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Re:  British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
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W.A.C. Bennett Riprap Upgrade Project 

 
Further to Commission Order G-182-15, which established a Regulatory Timetable with respect to the above 
noted Application, enclosed please find Commission Information Request No. 1.   
 
In accordance with the Regulatory Timetable, please file your responses electronically with the Commission on 
or before Thursday, January 14, 2016. 
 
 Yours truly, 
 
 Erica Hamilton 
JR/dg 
Enclosure 
cc: Registered Interveners 
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A. PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 

 Reference: W.A.C. BENNETT DAM DESIGN AND CONDITION 1.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2; British Columbia Dam Safety Regulation 44/2000 
B.C. Dam Safety Regulation 

In Exhibit B-1, page 1-4,the British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) states W.A.C. 
Bennett Dam (the Dam) is categorized: 

… as “Extreme Consequence” pursuant to the B.C. Dam Safety Regulation and BC 
Hydro’s internal evaluation (based on the Canadian Dam Association Guidelines). Such a 
characterization means that the downstream impacts of a breach may include 
extremely high economic losses affecting critical infrastructure, public transportation, or 
services or commercial facilities, or some destruction of or severe damage to residential 
areas, significant environmental impacts, and loss of life. 

The B.C. Dam Safety Regulation requires BC Hydro and other owners of Extreme Consequence dams to 
have a professional engineer carry out a review to determine whether the dam is safe and submit a dam 
safety report for acceptance by the dam safety officer every seven years. If a dam safety review or any 
other inspection, test or review carried out with respect to a dam reveals a potential safety hazard, the 
dam owner must prepare a plan that identifies and prioritizes any actions required to correct the 
potential safety hazard and must implement the plan in a timely manner.1 

 
1.1 Please list the dam safety reports submitted to the dam safety officer by date that mention the 

deteriorating status of the riprap and briefly summarize the status of the riprap and any related 
safety hazard identified in each report. 

1.2 Please list all safety hazard correction plans that involve riprap repair, its priority level and 
expected completion date as stated in the plan. 

1.3 If BC Hydro has received any orders from the dam safety officer relating to the Dam riprap 
please provide a list with a summary of each order.   

                                                           
1 British Columbia Dam Safety Regulation 44/2000. 
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 Reference: W.A.C. BENNETT DAM DESIGN AND CONDITION 2.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2; Exhibit B-1-3, Attachment 1, p. 4  
Dam status and risk 

In Exhibit B-1, section 2.2, BC Hydro reports “Significant damage to the riprap was highlighted in 
BC Hydro’s performance review of the Dam in 1998, and the Upstream Riprap Emergency Plan then 
developed” and goes on to state “BC Hydro believes that, in view of the level of erosion of the Dam face, 
this is the appropriate time to remediate the riprap condition.” 
 
In Exhibit B-1-3, Attachment 1, page 4, the WAC Bennett Dam: Expert Engineering Panel report notes: 

Wind generated waves have eroded Zone 5 material through gaps in the damaged 
riprap. The erosion has been severe between Stations 20+00 and 60+00. The damage to 
the riprap and the erosion of gravel in Zone 5 have seriously undercut the upper part of 
the upstream slope as shallow sliding has occurred, and Zone 5 is now exposed in the 
slide head scarps. Continued wave action, floods and relatively minor earthquake loads 
may trigger deeper sliding that could endanger the integrity of the crest and even cause 
overtopping and eventual breaching of the dam. 

In Exhibit B-1, section 2.2.2, page 2-8, BC Hydro states: 

The Upstream Riprap Emergency Plan was incorporated into a more general Enhanced 
Surveillance and Response Plan (ESRP), Abnormal Conditions, issued in June 2009.  
In the event that riprap damage extending to or near the crest of the Dam occurs, the 
ESRP calls for end-dumping and bulldozing or placing rock from the top of the Dam. 

2.1 Please summarize the erosional events of the upstream face since 1998. 

2.2 List any previous repair work done to the riprap and the approximate cost. 

2.3 What are the risk categories that were most recently used to assess dam safety? 

2.3.1 Please characterize the level of dam face degradation as it relates to the risk categories.  

2.3.2 As was done for the section between Stations 20+00 and 60+00 by the Expert 
Engineering Panel, please characterize the damage levels along the other sections of the 
dam face proposed for repair. Or alternatively, provide a plan diagram of the dam face 
showing the extent of the damage levels. 

2.4 What is the expected damage from a 1-10,000 year storm event to the Dam in its current state?  

2.5 Is the end-dumping and bulldozing or placing rock from the top of the Dam outlined Enhanced 
Surveillance and Response Plan sufficient for dealing with a storm, flood or earthquake event as 
contemplated in the Expert Engineering Panel report? 

2.6 Was the formation of the two sink holes stated in section 2.2 of Exhibit B-1 in any way related to 
the degradation of the riprap layer? 

2.7 BC Hydro’s website states that it is investing $1.9 billion in its seismic upgrade program. Are 
there any other major projects that are ongoing, planned or under consideration for the Dam? 
Describe the projects, if any, and identify any cost, schedule, risk or dam safety implications for 
this project.  
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 Reference: W.A.C. BENNETT DAM DESIGN AND CONDITION 3.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.1.2, p. 2-2 
Dam status and risk 

In Exhibit B-1, section 2.1.2, page 2-2, BC Hydro states, “In 1969, the upstream slope was steepened 
locally near the Dam crest to support widening the road to two-lanes, this resulted in over steepening of 
existing slopes in some areas above 672 m (2205 ft) to about 1H:1V (100 per cent grade).” 
 
3.1 Please discuss the contribution, if any, of the steepening of the slopes to the degradation of the 

riprap and the current risk state of the dam.  

