agreements 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.37, pdf p.552   

BC Hydro states: 
 

“Risk to Existing Agreements: The change in ownership of the 2/3 Interest 
has the potential to affect a number of agreements that are not solely 
related to the assets themselves. The most critical of these agreements is 
the Canal Plant Agreement (CPA). The CPA is an agreement between 
BC Hydro, Teck, as well as several other parties including Fortis BC (the 
Entitlement Parties). [5 lines redacted] 
 

39.1 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text. 

39.2 Please explain how the change in ownership of the 2/3 Interest could 
potentially affect the Canal Plant Agreement.  

39.2.1 Please discuss how a change in ownership of the 2/3 Interest to 
Fortis Inc. or some other third could potentially affect the Canal 
Plant Agreement. 

40.0 Topic: Government Position 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.37, pdf p.552 

BC Hydro states: 
 
“Financial Risk: The Transaction represents a substantial capital investment 
which will be financed through debt. Such an increase in debt has the potential to 
have an impact on the financial performance and/or credit health of BC Hydro 
and/or the Province. In order to determine the magnitude of this risk, BC Hydro 
and Government consulted with Moody’s regarding the Transaction. As a result 
of this discussion [2 lines redacted].” [underline added] 

 
40.1 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text. 

40.2 Please describe fully the role of the Government, and/or the Minister or 
Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources, in the analysis and 
decision-making regarding BC Hydro’s issuance of the Reply Notice.  

40.3 What is BC Hydro’s understanding of the position of the BC Government, 
regarding the Waneta 2017 Transaction?  
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40.4 To BC Hydro’s knowledge, does the B.C. Government support completion 
of the Waneta 2017 Transaction? 

40.4.1 If so, why has BC Hydro not filed a letter of support from the 
Government? Should an inference be drawn from the absence of 
a support letter from the Minister on the record in this proceeding? 

40.4.2 If not, what is BC Hydro’s understanding of the Government’s 
position? 

40.5 Please comment on whether, and if so how, the August 24, 2017 
Government Mandate Letter, filed by BC Hydro as Attachment 1 to Exhibit 
B-23 in the Commission’s proceeding regarding BC Hydro’s F2017-F2019 
Revenue Requirement Application,1 relates to the Commission’s 
consideration of the Waneta 2017 Transaction. 

41.0 Topic: Valuation Risk – Linked Scenarios 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.37, pdf p.552 

BC Hydro states:  
 

“Valuation Risk: The analysis of the Transaction value provided in Section 
4.2.2 is based on assumptions that have uncertainty associated with 
them. The key assumptions that affect the analysis include: ... 

 

BC Hydro’s long‐term forecast of its industrial tariff. For scenarios where 
the 2/3 Interest generation and the smelter load are linked the generation 
will be valued against the revenue from selling at the industrial tariff. As a 
result, variability in tariff pricing will affect the valuation of the Transaction 
in such linked scenarios...” [underline added] 

 
In Section 4.2.2 Core NPV Analysis, one of the scenarios in the Un-risked 
Assessment is “BCH Industrial Tariff,” which is described as follows: 

“BCH Industrial Tariff where the 2/3 Interest generation continues to 
serve the smelter load at industrial tariff rates following the end of the 
lease. In this case there is minimal net effect on the long‐term LRB as BC 
Hydro is both purchasing a generation asset and gaining new load 
roughly equivalent to the output of the purchased generation asset.” 

 
Under the heading “Consideration of Default Risk,” Table 6, Impact of 
Counterparty Risk on Value of Transaction, 20-year lease, does not present 
results for the “BCH Industrial Tariff” scenario.” 

41.1 Why does Table 6 not present results for the BCH Industrial Tariff 
scenario? Is it because BC Hydro assumes that a lease default coincides 
with a shut-down of the smelter? I.e., in the Industrial Tariff scenario BC 
Hydro serves the smelter load following the end of the lease, and if the 

                                                
1
 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_50292_B-23_BCH-

Requesting-Rate-Freeze.pdf  

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_50292_B-23_BCH-Requesting-Rate-Freeze.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_50292_B-23_BCH-Requesting-Rate-Freeze.pdf
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lease ends because of a default and a default assumes the shut-down of 
the smelter then there is no smelter load to be served following a default. 

