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VIA E-MAIL 
 
 March 14, 2005 
 
 
 
To: Intervenors from BC Hydro 2004/05 – 2005/06 Revenue Requirements 
    and Kemess Mines Ltd. 

 
 

Re:  British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan

 

On March 7, 2005, BC Hydro filed its Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan (“REAP”) pursuant to section 
45(6.1) of the Utilities Commission Act.  The REAP includes a plan of capital expenditures (s. 45(6.1)(a)), a plan 
of how BC Hydro intends to meet the demand for energy by acquiring energy from other persons (s. 45(6.1)(b)), 
and a plan of how BC Hydro intends to reduce the demand of energy purchased from BC Hydro by its customers 
(s. 45(6.1)(c)). 
 
The options available to the Commission for review of BC Hydro’s REAP include a Commission review without 
public input, a public hearing based on written submissions, or an oral public hearing.  In order to assist the 
Commission in determining what form of review the Commission should use, interested parties are requested to 
provide their comments on the type and extent of process the Commission should use for reviewing the REAP by 
Tuesday, March 22, 2005. 
 
 Yours truly, 
 
 Original signed by: 
 
 Robert J. Pellatt 
JWF/yl 
cc: Mr. Richard Stout 

Chief Regulatory Officer 
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
17th Floor, 333 Dunsmuir Street 
Vancouver, B.C.   V6B 5R3 



MacDonald, Cecilia BCUC:EX 

From: Al Wait [alwait@telus.net]

Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2005 2:46 PM

To: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX

Subject: Re: BCH March 2005 Resource Expenditure & Acquisition Plan
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3/24/2005

Mr. Pellatt; 
  
In regards to the 2005 REAP Plan for BC Hydro, I believe that at the very least a written hearing is 
required for the public to have any kind of knowledge or input into the BC Hydro Reap Plan.  
  
Hydro has a tendency to change parts of its plans after Public Hearings and the interested intervenors 
should have a chance to see if anything has been changed since the 2004 Revenue Requirements 
Hearing. I am thinking of Aberfeldie, which now I hear is planned at 25MW when the Hearing was told 
that 17 MW was the expected size. 
  
Alan Wait 

----- Original Message -----  
From: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX  
To: 'Richard Stout' ; 'Walt Halpchuk'  
Cc: 'David Austin' ; 'Gary Bartlett' ; 'Ludo Bertsch' ; 'Keith Boutcher' ; 'Julie Carew' ; 'Sandy Carpenter' ; 'Jeff 
Christian' ; 'Penny Cochrane' ; 'Steve Davis, PEng, MBA' ; 'Bruce Duncan' ; 'Peter Feldberg' ; 'Michael 
Filippelli' ; 'Dennis J Fitzgerald PEng' ; 'Gordon A Fulton' ; 'Richard Gathercole' ; 'Olga Gorstenko' ; 'Lloyd G 
Guenther' ; 'Thomas Hackney' ; XT:Peace River Regional District EAO:IN ; 'P.J. (Paddy) Hatch' ; 'Tanya 
Higgins' ; 'tanya_lamb@transcanada.com' ; 'David Humber' ; 'Christopher Jones' ; 'Sharon Kaiser' ; 'Christian 
Lague, P.Eng.' ; 'Bill LeGrow' ; 'Cameron B Lusztig' ; 'Joyce Martin' ; 'lavern.humphrey@fortisbc.com' ; 'Mary 
McCordic' ; McLaughlin, Roger EM:EX ; 'Jerri New' ; 'dmcpherson@cope378.ca' ; 'sjtoomey@telus.net' ; 'J 
David V Newlands' ; 'David Perttula' ; 'Blair Pettis' ; 'Dan Potts' ; 'Alan Ross' ; 'Dal Scott' ; 'Robin Siddall' ; 'Elroy 
Switlishoff' ; 'Mark Veerkamp' ; 'Alan Wait' ; 'R Brian Wallace' ; 'Chris Weafer' ; 'Ian D. Webb' ; 'Fred J 
Weisberg' ; 'Lorne G. Wells' ; 'Jack Woodward' ; 'John Young'  
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2005 3:08 PM 
Subject: BCH March 2005 Resource Expenditure & Acquisition Plan 
 
<<BCH March 14 Ltr.pdf>>  
Please find attached our letter dated March 14, 2005 regarding the above subject.  

Debra Frank  
for:  
Robert J. Pellatt  
Commission Secretary  





 

 

 Reply Attention of: R. Brian Wallace 
 Direct Phone: 604.641.4852 
 Direct Fax: 604.646.2506 
 E-mail: RBW@bht.com 
 Our File: 03-3700 
 Date: March 21, 2005 

 
 
BC Utilities Commission 
6th Floor – 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2V3    
 
Attention: Robert J. Pellatt  

Commission Secretary 
 
Dear Sirs/Mesdames: 
 
Re: BC Hydro March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan 
 
We are writing on behalf of the Joint Industry Electricity Steering Committee (JIESC) to respond 
to your letter dated March 14, 2005 soliciting input on the type and extent of the process the 
Commission should use in reviewing BC Hydro’s Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan 
(REAP).   
 
The JIESC does not believe that the Commission’s first alternative of deciding now to proceed 
without public input is appropriate, particularly with respect to an application seeking the 
approval billions of dollars in expenditures over a four year period that has been in the hands of 
the public for 2 weeks.   
 
The JIESC believes there is significant confusion or difficulty surrounding the approval process 
for BC Hydro’s capital plans.  If the REAP were filed simply to satisfy the requirements of Sec 
45(6) of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA) that, “a public utility must file with the commission at 
least once each year a statement in a form prescribed by the commission of the extensions to 
its facilities that it plans to construct” then a public minimal process would probably do.  
However, the Application clearly contemplates the approvals are also intended to respond to the 
requirements of  Sec  45(6.1) which states: 
 

(6.1) A public utility must file the following plans with the commission in the form and at 
the times required by the commission: 
(a) a plan of the capital expenditures the public utility anticipates making over the period 
specified by the commission; 
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(b) a plan of how the public utility intends to meet the demand for energy by acquiring 
energy from other persons, and the expenditures required for that purpose; 
(c) a plan of how the public utility intends to reduce the demand for energy, and the 
expenditures required for that purpose. 