3.1.1 If the slopes had not been steepened would the proposed riprap repair have the same 
urgency?  

 Reference: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 4.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.6 
Reliance on existing emergency plans 

BC Hydro estimates the P50 Revenue short fall resulting from the project to be $9 million once the 
project is complete in F2021.2 
 
4.1 Is the P50 F2021 $9 million revenue shortfall a good estimate of the expected ratepayer savings 

that would result if the project were to be delayed by one year? If not, please explain. 

4.2 Given that significant riprap degradation was noted in 1998, is the need to upgrade at the 
present time a result of recent erosion, a change in acceptable risk, change in understanding of 
the risk or some other change? 

4.3 What is the estimated annual probability of an erosional event that would require 
implementation of the Upstream Riprap Emergency Plan? 

4.4 What is the estimated range of costs that would be incurred if the Upstream Riprap Emergency 
Plan needed to be implemented? 

4.5 Briefly describe the expected state of the Dam after the implementation of the Upstream Riprap 
Emergency Plan.  

4.5.1 Would the Dam then require further non-emergency repairs, be similar to its current 
state or be better able to withstand future erosional events? 

 Reference: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 5.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.6 
Partial repair 

5.1 Was the alternative of repairing a smaller portion of the dam face considered? If not, why not? 

5.2 If only the section between Stations 20+00 to 60+00 where the Expert Engineering Panel report 
noted severe erosion was repaired would that address the drivers for proceeding with the whole 
project now?  

  

                                                           
2 Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-3, tab 1.0, cell N45. 
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 Reference: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 6.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.6; Section 3.2.1.6, p. 3-7 
Sandstone option 

The Reconnaissance of Potential Riprap Sources report classifies the Portage Mountain East sandstone 
as “Good” and the Sand Flat limestone as “Excellent.”3 
 
On page 3-11 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

If the Portage Mountain East sandstone was used for the Project, riprap breakdown 
similar to the existing sandstone riprap would be expected to occur due to freeze-thaw 
action. Furthermore, it was determined that the sandstone strata at this location is 
underlain by a mudstone unit (up to 7.9 m thick), which is not suitable for use as riprap 
due to its low durability, and as such sandstone quantity at this location could be 
insufficient for the Project. 

In Exhibit B-1, section 3.2.1.6, page 3-7, BC Hydro states, “The new riprap is expected to meet 
performance expectations for 75 to 100 years (or longer) when combined with a civil maintenance 
program where, if damage is observed, additional riprap will be placed to repair these localized areas.” 
 
6.1 Please confirm that though the Portage Mountain East sandstone does not meet the rock 

property criteria stated for this project, it is still “good” rock for riprap and has similar properties 
to the original riprap.  

6.1.1 Please confirm that the Portage Mountain East sandstone could be used for this project 
albeit with a shorter service life than the 75-100 years expected from the Sand Flat 
limestone. If not, please explain. 

6.2 How long is it estimated that the original riprap preformed as designed? 

6.3 What would be the expected life if the Portage Mountain East sandstone were to be used given 
that the rock properties are similar to the original riprap layer but the new design is with narrow 
graded larger rocks applied in a thicker layer? 

6.4 What is the expected range of cost savings if sandstone were to be used from the Portage 
Mountain East quarry? 

6.5 From the perspective of ratepayer impact, please comment on the difference between using 
limestone and sandstone riprap considering future repair costs, timing and probability over the 
remaining life of the dam. 

 
B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND COST 

 Reference: PROPOSED REGULATORY REVIEW PROCESS 7.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.4.1, p. 1-23 
Project delay 

In Exhibit B-1, section 1.4.1, BC Hydro states that: 

A delay in the issuance of a Commission Decision beyond the end of May 2016 could 
result in a delay of one year to the completion of the Project due to the short  

                                                           
3 Exhibit B-1, Appendix D-2, Table 3-3. 
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construction time period for setting the riprap materials (March to June). The expected 
financial impact of a one year delay in the Project is expected to be in the range of $3.5 
to $5.5 million. 

7.1 Is BC Hydro required to delay construction until this Application is approved by the Commission?   

7.2 Please explain the source of the $3.5 to $5.5 million financial impact that is expected if the 
project is delayed by a year. 

7.2.1 Assuming net impact to ratepayers equals the addition project costs minus ratepayer 
savings; is the stated expected impact additional project costs or net impact to 
ratepayers? 

7.2.2 Is the financial impact of delay roughly proportional to time? If not, please explain. 

 Reference: PROJECT DESIGN 8.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.3, p. 3-9 
Toe berm 

In Exhibit B-1, section 3.23, page 3-9, BC Hydro states: 

Leaving the depositional materials in place and re-using the existing sandstone riprap 
removed from the critical erosion zone reduces Project costs by reducing the volume of 
new material required from the quarry and avoiding the costs for removing and 
disposing of materials below 661 m (2170 ft). The cost reduction achieved by re-using 
the depositional material and relocation of existing sandstone riprap to the depositional 
zone is forecast at approximately $17 to $11 million.  

8.1 Discuss the possibility the dam will be operated to a lower water level in the future and the 
suitability of the toe berm design in such a scenario. 

 Reference: PROJECT DESIGN 9.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2 
Riprap stockpile 

In Exhibit B-1, section 3.2, page 2-8, BC Hydro states, “In addition to rock available at local sources, BC 
Hydro has stockpiled approximately 6,700 m3 of well graded (various sized) sandstone rock fill near the 
Dam site for such emergency use.” 
 
In Exhibit B-1, section 3.2, page 3-7, BC Hydro states, “As part of the Project, a stockpile of 
approximately 8,000 cubic meters of riprap will be stored at site for maintenance use.” 
 
9.1 What will happen to the existing stockpile of sandstone riprap? 

9.2 Given that this project will reduce the risk of erosion, discuss the benefits and costs of 
stockpiling riprap now compared to the alternatives of acquiring rock from the West Pine or 
other suitable quarry either after the need has been identified or stockpiling at a later date 
trigged by criteria based on dam monitoring. 