42.0 Topic: No-Go Scenario 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, p.39, pdf p.554, et seq. 

Table 14 presents results where the smelter is Served, and Not-Served by BC 
Hydro and where the Power Purchase Agreement between BC Hydro and FBC is 
Renewed and Not Renewed. The results are fully redacted. 

42.1 Please provide a non-redacted description of the implications of redacted 
lines in Table 14. 

BC Hydro states: 

“The role of Fortis Inc. as the purchaser of the 2/3 Interest in the case 
where BC Hydro does not execute its ROFO rights may affect the 

probabilities of the scenarios above. While Fortis Inc. is a non‐regulated 
entity, it is the sole shareholder of FortisBC which is a regulated utility in 
British Columbia. As a result, ownership of the 2/3 Interest may have the 
following effects: [12 lines redacted].” 
 

42.2 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text regarding 
the effects of Fortis Inc. ownership of the 2/3 Interest. 

The results in Table 15, Sensitivity to Discount Rate – No-Go Scenario, are fully 
redacted. 

42.3 Please provide a non-redacted description of the implications of the 
redacted lines in Table 15. 

In Table 16, Sensitivity to LRMC – No-Go Scenario with Smelter Load and 3808 
Renewal, the results for the Cost Impact to BC Hydro are redacted. 

42.4 Please provide a non-redacted description of the implications of the 
redacted lines in Table 16. 

The results in Table 17, Sensitivity to Load Resource Balance – No-Go Scenario, 
are fully redacted. The description states, enigmatically, “As shown, the 

costs/benefits of the No‐Go scenario are substantially reduced when BC Hydro is 
in surplus rather than deficit, and could be reversed under low market price 
scenarios.” [p.41] 
 
42.5 Please provide a non-redacted description of the implications of the 

redacted lines in Table 17. 

In section 4.3.3 regarding Risk Assessment of the No-Go Scenario, BC Hydro 
states: 

“BC Hydro has performed a qualitative risk assessment of the No‐Go 
Scenario. The following provides the key risks associated with the No‐Go 
Scenario: 
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‐ Counterparty Risk: BC Hydro does not have a transactional counterparty 
under the No‐Go scenario. However, the purchaser (Fortis Inc.) would 

become BC Hydro’s counterparty for the Co‐Ownership Agreement 
(COA) and other contracts (for example CPA). As a result, BC Hydro 
would be impacted by the actions of Fortis Inc. Specific risk events that 
could occur are: [one bullet point with three lines redacted, a second 
bullet point with seven lines redacted].” [p.41] 

 
42.6 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the redacted text. 

43.0 Topic: Ratepayer Impact Analysis 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, Figure 7, Cumulative 
Incremental Rate Impact – Additional Scenarios, p.45, pdf p.560 

43.1 Are the labels correct? If not, please provide a corrected version. 

44.0 Topic: Comparative Analysis 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, Table 20, Comparative 
Value of Transaction Options, p.48, pdf p.563 

The results for No-Go, Smelter not served by BCH, and No-Go, Smelter served 
by BC Hydro are redacted. There is note to Table 20 that states: “Note: All 
scenarios assume [five lines redacted]. 

44.1 Please provide a non-redacted description of the implications of the 
redacted lines in Table 20. Please provide the description on a row by row 
basis to allow comparison with Transaction Value @ ROFO Offer Price. 

44.2 Please provide a non-redacted summary of the Note to Table 20. 

45.0 Topic: Comparative Analysis 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix N, Business Case, Comparative Analysis 
p.48, pdf p.563 

BC Hydro states: 

“BC Hydro’s downside scenario is represented by sensitivity scenarios, 
where load does not grow materially over 40 years and where market 
prices remain well below new-build prices.” 
 

45.1 What is the likelihood of the downside scenario occurring, i.e., that load 
does not grow materially over 40 years and where market prices remain 
well below new-build prices?  