 
The JIESC’s view is that the plan described in the UCA is not the REAP, but rather is a longer 
term plan which must have significant public input.  Unfortunately, it is not clear when, how, or 
even if, there will ever be a review by the BCUC of BC Hydro’s long term plan, the Integrated 
Electricity Plan (IEP).   
 
Accordingly, in these circumstances, it is the JIESC’s view that there must be an oral review of 
the REAP and that it should start with a review of the overall planning process now underway by 
BC Hydro.  BC Hydro has filed a REAP.  It will shortly file an Resource Options Report (ROR).  
Later this Fall BC Hydro will file an Integrated Electricity Plan (IEP).  The reviews of these 
capital planning reports need to consolidated and reordered so that prime planning document, 
the IEP, is given priority in the review process and the REAP, the expenditure authorization 
document, is truly secondary.  Unfortunately BC Hydro’s most recent  IEP was more a 
catalogue of options than a long term plan, providing little direction for this REAP.  Reordering 
the capital plan review and putting more emphasis on the IEP would make Intervenor input 
more meaningful and would reduce the  burden on Commission and Intervenor resources to a 
reasonable level. 
 
 A review of the terms of the proposed Province-wide Call for Tender (CFT) should also be 
included in the scope of the proceeding.  While we understand BC Hydro is soliciting 
stakeholder input on the terms of the CFT, the JIESC experience in past CFT’s has been that 
these efforts have been directed to IPPS or potential bidders and BC Hydro has shown little 
concern regarding the customer’s perspective.  A Commission review of the CFT terms in 
advance could eliminate or reduce many of the difficulties experienced in the recent Vancouver 
Island CFT. 
 
To summarize, a major portion of BC Hydro’s costs, and its revenue requirement, relate to its 
financing and capital programs.  These capital programs will determine availability of resources 
and the long term costs borne by customers.  In order to carry out its statutory mandate to 
regulate BC Hydro the Commission must review and approve BC Hydro’s long range plan.  If 
the only way to do that is indirectly through the REAP review the JIESC will most likely  
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participate in that review.  However,  it has a strong preference to find a better and more 
effective way of regulating BC Hydro’s capital planning than that which is currently under way. 
 

Yours truly, 
 
Bull, Housser & Tupper 
 

 
 
R. Brian Wallace 
 
RBW/sg/1286393 
 



MacDonald, Cecilia BCUC:EX 

From: Beverly Tanchak [execdirector@citizensforpublicpower.ca]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2005 11:03 AM

To: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX

Subject: RE: BCH March 2005 Resource Expenditure & Acquisition Plan
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3/24/2005

BC Citizens for Public Power requests that the March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan review be 
an oral public hearing. 
  
Thank you 
  
Beverly Tanchak 
Projects Manager 
Citizens for Public Power 
Tel: 604 681 5939 
Fax: 604 681 2127 
Suite 604 - 207 W.Hastings 
Vancouver, BC V6B 1H7 
email: projectsmanager@citizensforpublicpower.ca 
www.citizensforpublicpower.ca 
  

-----Original Message----- 
From: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX [mailto:Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2005 3:09 PM 
To: 'Richard Stout'; 'Walt Halpchuk' 
Cc: 'David Austin'; 'Gary Bartlett'; 'Ludo Bertsch'; 'Keith Boutcher'; 'Julie Carew'; 'Sandy Carpenter'; 'Jeff 
Christian'; 'Penny Cochrane'; 'Steve Davis, PEng, MBA'; 'Bruce Duncan'; 'Peter Feldberg'; 'Michael 
Filippelli'; 'Dennis J Fitzgerald PEng'; 'Gordon A Fulton'; 'Richard Gathercole'; 'Olga Gorstenko'; 'Lloyd G 
Guenther'; 'Thomas Hackney'; XT:Peace River Regional District EAO:IN; 'P.J. (Paddy) Hatch'; 'Tanya 
Higgins'; 'tanya_lamb@transcanada.com'; 'David Humber'; 'Christopher Jones'; 'Sharon Kaiser'; 'Christian 
Lague, P.Eng.'; 'Bill LeGrow'; 'Cameron B Lusztig'; 'Joyce Martin'; 'lavern.humphrey@fortisbc.com'; 'Mary 
McCordic'; McLaughlin, Roger EM:EX; 'Jerri New'; 'dmcpherson@cope378.ca'; 'sjtoomey@telus.net'; 'J 
David V Newlands'; 'David Perttula'; 'Blair Pettis'; 'Dan Potts'; 'Alan Ross'; 'Dal Scott'; 'Robin Siddall'; 
'Elroy Switlishoff'; 'Mark Veerkamp'; 'Alan Wait'; 'R Brian Wallace'; 'Chris Weafer'; 'Ian D. Webb'; 'Fred J 
Weisberg'; 'Lorne G. Wells'; 'Jack Woodward'; 'John Young' 
Subject: BCH March 2005 Resource Expenditure & Acquisition Plan 
  

<<BCH March 14 Ltr.pdf>>  
Please find attached our letter dated March 14, 2005 regarding the above subject.  

Debra Frank  
for:  
Robert J. Pellatt  
Commission Secretary  
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Robert J. Pellatt, Commission Secretary 
BC Utilities Commission 
6th Floor, 900 Howe St., Box 250 
Vancouver, BC, V6Z 2N3 
Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com 
 
March 22, 2005 
                                
Re BC Hydro  March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan (REAP) 
 
Dear Mr. Pellatt, 
Further to the Commission’s letter of 14 March 2005, soliciting input on the form of the 
upcoming review for BC Hydro’s REAP application, the BC Sustainable Energy 
Association would like to see an oral hearing, with two rounds of information requests. 
 
The outcome of the review of the REAP application will have a significant impact on the 
allocation of resources by BC Hydro between conservation measures, sustainable energy 
generation and other forms of generation, potentially fossil fuel based. The BC 
Sustainable Energy Association represents 400 BC residents around the province who are 
strongly interested in the future of BC’s energy supply, and the urgent need for more 
sustainable approaches that avoid producing greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
We also anticipatesparticipating as an active intervenor. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Guy Dauncey 
President, BC SEA 



   
 

  
VIA EMAIL 
 
March 22, 2005  

Robert J. Pellat 
Commission Secretary 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
6th Floor, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, B.C. 
V6Z 2N3 

Dear Mr. Pellat: 
Re:  BC Hydro  

March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan 
 
 

This letter is written on behalf of the Commercial Energy Consumers (“CEC”) responding to the 
Commission’s letter of March 14, 2005 requesting comments on the type and extent of process 
the Commission should use for reviewing the March 2005 REAP submitted by BC Hydro.   