9.2.1 Is the need or preference for a riprap stockpile documented in any dam safety 
requirements or guidelines? 

  



BC Hydro W.A.C. Bennett Dam Upgrade Project 6 BCUC IR No. 1 
 

9.2.2 How long is the proposed riprap layer expected to perform without the benefit of 
repair? 

 
C. PROJECT ACCOUNTING AND RATE IMPACT 

 Reference: CAPITAL ASSET EVALUATION 10.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3, Appendix B-3-1 
Capital expenditures 

10.1 Are all capital expenditures shown in Appendix B-3-1 of Exhibit B-1 also capitalized for financial 
reporting purposes?  

10.1.1 If not, please explain any differences between the treatment for financial reporting and 
regulatory purposes. 

10.2 Do all capital expenditures shown in Appendix B-3-1 of Exhibit B-1 meet the criteria for 
capitalization as per CPA Canada Handbook, IAS 16 – Property Plant and Equipment? If so, 
please explain how. 

10.2.1 If not, please list the expenditures that do not meet the criteria and explain why they 
are being capitalized (i.e. not expensed).  

10.2.1.1 Specifically comment on the treatment of the 8,000 cubic meter stockpile of 
additional riprap.  

 Reference: CAPITAL ASSET EVALUATION 11.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.7, pp. 3-25 to 3-26 
Accounting and regulatory treatment 

11.1 Similar to what was provided in BC Hydro’s 2012-2014 RRA responses to BCUC IR 1, please 
provide a copy of the current policies and procedures from BC Hydro’s Management and 
Accounting Policies and Procedures (MAPP), if applicable, such as: 

(i) Criteria for Capitalization Policy 
(ii) Capital vs. Expense 
(iii) Capitalization Criteria for Betterments 
(iv) Capital Assets in Service 
(v) Amortization 
(vi) Useful Life Estimates 

 
11.2 Please discuss if BC Hydro has considered guidance from CPA Canada Handbook, IAS 16.67-72 

(Derecognition) to be applicable in relation to this project for financial reporting purposes? If 
not, why not? 

11.2.1 If so, please explain the impact this guidance has on the accounting treatment of this 
project for both financial reporting and regulatory purposes, if different. 

11.3 Please discuss if BC Hydro has considered guidance from CPA Canada Handbook, IAS 36 – 
Impairment to be applicable in relation to this project for financial reporting purposes? If not, 
why not? 
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11.3.1 If so, please explain the impact this guidance has on the accounting treatment of this 
project for both financial reporting and regulatory purposes, if different. 

 

 Reference: RATE IMPACT ANALYSIS 12.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1, p. 1-5; Section 3, p. 3-7 
Useful life estimate 

In Exhibit B-1, section 3, page 3-7, BC Hydro states, “the new riprap is expected to meet performance 
expectations for 75 to 100 years (or longer) when combined with a civil maintenance program, where, if 
damage is observed, additional riprap will be placed to repair these localized areas.” 

12.1 For useful life estimates and amortization for financial reporting purposes, are the riprap and 
the Dam considered separately? Please discuss. 

12.1.1 If so, please explain the useful life estimate for the riprap, and why this useful life 
estimate is considered appropriate. 

12.1.2 If so, please provide evidence (i.e. depreciation study, historical trends, etc.) to support 
the useful life estimate of the riprap, or explain otherwise.  

On page 1-5 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “the project will extend the life of the Dam, a key, cost-
effective Heritage Asset.” 
 
12.2 What is the remaining useful life of the Dam, both with and without the Project?  

12.2.1 By what percentage will the useful life of the Dam be extended by this Project? 

12.3 Please explain how this project will extend the useful life of the Dam, and provide evidence, if 
any, to support the assertion. 

12.4 Will the riprap be amortized over the remaining useful life of the Dam? If not, why not? 

12.4.1 If not, what is the period over which the riprap will be amortized, and why is this 
amortization period considered appropriate? Please explain the applicable amortization 
method that BC Hydro proposes to use. 

 Reference: ESTIMATE OF RATE IMPACT 13.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.7, pp. 3-25 to 3-26; Appendix B-3-1  
Rate impact 

13.1 In reference to Appendix B-3-1 in Exhibit B-1, please clarify what is meant by the term 
“incremental cumulative impact on future rates.” 

13.2 What is the incremental impact, if any, on an average residential customer’s monthly bill when 
this project goes into service? Please provide both the percent change and the dollar amount. 

13.3 In addition to the amounts shown in Appendix B-3-1 of Exhibit B-1, are there other incremental 
operating and maintenance costs and/or impacts that are to be incurred to maintain the riprap 
over its estimated useful life? If not, please explain. 
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13.3.1 If so, please provide the following information for any incremental costs: 

(i) Description 
(ii) Amount 

 
13.4 If there are any material changes to the cost estimate or accounting treatment since the original 

application was filed, please submit revisions of the financial models provided in Appendix B-3 
of Exhibit B-1. 

 Reference: ESTIMATE OF RATE IMPACT 14.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3, Table 3-3, p. 3-21 
Capitalized overhead 

14.1 In reference to the capitalized overhead amounts shown in Table 3-3 on page 3-21 of Exhibit 
B-1, are all capital overhead costs directly attributable to the project? If so, please explain how.  

14.1.1 If not, please explain which costs are not directly attributable to the project. 

14.1.1.1 Why are these costs being capitalized and included in the project cost 
estimate? Please explain. 

 
D. FIRST NATION CONSULTATION AND ACCOMMODATION 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 15.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 4-2; Appendix F, pp. 60, 65, 73 
Other permits and approvals 

On page 4-2 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro notes that it is not the sole Crown actor involved in this Project. [Ministry of 
Forests, Lands and Natural resource Operations] FLNRO consulted directly with First 
Nations prior to issuing permits for the Project… FLNRO considered all of the 
information before it, including BC Hydro’s consultation process, and determined that 
consultation was adequate before issuing the permits. 