BC Hydro states: “This assessment indicates that the Transaction is 
cost‐effective under all but the most risk-averse assumptions.” [underline added] 
 
45.2 Should this read “risk adverse”? 

46.0 Topic: Seismic Risk 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.2 Dam and Water Passages, p.2-6, pdf 
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p.45; 2009 Waneta Transaction Proceeding, Exhibit B-11-4,2 Klohn Krippen 
Berger report; 2009 Waneta Transaction Proceeding, BC Hydro response to 
BCOAPO 1.7.1, pdf p.5523 

BC Hydro says that among the potential issues and/or possible upgrades related 
to dam and water passages identified to date that it has identified is “Seismic and 
reliability upgrades to the spillway gates.” [underline added] 
 
BC Hydro continues: 
 

“BC Hydro and Teck are continuing to assess these potential issues to 
determine an appropriate response, if required. The risk of emergent 
issues affecting the dam or water passages during the Lease Period are 
accounted for in the COPOA and through the negotiation of new terms 
that will allow BC Hydro to direct Teck, in its capacity as Operator,52 to 
undertake any action and/or project with respect to dam safety at BC 
Hydro's cost53  - see section 3.2.5.1 for further information.54” [underline 
added] 

 
Footnote 53: Note that as currently contemplated, it is only if BC Hydro directs 
actions or projects over and above what is required to meet the “Operating 
Standard” outlined in the COPOA (see section 7.1 of the COPOA) that BC Hydro 
will be responsible for all costs.” 
 
In the 2009 Waneta Transaction proceeding BC Hydro filed as Exhibit B-11-4 a 
September 2009 report by Klohn Krippen Berger titled “Due Diligence Regarding 
the Acquisition of the Generating Assets of Waneta Generating Station Technical 
Due Diligence, Condition Assessment and Capital Plan Review.” This report 
addresses seismic risks among other issues. The authors state: 
 

“Waneta Dam is currently rated as a High Consequence dam with respect 
to dam safety, under the 1999 CDA [Canadian Dam Association] dam 
safety guidelines, whereas Seven Mile Dam upstream of Waneta is Very 
High Consequence. Waneta has not undergone a dam safety review 
since the 2007 CDA dam safety guidelines were issued. After a proposed 
seismic upgrade (anchoring the dam) is implemented, Waneta Dam 
would be just stable under IDF [Inflow Design Flood] conditions, implying 
that the dam is not stable under PMF [Probable Maximum Flood] 
conditions. Should Waneta be raised to a Very High (1999 CDA) or 
Extreme (2007 CDA) Consequence category, significant expenditures 
may be required to address issues associated with the PMF (additional 
anchorage of the dam for stability; increased spillway capacity, if 
overtopping the dam is considered unacceptable).” [underline added] 
 

                                                
2
 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2009/DOC_22931_Exhibit%20B_11_4_B
CHydro_KCB-Report.pdf  
3
 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2009/DOC_23286_B-13_Resps-

BCUC_IR-2_Intvr_IR-1.pdf  

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2009/DOC_22931_Exhibit%20B_11_4_BCHydro_KCB-Report.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2009/DOC_22931_Exhibit%20B_11_4_BCHydro_KCB-Report.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2009/DOC_23286_B-13_Resps-BCUC_IR-2_Intvr_IR-1.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2009/DOC_23286_B-13_Resps-BCUC_IR-2_Intvr_IR-1.pdf
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In the 2009 Waneta Transaction proceeding BCOAPO asked “What is the 
likelihood of Waneta being raised to a “Very High Consequence “ dam?” In 
Exhibit B-13, BCOAPO 1.7.1, pdf p.552, BC Hydro responded: 
 

“There is a possibility that in future reviews, the consequence category 
could be raised to Very High. This would be dependent on the results of 
studies on downstream effects of a dam breach. Downstream 
consequences can change with time, dependent on future developments. 
However, were the consequence category revised, it would likely be 
recognized that overtopping of the concrete dam would be acceptable, 
providing additional anchors were installed to ensure its stability. This 
would be much less costly than increasing spillway capacity. There are a 
number of BC Hydro concrete dams which will overtop under Probable 
Maximum Flood (PMF) conditions, and are similarly protected by means 
of foundation anchors.” 
 

