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A. Introduction 

1. The following two interveners participated in the British Columbia Utilities 

Commission (BCUC) proceeding to consider the Tolko Armstrong Extension 

Agreement and the NWE Extension Agreement, referred to collectively as the 

"Extension Agreements": 

• BC Sustainable Energy Association, Sierra Club BC, and Rail Ties Be Wise, 

Patricia Weber, Jennifer Noble, Rodger Hamilton and Frances McCoubrey 

(BCSEA et al.), and 

• Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia (CEC). 

2. Both BCSEA et al. and CEC support the BCUC accepting the Extension 

Agreements pursuant to section 71 of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA) as in the 

public interest: 

• BCSEA et al. submits that "the EPA Extensions are in the public interest and 

should be accepted by the Commission under s. 71 of the Utilities 

Commission Act."1 

• CEC "recommends that the Commission approve the proposed temporary 

extensions as filed by BC Hydro."2  

3. The CEC recommends the BCUC grant the Order requested by BC Hydro; 

however, the CEC Final Argument also includes (i) submissions that propose a 

weighting of the criteria specified in section 71(2.21) of the UCA, though the 

legislation does not specify such weighting, and (ii) recommendations that the 

BCUC request BC Hydro develop and complete various analyses in relation to 

EPA acquisitions and renewals. BC Hydro provides in the next section below 

limited submissions in reply to CEC's additional proposals. 

                                                 
1 BCSEA et al. Final Argument, page 1. 
2 CEC Final Argument, paragraph 63. 
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B. Reply to CEC's Additional Proposals  

The Section 71(2.21) Criteria 

4. At paragraph 20 of the CEC Final Argument, the CEC argues that the “ratepayer 

impacts [of an energy supply contract] are key criteria and should be given 

significant weight by the Commission in any assessment it undertakes”. BC Hydro 

agrees that the interests of current and future BC Hydro customers are key 

considerations when considering whether an energy supply contract filed by 

BC Hydro is in the public interest, but the economic interests of customers are not 

the only criteria to be considered under section 71 of the UCA. 

5. Part C of BC Hydro's Final Argument (paragraphs 18 to 21) addresses the BCUC's 

jurisdiction with respect to energy supply contracts filed under section 71 of the 

UCA. At paragraph 20 of BC Hydro's Final Argument, we point out that 

section 71(2.21) does not specify the weight to be given to each particular 

prescribed factor and criterion. At paragraph 19 of the CEC’s Final Argument, the 

CEC states that it agrees with that assessment. 

6. Under section 71(2.21) of the UCA, the public interest is broader than just the 

economic interests of BC Hydro customers. The BCUC is required to consider all 

of the criteria specified in section 71(2.21), which include the following British 

Columbia energy objectives: 

• to reduce waste by encouraging use of waste biomass (energy objective (j)); 

• to encourage economic development and the creation and retention of jobs 

(energy objective (k)); and 

• to foster the development of first nation and rural communities (energy 

objective (l)).  

7. In assessing public interest, section 71(2.21) requires consideration of benefits the 

contract provides to persons and communities that are not BC Hydro customers, 
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including benefits that are potentially at odds with the direct interests of customers, 

including their economic interests. These other criteria should not be given short 

shrift as the CEC might be recommending; they must be properly considered. 

8. At paragraph 32 of the CEC Final Argument, the CEC submits that it is necessary 

for a full financial, long-term analysis to be undertaken in order to determine the 

long-term impact of the Extension Agreements. BC Hydro has confirmed that the 

information necessary to complete such long-term analysis is not presently 

available. The biomass fibre study and biomass energy strategy currently being 

developed will inform such analysis, and the Extension Agreements act as a 

bridge until that information is available. As referenced in paragraphs 34 and 35 of 

the CEC Final Argument, based on current assumptions and subject to the results 

of the biomass fibre study and biomass energy strategy, BC Hydro expects it is 

possible to negotiate cost effective longer-term agreements with the Armstrong 

Co-Gen Facility and the NWE Williams Lake Facility. 

9. At paragraph 41 of the CEC Final Argument, the CEC argues that the IPP's cost of 

service should not be a relevant consideration for ratepayer impacts, and should 

not be considered as an issue for BC Hydro as an energy purchaser. BC Hydro 

replies that the viability of the IPP as a going concern for the term of a long-term 

EPA will depend on whether the EPA provides the IPP sufficient revenue to 

recover its reasonable cost of service including a reasonable return on investment. 

If the IPP will not recover its cost of service over the term of a long-term EPA, the 

IPP could well fail, and BC Hydro customers could lose this cost-effective 

electricity resource. On the other hand, it generally would not be in the public 

interest for a public utility to pay significantly more than the IPP’s cost of service 

for a long-term EPA. Thus, the IPP's cost of service is a relevant consideration, 

though it is certainly not the only consideration as explained in section 6.1 of the 

Extension Agreements Filing. 
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CEC's Requested Analyses 

10. At paragraphs 50 to 53 and 54 of the CEC Final Argument, the CEC sets out 

several recommendations for BC Hydro to develop and complete various analyses 

in relation to IPP and Standing Offer Program (SOP) EPA acquisitions and 

renewals. BC Hydro replies that the analyses recommended by the CEC are part 

of the existing 2013 integrated resource plan (IRP) and are properly part of 

BC Hydro's next IRP. 

11. Section 3 of the Clean Energy Act specifies the matters BC Hydro is to address in 

its IRP, and that BC Hydro is to submit its IRP to the Minister for approval by the 

Lieutenant Governor in Council. 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED THIS 21 51 DAY OF AUGUST 2018. 

Counsel for British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 

Ian D. Webb 
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