15.1 Did FLNRO delegate consultation duties to BC Hydro? 

15.2 Please confirm that FLNRO assessed the adequacy of its own consultation process and did not 
assess the adequacy of BC Hydro’s consultation when determining that consultation was 
adequate before issuing its permits.  

On pages 60 and 65 of Appendix F in Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro shows a proposed project schedule in two 
letters to First Nations that includes “Submit BCUC application & Crown Land Tenure application.” In a 
subsequent letter from August 14, 2015, page 73 of Appendix F in Exhibit B-1, the Crown Land Tenure 
application is removed from the project schedule. 

 
15.3 Please explain why the Crown Land Tenure application was removed from the project schedule? 

Is it no longer required? If so, why is it no longer required? 

15.3.1 If it is still required, please explain the approval process for this application. Who is the 
approver? When is approval expected? Does the approval process consider First 
Nations’ consultation and the adequacy of it? 
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15.4 Will any other Crown agencies assess the adequacy of BC Hydro’s First Nations’ consultation for 
this project after or concurrent with the Commission’s assessment?  

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 16.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(d), p. 4 
Commitment to not start construction 

In Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(d), page 4, Ecofor states, “Although every attempt was made to locate and 
record all archaeological and cultural heritage features located within the specified survey area, the 
possibility exists that remains may have been missed.” 

 
16.1 Does BC Hydro agree that some sites which are archaeologically or culturally significant to First 

Nations may not be known by BC Hydro at this point? 

16.2 Does BC Hydro agree that it is prudent to postpone the start of construction on the project until 
the Commission issues its decision on the adequacy of First Nations’ consultation on the 
project? If not, please justify BC Hydro’s position.  

16.3 Does BC Hydro agree that if it starts construction and a currently unknown archeological or 
culturally significant site is disturbed or damaged during construction prior to the Commission 
issuing its decision on the adequacy of First Nations’ consultation for this project, that 
potentially higher accommodation measures could be required compared to a situation where 
the Commission had issued its decision before unknown sites were disturbed or damaged? 

16.3.1 Will BC Hydro commit to not start construction until the Commission’s decision on this 
application is issued?  

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 17.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-16, 4-28; Appendix F, p. 21 
Independent Technical Review 

On page 4-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

McLeod Lake Indian Band is leading an Independent Technical Revew (ITR) which is 
expected to be completed in December 2015. The ITR is a multi-First Nation initiative 
and at present McLeod Lake Indian Band and Saulteau, West Moberly and Doig River 
First Nations are expected to participate. BC Hydro has committed to funding this 
review. 

 On page 4-28 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

Saulteau First Nations will be participating in the ITR of the Project (in collaboration with 
McLeod Lake Indian Band and West Moberly and Doig River First Nations) in order to 
identify any further potential impacts. 

 On page 21 of Appendix F in Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

Also on May 14, 2015, LGL Limited, the consultant for the Independent Technical 
Review, sent an email to BC Hydro, McLeod Lake, Saulteau and West Moberly with a 
proposal for the Independent Technical Review. 

17.1 Please provide the detailed scope and terms of reference for the Independent Technical Review. 
What specifically will it be reviewing or what questions will it answer?  
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17.2 Please describe the expertise or qualifications of LGL Limited to conduct such a review? Will 
anyone else be contributing to it or otherwise participating in it?  

17.2.1 How will the ITR identify further potential impacts? 

17.2.2 How will BC Hydro incorporate the ITR findings into the project plan? 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 18.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-16, 4-27 and 4-28; Appendix F, p. 23 
Traditional use studies 

On page 4-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “No heritage or archaeological sites have been identified at 
either the Sand Flat Quarry or road sites.” 
 
On page 4-27 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “West Moberly and Saulteau First Nations indicated a 
desire to undertake a TUS to more fully understand the implication of the potential impacts for the 
Project.” 

On page 4-28 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “BC Hydro expects the results of the TUS will 
further refine existing mitigation plans.” 

On page 23 of Appendix F in Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

On September 28, 2015 McLeod Lake emailed BC Hydro and stated that McLeod Lake is 
aware of potential impacts related to the Project, but also noted that the Independent 
Technical Review and TUS will inform any outstanding impacts that may have been 
overlooked. 

18.1 Please explain how BC Hydro will alter its assessed scope of consultation duty or its project plan 
if the TUS’ identify heritage or cultural sites at the Sand Flat Quarry or road sites. 

18.2 Does BC Hydro expect the pending TUS’ to provide more information on impacts to First 
Nations’ treaty rights? If not, please explain why West Moberly and Saulteau both requested a 
TUS to “fully understand the implication of the potential impacts.” 

18.3 BC Hydro expects to use the TUS’ to refine mitigation plans. Does BC Hydro consider its 
mitigation plans as part of its assessment of the level of impact of a project? 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 19.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-16, 4-30; Appendix F, p. 24 
Knowledge and understanding of Project impacts 

On page 4-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will consult with First Nations on the findings of [the Independent Technical 
Review and the Traditional Use] studies. The results will be used to further refine 
mitigation measures prior to construction. Furthermore, the results and BC Hydro’s 
further consultation with First Nations on them will inform BC Hydro’s decision on 
whether or not to implement the Project. 

On page 24 of Appendix F in Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

On November 6, 2015, BC Hydro met with McLeod Lake, Saulteau and West Moberly to  
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discuss the Project. West Moberly raised a new concern related to the Road Option. 
They noted that the road upgrades will result in unmitigatable impacts to the land which 
will facilitate ongoing access and development to their territory. West Moberly noted 
that they may challenge Canfor’s Table Road license and that this may result in BC Hydro 
not being able to proceed with the Road option. 