Prior to considering the process, the Commission needs to consider the issues that are raised by 
this filing.  There may be an opportunity to take the time for this consideration since BC Hydro 
has approved levels of capital and DSM expenditures and energy acquisition spending in place 
for F2006, based on the BCUCs October 29,2004 Final Decision on BC Hydro’s 2004/05 and 
2005/06 Revenue Requirement Application (the Decision).    

Serious regulatory issues are arising as a result of the rush to regulate with expanded 
requirements and accelerated applications.  The 2005 REAP filing is an example.  Ratepayers are 
faced with an application, the 2005 REAP, that revises the BCUC approved revenue 
requirements for F2006 without any regulatory requirement for review of the actual performance 
or compliance of the applicant in the first test year and without a rate impact or deferral accounts 
assessment.  Ratepayers are being placed in double jeopardy. By being asked to be party to the 
adjustment of a BCUC approved revenue requirement, and having full knowledge that any 
variance associated with those adjustments will be deferred and subject to BCUC determination 
of their final disposition, the ratepayers can expect to likely shoulder the associated deferral 
amounts, having already accepted the revenue requirement adjustments.   

The CEC recommends that the Commission take the opportunity at this time to ask for 
comments from all parties as to which issues are, or are likely to generally impede regulatory 
effectiveness and efficiency.  A sober second look at where the regulatory process is taking us is 
needed before there is loss of trust and willingness of all parties to work together.  We need to 
develop cooperative solutions that will work for people and lead to successful outcomes.        

 

 
Commercial Energy Consumers of British Columbia 
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The following comments on the 2005 REAP are presented as examples of why the processes 
need to be addressed, from a ratepayer perspective. 

1.  The planning activities at BC Hydro remain confusing, disconnected, and unrelated to each 
other and to ratepayer needs.  BC Hydro made statements in their final argument filed June 30, 
2004 with the Commission for the 2004/05 and 2005/06 Revenue Requirement about their 
perspective on the role of the Commission in the matters REAP.  On page 84 of the argument, 
third paragraph, “As BC Hydro sees it, the process necessarily begins with the IEP.”  The CEC 
agrees and is waiting to see the IEP.  BC Hydro also states in the same paragraph “the IEP is a 
central management tool that provides essential background to BC Hydro’s Board to determine 
whether specific decisions that BC Hydro is called upon to make from time to time are in 
keeping with a coherent long-run vision.”  The CEC feel that the Commission and ratepayers 
deserve the same respect and information given the Board of Directors.  We also would like to 
see the long-run vision, cohesive and technically sound, and the IEP before being asked for 
comment and input on shorter term decisions such as REAP.  Quite frankly, there is doubt 
amongst ratepayers as to whether BC Hydro does have a cohesive and technically sound plan for 
meeting the long-term supply resource requirements of its domestic customers.    

2.  In the 2005 REAP BC Hydro selected from the Decision the “relevant DSM directives”, 
REAP pages1-5, 6, 7, to address, but the disposition of others, such as Directive #69 directing 
BC Hydro to file semi-annual DSM reports, is unknown.  The Decision, directs BC Hydro not to 
proceed with Load Displacement projects.  Yet in the 2005 REAP, Load Displacement 
expenditures are still included as a demand side investment.  There does not need to be further 
expenditure of regulatory budgets to explain to BC Hydro the difference between treating a 
resource as a demand side program versus a supply side project.  The Commission has been clear 
in Directive #62 (Decision, p224):  

 “The Commission Panel determines that Load Displacement projects should be considered 
as supply side alternatives and accordingly directs BC Hydro to not proceed with any new 
industrial Load Displacement projects as part of the Power Smart 10-Year Plan. 

Also Directive #63 (Decision, p225) states, “The Commission Panel disallows F2005 and 
F2006 total expenditures on Load Displacement projects other than with respect to 
expenditures for projects with a contract dated prior to the date of the Application.”  

That Power Smart has spent any money on Load Displacement since hearing from the Panel 
Chair during the Revenue Requirement proceeding is a problem that another regulatory 
proceeding with ratepayers is not going to correct.   

3.  Another example of disconnect is the BC Hydro request, contained in the 2004/05 and 
2005/06 Revenue Requirement Application, for approval to conduct a 400 GWh energy call in 
Q4 2004.  From the Decision, page 118:  

“Ms. Van Ruyven suggested that “the Commission has to be satisfied that the RFP process is 
done fairly, transparently, openly and competitively. So if we can satisfy the Commission that 
our process does actually lead to lowest cost competitive electricity, I think that is what we are 
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trying to achieve” (T7: 953).  The proposed call will be conducted using the same general 
approach employed by BC Hydro in the five calls since 2001, modified to respond to the 
concerns and input received from IPPs and other stakeholders (BC Hydro Argument, p. 88; T7: 
952-953; T14: 2235-2236).”   

In the 2005 REAP we find that there was no call in Q4 2004, that the schedule for the next call is 
now F2006, that the amount of energy in the call has increased, that the process to determine the 
EPA Terms and Conditions has changed, that there is a100 percent offset requirement as part of 
the draft Terms and Conditions, and, in complete absence of the 2005 IEP, BC Hydro has laid 
out the schedule and amounts for energy calls in the future. (Pages 2-47 and 2-48, 2005 REAP).  
Additional regulatory proceedings, regardless of the volume at which they are held, are not likely 
to be heard by, or have any impact on an organization as disconnected as this one.    

4.  Included in the confusion is the relationship between the Resource Option Review (ROR) (p 
2-40, 2005 REAP) and the IEP consultation process.  If the ROR is the most significant 
regulatory output of the IEP, that is, the only deliverable filed with the Commission, then it is 
only fair to the public to make that clear before asking them to provide their time to assist BC 
Hydro in its planning process.       