46.1 Please discuss the seismic risk associated with the 2/3 Interest, both 
during the Lease Period and the Post-Lease Period.  

46.2 What more-recent dam safety reviews or updates to the 2009 Klohn 
Krippen Berger report has BC Hydro obtained?  

46.3 What is the current rating of the Waneta Dam under the 1999 Canadian 
Dam Association dam safety guidelines? Is the Waneta Dam now a Very 
High Consequence dam? 

46.4 Please provide an update to BC Hydro’s response to BCOAPO IR 1.7.1 in 
the 2009 Waneta Transaction proceeding.  

46.4.1 Does BC Hydro currently consider that overtopping of the concrete 
dam would be acceptable?  

46.4.2 Is increased spillway capacity required? 

46.5 Is BC Hydro confident that there are no seismic risks except those that 
would be addressed by the “Seismic and reliability upgrades to the 
spillway gates”? If so, why? 

46.6 Do Teck and BC Hydro plan upgrades according to the same, or different, 
dam safety standards or guidelines?  

46.7 What is the estimated cost of the worked needed to bring the Waneta 
facility up to BC Hydro’s dam safety standards or guidelines? 
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47.0 Topic: Panel Mid-C Energy Price Forecast 
Reference: Exhibit A-4, BCUC IR 6, 7, 15, 18, 19, 24, 25, 30, 32, 33 

The Commission Information Requests ask BC Hydro to provide the results of 
various analyses using, among other values, “the Panel Mid-C energy price 
forecast” from the Site C Inquiry Final Report. 

47.1 What are BC Hydro’s views regarding “the Panel Mid-C energy price 
forecast”? 

47.2 In BC Hydro’s view, is “the Panel Mid-C energy price forecast” a forecast 
or an assumption for sensitivity analysis purposes? 

47.3 Is the “the Panel Mid-C energy price forecast” higher, or lower, than the 
redacted Extrapolated Market Price curve BC Hydro uses in the 
Application?  

48.0 Topic: Panel Low Load Forecast 
Reference: Exhibit A-4, BCUC IR 25, 30, 32 

In BCUC IRs 25 and 32 the Commission cites the Site C Panel Final Report: 

“BC Hydro’s mid load forecast to be excessively optimistic and considers 
it more appropriate to use the low load forecast in making our applicable 
findings as required by the OIC. In addition, the Panel is of the view that 
there are risks that could result in demand being less than the low case.” 

In BCUC IR 25, the Commission asks BC Hydro to “discuss the implications for 
the valuation of the Waneta 2017 Transaction if this Panel finds similarly as the 
Site C Panel regarding the growth in BC Hydro’s LRBs and the appropriate Mid-C 
forecast energy price to use.” [underline added] 

In BCUC IR 32, the Commission asks: 

“Please discuss the implications for the valuation of the no-go scenario if 
this Panel finds, similarly as the Site C Panel, that it is appropriate to use 
the low load forecast and that the future market price for 2024 and 
beyond should be a point mid-way between the proposed forecast and 
the low end of BC Hydro’s Mid-C market price forecast.” [underline added] 

48.1 What are BC Hydro’s views regarding the Site C Inquiry Panel’s 
statement in the Inquiry Final Report regarding the mid load forecast and 
the low load forecast? 

48.2 Does BC Hydro consider that the record in the current proceeding is 
adequate to support a Commission determination that the low load 
forecast is appropriate for making findings regarding the Waneta 2017 
Transaction? 

48.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that low-carbon electrification in 
B.C. pursuant to the August 2016 Climate Leadership Plan and the March 
2017 OICs 100 and 101 is a factor that will tend to push future load 
toward the high-load forecast. 
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48.4 What is the status of BC Hydro’s development of low-carbon 
electrification measures under OIC 101 and 100? 