On page 4-30 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “BC Hydro has requested a meeting with all three 
of the First Nations to address [West Moberly’s] concern [regarding the road transport option 
raised at the November 6, 2015 meeting].” 

19.1 Is BC Hydro’s knowledge of the potential impacts of the project adequate at this point? If not, 
please explain how it can assess the duty to consult at this point and state that consultation is 
adequate. 

19.1.1 If yes, please justify BC Hydro’s position given that there are pending studies that may 
identify further potential impacts of the project and that the First Nations’ have 
requested to “fully understand the implication of the potential impacts for the Project” 
and “to identify any further potential impacts”. 

19.1.2 If yes, please justify BC Hydro’s position given that West Moberly stated on November 6, 
2015 that there are unmitigable impacts from the project and BC Hydro has requested a 
meeting to address this concern.  

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 20.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-15 and 4-31; West Moberly First Nations v. British Columbia (Chief 
Inspector of Mines), 2011 BCCA 247, para. 117 
Cumulative effects 

On page 4-15 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro does not anticipate any cumulative effects given that no residual 
environmental impacts are anticipated with the implementation of appropriate 
environmental management plans, reclamation of the Sand Flats quarry site and 
deactivation of the Spur Road, and adherence to federal and provincial permitting, 
environmental regulations and guidelines. 

On page 4-31 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

Cumulative Effects: Concerns that the road upgrades will facilitate ongoing access and 
development in their territory. The issue of increased access was first identified early in 
the consultation process, and BC Hydro has committed to taking steps to mitigate this 
impact. However, the residual aspect of this potential impact was only recently raised 
and BC Hydro has requested a meeting with West Moberly First Nations to address and 
mitigate this concern. 

West Moberly at para. 117 states: 

I do not understand Rio Tinto to be authority for saying that when the “current decision 
under consideration” will have an adverse impact on a First Nations right, as in this case, 
that what has gone before is irrelevant. Here, the exploration and sampling projects will 
have an adverse impact on the petitioners’ treaty right, and the historical context is 
essential to a proper understanding of the seriousness of the potential impacts on the 
petitioners’ treaty right to hunt. 
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20.1 Does BC Hydro equate cumulative effects with residual effects? If so, please justify and support 
this position.  

20.2 West Moberly directs that in cases where the current contemplated activity results in new 
adverse impacts, past effects are relevant in order to fully understand the severity of the new 
effects. Did BC Hydro consider past effects when making its assessment of the new impacts of 
the project? 

20.3 Does BC Hydro agree that temporary, new impacts of a project could be assessed differently 
when viewing them in the context of cumulative effects? 

20.3.1 Does BC Hydro agree that the temporary nature of a project impact does not necessarily 
lessen the level of the impact?   

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 21.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-10, 4-12, 4-16 to 4-17; Appendix E-2(a), pp. 29, 31-32 
Assessment of impacts – Sand Flat Quarry 

On page 4-12 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “The Sand Flat quarry site is composed of disturbed lands 
that were previously part of commercial forestry operations.” 

On pages 4-16 and 4-17 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro believes the seriousness of the potential impacts arising from the Project on 
First Nations’ Treaty 8 rights to be low. In coming to this conclusion, BC Hydro relies on 
the following: 

• The Project Environmental Assessment prepared by Ecofor concluded that 
there would be no residual environmental effects arising from the Project;… 

• The Sand Flat quarry site is comprised of disturbed land that was previously 
harvested for commercial timber;… 

• BC Hydro plans to reclaim the quarry site after use;  

In Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(a), pages 29, 31 and 32, Ecofor states: 

The Project area is primarily composed of young and mature forest… The forested areas 
adjacent the cut blocks have significant quantities of coarse woody debris at varying 
stages of decay. This coarse woody debris creates habitat for wildlife…Given the habitat 
in the Project area, various mammals are expected to be present. Of the mammals 
whose ranges potentially overlap the Project area, there are eight provincially or 
federally listed species that include: caribou, eastern red bat, fisher, grizzly bear, little 
brown myotis, northern myotis, bison, and wolverine...The Project is located in a forest 
setting…There is minimal active industrial development in the area and there is no 
urban development. 

On page 3-10 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s selection of the preferred quarry was based on an evaluation of rock 
characteristics, costs to develop the quarry site (e.g., improve site access) and costs to 
transport materials to the Dam. 

21.1 Please explain how there can be no residual effects from blasting and removing material from a 
quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not 
forever different than it was before the quarrying and the reclamation?  
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21.1.1 Please provide the evidence or reasoning Ecofor used to come to the conclusion that 
there would be no residual environmental effects arising from the Project.  

21.2 Ecofor’s description of the project area indicates it is an area in which First Nations may 
potentially exercise their treaty and other asserted rights. Please justify BC Hydro’s position that 
the fact that it is previously disturbed land contributes to BC Hydro’s assessment that the 
potential impacts of the project are low. Does the fact that First Nations may exercise their 
rights on certain land not trump the fact that it was previously disturbed when assessing the 
potential impacts of a project?  

21.3 Do First Nations currently or have they recently (e.g. the last 25 years) exercised their treaty or 
other asserted rights in the Sand Flat quarry area? If so, please justify BC Hydro’s position that 
the project impacts are low. 

21.4 Did BC Hydro assess the potential impact to First Nations’ rights of the other potential quarry 
sites as part of the evaluation of the sites? If not, why not? 

21.4.1 What are the potential impacts to First Nations’ rights of the other quarry sites? 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 22.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-15 to  4-17 
Assessment of impacts – Spur Road 

On page 4-15 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states, “The 3 kilometre Spur Road is an existing provincial 
forestry road that has not been recently used.” 
 