 

The matters described above are not the problem.  They are symptoms of the problem, 
characterized by lack of communication and alienation of people and groups, and increasingly 
due to the human stress created surrounding the processes.  Rather than spend valuable 
participant time to go over these resource planning matters again in a frustrating and adversarial 
manner, it is time to begin to deal with the problem.   

The CEC recommends that the Commission set aside BC Hydro’s 2005 REAP filing at this time 
and take the opportunity to engage interested parties in preparing and completing a regulatory 
process evaluation report.  The reported recommendations may serve as input and/or guidelines 
to regulatory processes that the Commission may wish to revise or adopt in the future.           

 

Yours truly, 

 

COMMERCIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS 

 

 



GSX Concerned Citizens Coalition 

 

 
302 - 733 Johnson Street, Victoria, BC, V8W 3C7 
Telephone (250) 381-4463 
Email: thackney@island.net  Website: www.sqwalk.com
  

 
22 March 2005 

 
Robert J. Pellatt, Commission Secretary 
BC Utilities Commission 
6th Floor, 900 Howe St., Box 250 
Vancouver, BC, V6Z 2N3 
Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com 
 

Re BC Hydro and Power Authority 
March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan 

 
Dear Mr. Pellatt, 
 
Further to the Commission’s letter of 14 March 2005, soliciting input on the form for 
the upcoming review for BC Hydro’s 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition 
Plan, the GSX Concerned Citizens Coalition (“GSXCCC”) requests that the 
Commission hold an oral hearing. GSXCCC suggests that it would be useful to have 
two rounds of information requests. 
 
BC Hydro actions and expenditures arising from the outcome of the REAP review 
will affect both rates and the strategy for electricity provision in BC. Specifically, the 
REAP will affect the allocation of BC Hydro resources between conservation, non-
fossil fuel generation and fossil fuel generation. 
 
The members of GSXCCC have an interest in the outcome, both as ratepayers and as 
persons concerned with the long-term soundness and environmental appropriateness 
of BC Hydro’s generation plans. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Thomas Hackney, 
President 
 
(by email only) 

mailto:gsxccc@sqwalk.com
http://www.sqwalk.com/
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One Earth, One Chance 

22 March 2005 

Re BC Ill-. and Powe r Authority 
,March 2005 Resourcc Expenditurc md Acauisition Plan 

Dcar Mr. Pellatt, 

Further to the Conui-lission's lcttcr of 14 March 2005, soliciting input on thc form for the 
upuomlng rcvicw for RC Hydro's currait, W,AP application, the Sierra Club of C>anacla, BC 
Chaptcr r q u e s j  an oral hearing with two rounds of information roqucsts. 

The outcome of the revicw o f th  REAP application will have a signidcant impact on the 
allocaljan of resources by BC Hydro betwccn conservation mcasurcs, susrainablc cncrgy 
generrrfion md othcr fi,mns ofgcneration, potentially fossil fie1 based. Thc Sicrra Club of 
Cmadci, BC Chapter represents a mcmbcrship of E<: residcnrs who are. strongly intcrrAs;t;ed in 
presmqing and promoting thc hltqyity of ecological systcms in BC. Thmc stand to bt: affcctcd 
by BC %IytIro's actions ansing from thc outcome of the REAP review. Also, the UC C:hqtw 
mcinbcrship includes muny RC! Hydro ratcpaycrs who have a dircct interest in efcctricity kIydro 
rates arid hence, in BC! Hydm's expenditures. 

The Sierra Club of Canada, BC Chapter antidpaks participating as rul uclivc intcrverior. 

Yours truly, 
, -1 7 

BCUC Log #-Si 
R E C E I V E D  

MAR 2 2 2005 
Routing - -- 

, . .. 
StERftA CLUE3 OF CANADA, BC CHAPTER 

576 Johnson Wet, Victoria. BC V8W 1M3 . m. (230) 386-5235 Far: (250) 386-4452 
email: info@6ierraclub&c.org . http:/hmmK.siertaduh.calbc 

mailto:info@6ierraclub&c.org
http:/hmmK.siertaduh.calbc


 
 

Independent Power Producers Association of BC 
Suite 1710 1177 West Hastings St. Vancouver, BC, V6E 2L3 

Tel: (604) 640-6356 Fax: (604) 681-0139 email: daustin@securitieslaw.bc.ca 
 

March 24, 2005 
 
Mr. R. Pellatt 
Commission Secretary 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, B.C.   
V6Z 2N3 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
Re: BC Hydro March 2005 Resource Expenditure and Acquisition Plan 
 
 
Dear Mr. Pellatt: 
 
Due to the uncertainty surrounding the application of the B.C. Utilities Commission’s 
Participant Assistant/Cost Award Guidelines, the IPPBC is in favour of written 
proceedings.  It can’t afford to participate in an oral hearing process.   
 
On a broader basis, the IPPBC is skeptical that any BCUC process is going to lead to any 
tangible results.  On page 18 of the Energy Plan it states:  
 
“… However, over-reliance on imports at wholesale spot market prices could expose 
B.C. consumers to price volatility in western power markets.  The province must develop 
new generation to serve rising demand, or we may experience electricity shortages 
similar to those in other jurisdictions.” 
 
The Energy Plan was released in November 2002  The IPPBC raised concerns about 
electricity imports and B.C. Hydro’s electricity supply and demand situation during 
course of the Heritage Contract Review and B.C. Hydro’s 2004/05 to 2005/06 Revenue 
Requirements Application – with no result.   For the year ending March 31, 2005, B.C. 
Hydro will import 12.5% of its energy requirements on a non-firm basis.  And there is no 
drought cycle underway. 
 
The IPPBC is very concerned that any BCUC process is going to further delay much 
needed electricity acquisitions from IPPs.  B.C. Hydro’s current proposed call for tenders 
for new electricity supply, including the form of contract, is unnecessarily and 
excessively complicated, confusing and expensive. Under normal circumstances it should 
be completely reworked.  
 
 
 



 
 

Independent Power Producers Association of BC 
Suite 1710 1177 West Hastings St. Vancouver, BC, V6E 2L3 

Tel: (604) 640-6356 Fax: (604) 681-0139 email: daustin@securitieslaw.bc.ca 
 

These are not normal circumstances and somehow, someway, this call must proceed as 
scheduled.  Even if this means that BC Hydro addresses the legitimate concerns of the 
bidders. 
 