On page 4-16 – 4-17 BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro believes the seriousness of the potential impacts arising from the Project on 
First Nations’ Treaty 8 rights to be low. In coming to this conclusion, BC Hydro relies on 
the following: 

• The roads that will be used to transport the riprap from the Sand Flat quarry to the 
Dam are existing forestry roads; 

• Although some repairs and upgrades to the roads may be necessary, the majority of 
the forestry roads are already in active use by Canfor; 

• The Spur Road will be used temporarily with restricted access; 

• BC Hydro intends on deactivating the Spur Road after use. 

22.1 When was Spur Road last in active use for industrial purposes? 

22.2 Is Spur Road currently in a condition that First Nations may exercise their treaty or other 
asserted rights?  

22.3 Do First Nations currently or have they recently (e.g. since the last active use) exercised their 
treaty or other rights in the Spur Road area? If so, please justify BC Hydro’s position that the 
project impacts are low, even if they are temporary. 
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 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 23.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 4-11; Appendix F, pp. 86, 88 
Mitigation of impacts 

 On page 4-11 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

The Project Environmental Assessment prepared by Ecofor (Appendix E-2(a)) found that 
all identified environmental impacts are mitigable, and no residual impacts are 
anticipated with the implementation of appropriate environmental management plans 
and adherence to federal and provincial permitting requirements, and environmental 
regulations and guidelines. 

On pages 86 and 88 of Appendix F in Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states “contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)” for identified road, quarry and rock placement impacts. 

 
23.1 Are the EPPs referred to on pages 86 and 88 of Appendix F the “environmental management 

plans” referenced on page 4-11? If not, please explain the difference in the content and who will 
be preparing and responsible for the environmental management plans.  

23.2 Please describe Ecofor’s involvement with the development of these EPPs? 

23.3 Please describe BC Hydro’s involvement with the development and/or approval of these EPPs? 

23.4 Please describe the First Nations’ involvement with the development and/or approval of these 
EPPs? 

23.5 It appears that BC Hydro’s contractors will be responsible for the mitigation of potential impacts 
from the project and that the assessment that there will be no residual impacts from the project 
is dependent on appropriate environmental management plans being implemented. Please 
explain how BC Hydro will ensure that these plans are appropriately designed, implemented and 
managed. 

23.5.1 Who is ultimately responsible for the proper design and implementation of these plans? 

23.5.2 How will BC Hydro ensure these plans are designed in accordance with Ecofor’s Project 
Environmental Assessment? 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 24.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-12 to 4-13; Appendix E-2(b), pp. 8, 10, 11 
Assessment of impacts - Caribou 

On page 4-12 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

The Caribou Mitigation Plan in place during field investigations (Golder Associates in 
2012) focused on specific mitigations in the event of an encounter with caribou. The 
plan also reported that the nearest caribou Ungulate Winter Range is approximately 7.5 
km southeast of the project, and 2.5 km south of the access roads. Two caribou calving 
Wildlife Habitat Areas were identified: one approximately 10 km north and the other 
approximately 23 km south of the Sand Flat quarry. 

On page 4-13 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states: 

Accordingly, Ecofor concluded there is a low likelihood of caribou wandering into the 
Project area, including on the access roads, and that the caribou are most likely to 
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occupy the core caribou habitats that are well to the south of the Project. Ecofor 
developed a mitigation plan that BC Hydro will implement to ensure any caribou that 
are encountered are protected from impacts arising from the Project. 

In Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(b), page page 8, Ecofor states: 

The Moberly herd is part of the Special Concern Northern Mountain population. The 
population estimates for the Moberly herd have been in decline since 1997, when 191 
caribou were counted in the Moberly area (MOE 2014). The herd has since declined to a 
population with a total count of 22 as of March 2014… 

In Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(b), page 10, Ecofor states: 

Caribou are sensitive to disturbance and to changes in habitat. The project is not located 
within or near any identified caribou winter or summer habitats, so project works are 
not anticipated to cause any effect on caribou habitat. 

In Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(b), page 11 Ecofor states: 

Critical period: January 15 – July 15 

• Calving / Post parturition Late Winter – development activities are not 
appropriate during this timeframe. Aerial activities should adhere to guidelines. 
If working within a critical window is unavoidable, proponent should discuss 
alternatives, and potential for mitigation and monitoring plans. 

Cautionary period: September 15 – January 14 

• Rutting / Early winter - Proponents should minimize development activities 
during these timeframes. 

24.1 Please explain how BC Hydro will ensure its contractors on the project abide by Ecofor’s Caribou 
Mitigation plans. 

24.2 The Caribou Mitigation Plan concluded there is a low likelihood of caribou wandering into the 
project areas. Are there impacts to the caribou from other activities such as blasting, noise, etc., 
especially given that caribou are sensitive to disturbance? How were these impacts incorporated 
into the assessment of impacts? 

24.2.1 What mitigation plans have been developed to mitigate these impacts?  

24.3 Did Ecofor assess the potential impacts of this project in consideration of cumulative impacts? In 
other words did Ecofor consider the past effects on the caribou and especially the Moberly Herd 
which has declined to a population of 22, when assessing the impacts of the project? If not, why 
not? 

24.3.1 If not, what are the potential impacts of the project on the caribou in consideration of a 
cumulative impact perspective? 

24.4 How specifically will BC Hydro address Ecofor’s critical and cautionary timing windows in its 
project schedule? What “development activities” will be prohibited during these times? Will 
blasting be prohibited? 
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 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 25.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 40 
Procurement opportunities 

In Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, page 40, BC Hydro states: 

On March 3, 2013, BC Hydro emailed Dunne-za Ventures regarding the limestone mine. 
BC Hydro indicated that a number of riprap quarry sites had been identified and two 
selected for further investigation. BC Hydro inquired as to whether the limestone mine 
referenced by Dunne-za Ventures was a different location than any of those previously 
identified. 