 
 
Yours truly, 
 
“Original signed by David Austin” 
 
David Austin 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



BGhydro an 
Richard Stout 
Chief Regulatory Officer 
Phone: (604) 623-4046 
Fax: (604) 623-4407 

March 29, 2005 

Mr. Robert J. Pellatt 
Commission Secretary 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Sixth Floor - 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 

Dear Mr. Pellatt: 

RE: British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (“BC Hydro”) 
Resource ExDenditure and Acauisition Plan 12005 REAP) 

BC Hydro is in receipt of the following submissions concerning the type and extent of 
process the British Columbia Utilities Commission (the Commission) should use for 
reviewing the 2005 REAP: (1) Alan Wait; (2) The BC Old Age Pensioners Organization; 
(3) The Joint Industry Electricity Steering Committee (JIESC); (4) BC Citizens for Public 
Power; (5) The GSX Concerned Citizens Coalition; (6) Sierra Club of Canada, BC 
Chapter; (7) The Commercial Energy Consumers (CEC); (8) BC Sustainable Energy 
Association; (9) J.P. West; and (1 0) Independent Power Producers Association of British 
Columbia. This letter provides BC Hydro’s response to those submissions. It also 
attaches errata to the 2005 REAP as Appendix 1 to this letter. 

Issues 

We have identified three issues for the Commission as follows: 

1. The scope of review; 
2. 

3. 

The process for review in general; and 
The process for reviewing specific issues. 

Scope of Review 

Both JIESC and CEC provide comments with respect to the scope of the hearing. JIESC 
submits that a “review of terms of the proposed Call” should be included in the scope of 
the proceeding. In addition, JIESC submits that the Commission’s review of the 2005 
REAP should commence with a review of “the overall planning process now undertaken 
by BC Hydro”. CEC recommends that the Commission set aside the 2005 REAP 
application at this time and “take the opportunity to engage interested parties in 
preparing and completing a regulatory process evaluation report”. BC Hydro’s response 
to each of these submissions is found below. 

British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority, 333 Dunsmuir Street, Vancouver BC V6B 5R3 
www. bchydro.com 

http://bchydro.com
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Terms of Proposed F2006 Call 

BC Hydro has carefully reviewed the Commission’s March 9, 2005 Reasons for Decision 
to Order No. E-1-05 (the VlCFT Decision), and in particular its recommendation that 
BC Hydro afford the Commission reasonable opportunity to comment on the terms and 
conditions for inclusion in future Electricity Purchase Agreements. BC Hydro proposes to 
file the following F2006 Call-related evidence as part of the 2005 REAP review process: 

Overview Document, to include the rationale for pricing and the division of the F2006 
Call into two “streams” (one call process for transmission and large distribution- 
connected Independent Power Producers (IPPs), and one process call for small 
distribution-connected IPPs). The Overview Document would also provide a 
summary of the extensive F2006 Call First Nation and stakeholder engagement 
processes. The F2006 Call First Nation and stakeholder engagement processes are 
described in a general way in Appendix E to the REAP. 

0 Proposed Terms and Conditions Document, to consist of a table setting out the 
F2006 Call terms and conditions enumerated by the Commission in the VlCFT 
Decision (namely, risk allocation, term and renewal, required availability, change-in- 
law, limits of liability, liquidated damage levels and liability for emissions). The 
Proposed Terms and Conditions Document would also identify how and why risk is 
allocated between BC Hydro and the IPP sellers as well as the reasons for such 
allocation. Finally, the Proposed Terms and Conditions Document would compare 
the proposed F2006 Call terms and conditions with those found in tender documents 
and agreements in place in other relevant North American jurisdictions. 

0 Proposed Mandatory F2006 Call Criteria and Evaluation Methodology, to include an 
explanation as to why the BC Hydro chose the Proposed Mandatory F2006 Call 
Criteria and Evaluation Methodology, and to include a comparison to other relevant 
North American jurisdictions. 

(Collectively, the Supplemental F2006 Call Evidence). 

BC Hydro’s proposed date for submission of the Supplemental F2006 Call Evidence is 
May 17, 2005. BC Hydro chose the proposed filing date to provide IPPs and other 
stakeholder groups with an opportunity to review the proposed Terms and Conditions, 
Mandatory F2006 Call Criteria and Evaluation Methodology during the stakeholder 
engagement process and to allow BC Hydro time to review stakeholder input. 

JIESC Proposal for Review of Overall Planning Process 

BC Hydro does not agree with JIESC that the Commission’s review of the REAP should 
commence with a new and additional review of “the overall planning process now 
undertaken by BC Hydro”. BC Hydro submits that the Commission has clearly ruled on 
this issue in its October 29, 2004 decision (the RRA Decision) respecting BC Hydro’s 
2004/05 to 2005/06 Revenue Requirements Application (the RRA). 
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BC Hydro’s planning process is dealt with at length from pages 51 -65 of the RRA 
Decision. At page 54, the Commission makes clear that it heard and understood JIESC’s 
submissions to precisely the same effect as are contained in its current letter before the 
Commission. Similarly, at the same page, the Commission heard CEC’s arguments 
relating to its wishes with respect to the planning process. At pages 60-65 of the RRA 
Decision, the Commission rules on those arguments. Here is what it said: 

“The Act clearly requires a utility to file a plan of its capital expenditures, 
demand side management expenditures and resource acquisition costs 
and the Commission Panel accepts that its role in the review of that plan 
should be in advance of capital expenditures. In the Commission Panel’s 
view, regulatory involvement in the planning process will assist the 
development of a level playing field, transparency and eliminate 
perceived conflicts in supply choices. 

It is noted that some of the Intervenors appear to be seeking a regulatory 
role in the identification of the resource mix which, until the ROR 
proposal, had not been contemplated by BC Hydro. The level of detail in 
resource identification contemplated in the Energy Plan is also noted. 

The Commission Panel accepts BC Hydro’s ROR proposal and 
concludes that the essential elements of the ROR are as follows: 
1. to identify ccresource types” in a manner similar to those 

identified in Table 7.2, page 70, of the 2004 IEP, with the 
identification of specific projects exceeding 50 MW of 
capacity for each resource type; 
to establish target ranges, both a target energy range and a 
target capacity range, for each resource type; and 
to establish an expected unit energy cost range for each 
resource type.’’ (Emphasis in original). 

2. 

3. 

These paragraphs reflect the Commission’s acceptance and direction with respect to a 
very straightforward process for each planning cycle as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

BC Hydro is to file its Resource Option Report (ROR) for approval; 
BC Hydro is to file its Integrated Electricity Plan (IEP) for at least information 
purposes based on the previously filed ROR; and 
BC Hydro is to file its REAP based on its previously filed IEP. 

This Commission-approved process led to BC Hydro’s filing of its 2005 REAP based on 
its 2004 IEP. It will also lead to BC Hydro starting off a new planning process 
commencing with its soon to be filed 2005 ROR, subsequent IEP to be filed later this 
year, and a 2006 REAP based on the 2005 IEP to be filed and reviewed next year. 
This process has been the subject of extensive and intensive argument and ought to be 
permitted to run its course, rather than reargued as proposed by JIESC and CEC. 
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CEC’s Proposal to Set Aside the 2005 REAP 

In its March 22, 2005 letter, CEC submits that the 2005 REAP should be set aside at this 
time “to take the opportunity to engage interested parties in preparing and completing a 
regulatory evaluation report”. BC Hydro opposes CEC’s proposal. The reasons 
submitted by CEC in support of its proposal are not factually correct. In addition, CEC, 
like JIESC, is inappropriately re-arguing its case for the filing of an IEP, and attempting 
to make an application for reconsideration of the Commission’s RRA Decision some five 
months after that RRA Decision was issued. 

CEC reasons that there is ample time to revisit the Commission’s conclusions in the 
RRA Decision “since BC Hydro has approved levels of capital and DSM expenditures 
and energy acquisition spending in place for F2006. With respect, this assertion is not 
correct. As part of its RRA Decision, the Commission’s approval of “capital and DSM 
expenditures and energy acquisition spending” extends only to 30 June 2005. Therefore 
CEC’s assertion that there is ample time to conduct an open-ended and ill-defined 
process leading to the preparation and completion of a regulatory evaluation report is not 
correct. The 2005 REAP is a specific, actionable document that is part of a planning 
process discussed in the RRA hearing and ultimately ruled upon by the Commission. To 
set aside the 2005 REAP at this time in order to engage in a dubious review process 
would subject BC Hydro to significant risk and uncertainty, and in BC Hydro’s view would 
not advance the planning process. 

CEC also submits that the 2005 IEP should be submitted for Commission review prior to 
the submission of the REAP, and that the relationship of the ROR to the IEP is 
confusing. As stated above in respect of the JIESC proposal, the Commission has 
clearly ruled on this issue in the RRA Decision. BC Hydro submits that it should be 
afforded the opportunity given to it by the Commission in the RRA Decision to 
demonstrate that the 2005 ROR, together with the 2006 REAP, will be sufficient to 
satisfy Subsection 4q6.1) of the UCA. 

CEC raises a number of other issues. First, at page 2 of its letter, CEC claims that 
BC Hydro has failed to comply with several Commission directives concerning Demand 
Side Management (DSM) arising out of the RRA Decision. In particular, CEC claims that 
BC Hydro has not complied with the Commission directive to not proceed with Load 
Displacement (LD) projects. As set out in the 2005 REAP at pages 1-6 to 1-7, BC Hydro 
has complied with the Commission directive that LD projects be separated from other 
DSM initiatives. BC Hydro has also clearly stated in the 2005 REAP that it will not 
proceed with any LD projects without receiving approval as directed by the Commission. 
In addition, CEC submits that the incremental increase in the F2006 Call from the 
approved 400-gigawatt hour call is a reason for setting aside the 2005 REAP. In 
BC Hydro’s submission, while compliance with DSM directives and the purpose of the 
F2006 Call are legitimate issues to be explored by intervenors during the course of the 
REAP review process, they are not valid reasons for setting aside the 2005 REAP. 

BC Hydro submits that at this time CEC has advanced no valid reasons for setting aside 
the 2005 REAP, and that to do so would subject BC Hydro to significant risk and 
uncertainty and would inappropriately allow CEC to revisit the RRA Decision some five 
months after its issuance. 
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The Process for Review in General 

The majority of submissions request that the Commission hold an oral public hearing on 
the 2005 REAP. 

BC Hydro agrees that the Commission’s review process should allow for public input. 
BC Hydro accepts that an oral hearing is appropriate wherever its proposed 
expenditures or acquisition plans diverge from those which have been reviewed in 
previous oral proceedings. The 2005 REAP is a product of the 2004 IEP and the 2004 
REAP. The latter was reviewed during the RRA hearing and, as such, has been the 
subject of Intervenor comment and Commission review. Accordingly, it is BC Hydro’s 
submission that review of the 2005 REAP should be greatest with respect to those 
proposals that were not reasonably identified or contemplated in the 2004 IEP or the 
2004 REAP filed as part of the RRA. 

The Process for Reviewina Specific Issues 

Based on the submissions reviewed by BC Hydro, it would appear there is a strong 
desire for an oral portion of the proceedings dealing with at least the proposed F2006 
Call. BC Hydro does not object to an oral proceeding in this respect, but respectfully 
submits that a written process may be sufficient to deal with most or all remaining REAP 
issues. That is, BC Hydro suggests that an oral public hearing would be appropriate to 
deal with BC Hydro’s proposed F2006 Call as identified at page 2-35 of the REAP. Other 
elements of the REAP could be the subject of written submissions, which could be 
completed during the pre-hearing process with respect to the F2006 Call issues. 

If the Commission accepts that dividing the hearing into oral and written phases in this 
way by subject matter is appropriate, it may be appropriate to call a pre-hearing 
conference for the purpose of refining those issues which are to be considered through 
the oral process and those which are to be confined to written process. 

Errata 

Attached as Appendix 1 to this letter is BC Hydro’s errata with respect to the 2005 
REAP. 