On March 5, 2013 BC Hydro sent a letter providing an update on the Project noting that 
drilling investigations had indicated good quality riprap at the Sand Flat site, and 
that trial blasting investigations were planned for summer 2013. 

25.1 Please explain whether the limestone at the Dunne-za Ventures mine was ever investigated for 
use in the Project? If not, why not?  

25.2 Was the only communication to Dunne-za Ventures regarding BC Hydro’s decision to not 
investigate or use their limestone through the March 5, 2013 letter indicating that the Sand Flat 
quarry site indicated good quality riprap? 

 
E. PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT 

 Reference: IMPLEMENTATION PHASE RISKS 26.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 5.3 
Quarry yield 

Knight Piesold reviewed the site investigation information from the Sand Flat quarry and 
confirmed that the quarry yield should be between 10 per cent and 15 per cent after handling 
losses. Based on Knight Piesold’s recommendation, BC Hydro has used a 13 per cent quarry yield 
in preparation of the cost estimate.4 

In discussing its plans to manage quarry yield risk BC Hydro states, “The ECI process will arrive at a 
mutually agreeable contract structure, including the treatment of specific contract risks such as yield. 
The general principal that will be followed is that risks will be assigned to the party best able to manage 
the particular risk.”5 
 
26.1 Quarry yield impacts several of the modeled costs. It is not clear how the project base cost 

varies as a function of riprap yield. What are the modeled project costs if the riprap yield is 10 
percent, 13 percent and 15percent? 

26.2 BC Hydro has identified contractor performance as a major factor in project success and plans to 
draft the construction contracts so that risks are born by the party best suited to manage them. 
Given one of the major risks is rock yield, how does BC Hydro propose to structure the quarry 
contract to separate the rock yield variance resulting from the in-situ rock characteristics from 
yield variance resulting from contractor performance? 

  

                                                           
4 Exhibit B-1, p. 5-12. 
5 Exhibit B-1, p. 5-6. 
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 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 27.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-1, p. 14 
First Nations costs 

27.1 BC Hydro includes a cost estimate for Aboriginal Relations and First Nations. Please list all costs 
that are included in this estimate such as Aboriginal Relations staff costs, capacity funding, 
traditional use or other study funding, etc. As this appendix is confidential, there is no need to 
include dollar amounts.  

27.2 Does this estimate include any accommodation costs? If not, where are potential 
accommodation costs captured?  

27.3 Does BC Hydro believe that the cost contingencies as stated in the Application are adequate to 
cover any additional costs associated with mitigating First Nations impacts given the 
Independent Technical Review and the Traditional Use Studies have not been completed? 

27.3.1 What portion of the P50 contingency relates to First Nation impact mitigation and 
accommodation? 

27.4 In determining that the Application is in the public interest the Commission will assess the 
adequacy of the First Nations consultation on the project configuration outlined in the 
Application. After the Commission issues its decision and if for any reason BC Hydro were to 
decide to pursue a different quarry site or riprap transportation route would BC Hydro reapply 
for approval of the revised project? 


	A-3-BCH Riprap BCUC IR. No. 1-body.pdf
	A. Project Justification
	1.0 Reference: W.A.C. BENNETT DAM DESIGN AND CONDITION Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2; British Columbia Dam Safety Regulation 44/2000 B.C. Dam Safety Regulation
	1.1 Please list the dam safety reports submitted to the dam safety officer by date that mention the deteriorating status of the riprap and briefly summarize the status of the riprap and any related safety hazard identified in each report.
	1.2 Please list all safety hazard correction plans that involve riprap repair, its priority level and expected completion date as stated in the plan.
	1.3 If BC Hydro has received any orders from the dam safety officer relating to the Dam riprap please provide a list with a summary of each order.

	2.0 Reference: W.A.C. BENNETT DAM DESIGN AND CONDITION Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2; Exhibit B-1-3, Attachment 1, p. 4  Dam status and risk
	2.1 Please summarize the erosional events of the upstream face since 1998.
	2.2 List any previous repair work done to the riprap and the approximate cost.
	2.3 What are the risk categories that were most recently used to assess dam safety?
	2.3.1 Please characterize the level of dam face degradation as it relates to the risk categories.
	2.3.2 As was done for the section between Stations 20+00 and 60+00 by the Expert Engineering Panel, please characterize the damage levels along the other sections of the dam face proposed for repair. Or alternatively, provide a plan diagram of the dam...

	2.4 What is the expected damage from a 1-10,000 year storm event to the Dam in its current state?
	2.5 Is the end-dumping and bulldozing or placing rock from the top of the Dam outlined Enhanced Surveillance and Response Plan sufficient for dealing with a storm, flood or earthquake event as contemplated in the Expert Engineering Panel report?
	2.6 Was the formation of the two sink holes stated in section 2.2 of Exhibit B-1 in any way related to the degradation of the riprap layer?
	2.7 BC Hydro’s website states that it is investing $1.9 billion in its seismic upgrade program. Are there any other major projects that are ongoing, planned or under consideration for the Dam? Describe the projects, if any, and identify any cost, sche...

	3.0 Reference: W.A.C. BENNETT DAM DESIGN AND CONDITION Exhibit B-1, Section 2.1.2, p. 2-2 Dam status and risk
	3.1 Please discuss the contribution, if any, of the steepening of the slopes to the degradation of the riprap and the current risk state of the dam.
	3.1.1 If the slopes had not been steepened would the proposed riprap repair have the same urgency?


	4.0 Reference: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.6 Reliance on existing emergency plans
	4.1 Is the P50 F2021 $9 million revenue shortfall a good estimate of the expected ratepayer savings that would result if the project were to be delayed by one year? If not, please explain.
	4.2 Given that significant riprap degradation was noted in 1998, is the need to upgrade at the present time a result of recent erosion, a change in acceptable risk, change in understanding of the risk or some other change?
	4.3 What is the estimated annual probability of an erosional event that would require implementation of the Upstream Riprap Emergency Plan?
	4.4 What is the estimated range of costs that would be incurred if the Upstream Riprap Emergency Plan needed to be implemented?
	4.5 Briefly describe the expected state of the Dam after the implementation of the Upstream Riprap Emergency Plan.
	4.5.1 Would the Dam then require further non-emergency repairs, be similar to its current state or be better able to withstand future erosional events?