Enclosure (20) 

C. BC Hydro 2004/05 and 2005/06 Revenue Requirement Intervenors 
Kemess Mines Ltd. 
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Original Page 3-40 

LIST OF ERRATA 

Revision 1 - March 23, 2005, page 3-40 
Page 3-41-A - March 23,2005 
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Notes: 

1. Table 2-6 
Replaced MWhs with GWh 
Corrected figures for “VICFT/DPP committed Project)” F2008 and F2009 

Table 2-7 
Corrected figures for “VICFT/DPP (Committed Project)” F2008 and F2009 

2. Table 3-8 
Added row “Peace Canyon GI -G4 Turbine Overhaul” 

3. Table 3-1 5 
Corrected figure under “Section Reference” for “Peace Canyon - Stator 
Replacement” 

Added row: “Peace Canyon - GI to G4 Turbine Overhaul” 

4. Table 3-1 5 
Dam Safety - Ruskin-Seismic Upgrade Moved from page 3-23 to 3-24 

5. Added heading “3.8.1 0 Peace Canyon Stator Replacement” 

6.  Added new page: “3.8.1 1 Peace Canyon G I  -G4 Turbine Overhaul” 
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2.7.0 Requests for Approval of Expenditures 

2.7.1 Expenditures 

Pursuant to subsection 45(6.1)(b) of the Act, BC Hydro requests the Commission to 
determine that the F2006 - F2009 forecast expenditures arising out of the existing EPAs 
listed in Table 2-6 below are in the interests of persons within British Columbia who 

receive, or who may receive, services from BC Hydro and ought to be recoverable in 

rates. A summary of the energy costs arising out of the existing EPAs during the F2006 

- F2009 period is found in Table 2-7 below. (Note: Some columns do not add up due to 
rounding). 

Table 2-6 
Existing EPAs’~ 

Contracted Energy for F2006 to F2009 in GWh 
F2006 F2007 F2008 F2009 

Pre2001 EPA 
2000 El 
2001 Green Call 
2002 CBG 
2002 GPG 69 61 6 1,201 1,254 
Total without VICFT/DPP 7,039 7,643 8,107 8,259 

5,910 5,917 5,742 5,883 
153 153 153 153 
650 700 712 71 8 
259 259 300 251 

VICFT/DPP (Committed Project) 534 1,260 
Total with VICFT/DPP 7,039 7,643 8,641 9,519 

Table 2-7 
Summary of Expenditures 

Contracted Expenditures for F2006 to F2009 in $ millions 

Pre2001 EPA $ 361 $ 360 $ 348 $ 358 
2000 El 8 8 6 7 
2001 Green Call 36 38 38 39 
2002 CBG 16 16 18 15 
2002 GPG 4 34 66 69 
Total without VlCFTlDPP $ 425 $ 456 $ 476 $ 487 

F2006 F2007 F2008 F2009 

VICFT/DPP (Committed Project) 80 112 
Total with VICFT/DPP $ 425 $ 456 $ 556 $ 599 

Please note that the VICFT/DPP is considered as an approved project in the supply/demand balance. It is 12 

separated out in the above tables for comparison purposes. 
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Table 3-8 provides a summary of major capital projects exceeding $2 million in the Peace 
Region with expenditures in F2006 and F2007. 

$ 14.8 
3.5 
7.2 
3.3 
7.0 

1 .o 

Table 3-8 
Capital Projects > $2 million, Peace Region, F2006 and F2007 

$ 63.2 
16.1 
63.6 
13.6 
9.7 

11.9 

($ millions) 

Facilities 
Peace Canyon Stator Replacement 
Peace Canyon G I  -G4 Turbine Overhaul 
GM Shrum - G I  to G4 Stator Replacement 
GM Shrum - DC System 81 Unit Protection Upgrade 
GM Shrum - Transformer Replacement Stage 2 
Dam Safety 
GM Shrum -WAC Bennett Dam Rip Rap 
Growth 
GM Shrum - Unit 1 to Unit 5 Turbine Upgrade 
GM Shrum - Capacity Increase 

F2006 
Plan 

$ 8.1 
0.3 
2.7 
5.8 
2.1 

0.0 

0 
3.4 

Project 
Total 

F2007 

63.5 
6.4 4.5 I 21.0 
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ProjectName Estimated PrimaryBusiness ToMarch F2CC5 F2006 F 2 m  Totalcost swuSasofJan31, 
project DriW 31,2004 Focecast Plan Plan 2005 

completion Actual 
Date 

($millions) ($rnillii) ($millions) ($millions) ($millions) 

Facilities 

Bridge 1 - Fire Risk Reduction F2008 Risk 0.1 0 1.1 0.9 2.8 Identification 

3.5 Identification 
Management 

Bridge 2 - Unit 5 & Unit 6 F2008 Reliability 0 0 0.2 3.3 
Governor Replacement 
Bridge 2 - Unit 7 & Unit 8 F2007 Reliability 0 0.4 2.8 0.3 3.5 Implementation 
Governor Replacement 
First Nation Negotiations F2009 Consent to 25.0 7.9 9.9 6.6 51.7 Implementation 

Section 
Ref*- 

3.8.1.2 

Reliability 1 0.4 1 1.9 1 5.8 1 3.3 1 13.6 Implementation 3.8.1.3 GM Shrum - DC Sys & Unit Prot 
Upgrade 
Mica - G1 to G4 Stator 
Replacement 
Peace Canyon - Stator 
Replacement 
Peace Canyon - G1 to G4 Turbine 

F2008 

F20 10 

F2010 

F2010 

Reliability 

Reliability 

Reliability 
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1 .o 5.4 11.5 15.8 77.6 Implementation 3.8.1.7 

0 0.9 8.1 14.8 63.2 Implementation 3.8.1 0 

0 0 0.3 3.5 16.1 Definition 3.8.1 1 

Puntledge - Unit Protection, UCC, 
SS CB, Unit VTKT Upgrade 

Dam Safety 

Coquitlam Dam Seismic 
Improvements 
GM Shrum - WAC Bennett Dam 
RipRap 
Keenleyside - Concrete Dam 
Seismic Improvements 
Lajoie - Intake Tower 
Improvements 

F2006 Reliability 0.3 0.2 2.8 0 3.3 Implementation 

F2007 Risk 1 .o 4.0 15.7 22.0 42.9 Implementation 3.9.1 

F2008 Risk 0.2 0.1 0 1 .o 11.9 Identification 3.9.2 

5.3 Identification 3.9.3 F2007 Risk 0 0 0.5 4.8 

F2008 Risk 0 0 0.5 4.7 5.5 Identification 3.9.4 

Management 

Management 

Management 

Management 



ProjectName Estimated PrirnaryBusiness ToMarch FMo5 F2006 F2007 Totalcost StatusasofJan31, 
project DriW 31,2004 Forecast Plan Plan 2005 

completion Actual 
Date 

($millions) ($millions) ($millions) ($millions) ($millions) 

Dam Safety 

Ruskin - Seismic Upgrade F2009 Risk 0 0.1 0.8 1.5 69.6 Identification 
Management 

Seven Mile - Site System F2006 Risk 42.1 19.5 2.4 0 64.0 Implementation 
Improvements Management 
Stave Falls - Strengthen Blind F2006 Risk 0.8 2.0 7.3 0 10.1 Implementation 
Slough Spillway Management 
Strathcona - Embankment Dam F2009 Risk 0 0 0 0.3 10.1 Identification 
Improvements Management 

Strathcona - Intake Tower F2008 Risk 0 0 0 0.6 4.2 Identification 
Stabilization Management 

Growth 

Aberfeldie - Redevelopment F2008 Supply 0.1 0.9 12.2 27.1 45.9 Implementation 

Cheakamus -Turbine Upgrade F2009 Supply 3.7 0.8 0.3 2.3 8.9 Implementation 

GM Shrum - Capacity Increase F2011 Supply 0 0.4 3.4 4.5 21 .O Definition 

GM Shrum - Unit 1 to Unit 5 F2011 Supply 0.2 1.9 0 6.4 63.5 Definition 
Turbine Upgrade Expansion 
Mica - Unit 1 & Unit 2 Turbine F2012 Supply 0.8 0 0 0.1 31.6 Identification 
Upgrade Expansion 
Revelstoke - Unit 5 I F2011 I Supply 1 0 1  0.1 I 1.8 I 9.4 I 138.9 I Definition 

Expansion 

Expansion 

Expansion 
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Section 
Refemme 

3.9.6 

3.9.7 

3.9.8 

3.9.9 

3.10.1 

3.10.2 

3.10.3 

3.10.4 

3.1 0.5 

1 3.10.6 



1 3.8.10 Peace Canyon Stator Replacement 

F2005 F2005 F2006 
Plan Forecast Plan 

2004 REAP $ 0.8 $ 0.9 $ 10.6 
2005 REAP -_ _ _  $ 8.1 

($ millions) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

This project was included in the 2004 REAP under the title Peace Canyon Generator 
Deficiency Implementation. Total forecast costs for the project are higher than in the 2005 

REAP because the current estimate reflects the cost of full stator replacement, rather than 

the repair option assumed in the Revenue Requirement filing. 

Total Cost F2007 
Plan 

$ 11.1 $ 46.0 
$ 14.8 $ 63.2 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 

12 

13 
14 

15 
16 
17 

18 

19 
20 

21 

22 
23 
24 

25 

26 

Kev Drivers 

Reliability - replace critical generator components in unacceptable condition. 

Issues Beinq Addressed 

The Peace Canyon generators have had a history of operational and maintenance problems 

since commissioning in 1979/1980. BC Hydro believes these problems to be abnormal for 

this type of equipment and result from design deficiencies. Ongoing problems have been 

experienced with air gap stability, high ozone discharge, amortisseur (damper) bar failures, 
high particle discharge levels, and broken tension rods. Failure of the damper bars and 

tension rods could result in serious failure leading to the loss of a unit for a year or more. The 
Peace Canyon generators must be run at “speed no load” for 30 minutes on start-up to avoid 

protection trips due to high vibration and split phase currents. The EHRs of the Peace 
Canyon generator stators are Unsatisfactory. 

In 1999 BC Hydro undertook a design and operational review of the Peace Canyon 

generators. The review identified safety and operational risks that require modifications and 

repairs to the Peace Canyon generators in the next 1-3 years. 

Negotiations with the original equipment manufacturer (Mitsubishi) to replace all four stators 
are progressing and it is anticipated that the contract will be finalized in Q4 of F2005. If 
concluded, this contract will also resolve litigation that BC Hydro has initiated against 
Mitsubishi in respect of the generator design deficiencies. 

Replacement of the stators is required for ongoing safe and reliable operation of the 700 MW 
Peace Canyon power plant, and to resolve design deficiency claims for the original stators. 
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1 3.8.1 1 Peace Canyon G1-G4 Turbine Overhaul 

F2005 F2005 F2006 F2007 
Plan Forecast Plan Plan 

2004 REAP $ 0.1 $ 0.0 $ 1.1 $ 1.1 

($ millions) 

2 
3 

Total Cost 

$ 4.6 

4 

~~ 

2005 REAP 

5 

6 

_- -- $ 0.3 $ 3.5 I $ 16.1 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 

21 
22 

23 

This project was included in the 2004 REAP, however, the cost estimates included are 
insufficient for the scope contemplated. 

Kev Drivers 

Reliability - major overhaul to replace worn components, such as the wicket gate bushings. 
Cost Efficiency - take advantage of the already occurring outage for the stator replacement. 

Issues Beins Addressed 

The Peace Canyon turbines were placed in-service in 1980. The turbines have never had a 
major overhaul and there are indications that problems exist with some of the components, 
including wicket gate bushings and seal ring. If component replacement is required, a six 

month outage for each unit would likely be required, which is significant for Peace Canyon. 

Other issues being addressed include wicket gate refurbishing, servomotor inspections and 
potential rebuilts, and stay vane cracking. 

The project scope is being defined at this time and needs to be balanced with resourcing 

requirements and logistics of the stator replacements. Also, depending on the type of 
bushing to be selected, there are long manufacturing lead times that impact the major 

overhaul schedule. 

Discussion of Alternatives 

The alternative to advancing this major overhaul project work would be to defer the major 

overhaul and forgo the opportunity of taking advantage of the outage to replace the stator. It 

also runs the risk of major component failure (wicket gate bushings), which in turn would run 
the risk of significant lost opportunity cost, if units need to be taken down for a long period of 

time outside of scheduled overhauls. 
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