	5.0 Reference: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.6 Partial repair
	5.1 Was the alternative of repairing a smaller portion of the dam face considered? If not, why not?
	5.2 If only the section between Stations 20+00 to 60+00 where the Expert Engineering Panel report noted severe erosion was repaired would that address the drivers for proceeding with the whole project now?

	6.0 Reference: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.6; Section 3.2.1.6, p. 3-7 Sandstone option
	6.1 Please confirm that though the Portage Mountain East sandstone does not meet the rock property criteria stated for this project, it is still “good” rock for riprap and has similar properties to the original riprap.
	6.1.1 Please confirm that the Portage Mountain East sandstone could be used for this project albeit with a shorter service life than the 75-100 years expected from the Sand Flat limestone. If not, please explain.

	6.2 How long is it estimated that the original riprap preformed as designed?
	6.3 What would be the expected life if the Portage Mountain East sandstone were to be used given that the rock properties are similar to the original riprap layer but the new design is with narrow graded larger rocks applied in a thicker layer?
	6.4 What is the expected range of cost savings if sandstone were to be used from the Portage Mountain East quarry?
	6.5 From the perspective of ratepayer impact, please comment on the difference between using limestone and sandstone riprap considering future repair costs, timing and probability over the remaining life of the dam.


	B. Project Description and Cost
	7.0 Reference: PROPOSED REGULATORY REVIEW PROCESS Exhibit B-1, Section 1.4.1, p. 1-23 Project delay
	7.1 Is BC Hydro required to delay construction until this Application is approved by the Commission?
	7.2 Please explain the source of the $3.5 to $5.5 million financial impact that is expected if the project is delayed by a year.
	7.2.1 Assuming net impact to ratepayers equals the addition project costs minus ratepayer savings; is the stated expected impact additional project costs or net impact to ratepayers?
	7.2.2 Is the financial impact of delay roughly proportional to time? If not, please explain.


	8.0 Reference: PROJECT DESIGN Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.3, p. 3-9 Toe berm
	8.1 Discuss the possibility the dam will be operated to a lower water level in the future and the suitability of the toe berm design in such a scenario.

	9.0 Reference: PROJECT DESIGN Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2 Riprap stockpile
	9.1 What will happen to the existing stockpile of sandstone riprap?
	9.2 Given that this project will reduce the risk of erosion, discuss the benefits and costs of stockpiling riprap now compared to the alternatives of acquiring rock from the West Pine or other suitable quarry either after the need has been identified ...
	9.2.1 Is the need or preference for a riprap stockpile documented in any dam safety requirements or guidelines?
	9.2.2 How long is the proposed riprap layer expected to perform without the benefit of repair?



	C. Project Accounting and Rate Impact
	10.0 Reference: CAPITAL ASSET EVALUATION Exhibit B-1, Section 3, Appendix B-3-1 Capital expenditures
	10.1 Are all capital expenditures shown in Appendix B-3-1 of Exhibit B-1 also capitalized for financial reporting purposes?
	10.1.1 If not, please explain any differences between the treatment for financial reporting and regulatory purposes.

	10.2 Do all capital expenditures shown in Appendix B-3-1 of Exhibit B-1 meet the criteria for capitalization as per CPA Canada Handbook, IAS 16 – Property Plant and Equipment? If so, please explain how.
	10.2.1 If not, please list the expenditures that do not meet the criteria and explain why they are being capitalized (i.e. not expensed).
	10.2.1.1 Specifically comment on the treatment of the 8,000 cubic meter stockpile of additional riprap.



	11.0 Reference: CAPITAL ASSET EVALUATION Exhibit B-1, Section 3.7, pp. 3-25 to 3-26 Accounting and regulatory treatment
	11.1 Similar to what was provided in BC Hydro’s 2012-2014 RRA responses to BCUC IR 1, please provide a copy of the current policies and procedures from BC Hydro’s Management and Accounting Policies and Procedures (MAPP), if applicable, such as:
	11.2 Please discuss if BC Hydro has considered guidance from CPA Canada Handbook, IAS 16.67-72 (Derecognition) to be applicable in relation to this project for financial reporting purposes? If not, why not?
	11.2.1 If so, please explain the impact this guidance has on the accounting treatment of this project for both financial reporting and regulatory purposes, if different.

	11.3 Please discuss if BC Hydro has considered guidance from CPA Canada Handbook, IAS 36 – Impairment to be applicable in relation to this project for financial reporting purposes? If not, why not?
	11.3.1 If so, please explain the impact this guidance has on the accounting treatment of this project for both financial reporting and regulatory purposes, if different.


	12.0 Reference: RATE IMPACT ANALYSIS Exhibit B-1, Section 1, p. 1-5; Section 3, p. 3-7 Useful life estimate
	In Exhibit B-1, section 3, page 3-7, BC Hydro states, “the new riprap is expected to meet performance expectations for 75 to 100 years (or longer) when combined with a civil maintenance program, where, if damage is observed, additional riprap will be ...
	12.1 For useful life estimates and amortization for financial reporting purposes, are the riprap and the Dam considered separately? Please discuss.
	12.1.1 If so, please explain the useful life estimate for the riprap, and why this useful life estimate is considered appropriate.
	12.1.2 If so, please provide evidence (i.e. depreciation study, historical trends, etc.) to support the useful life estimate of the riprap, or explain otherwise.

	12.2 What is the remaining useful life of the Dam, both with and without the Project?
	12.2.1 By what percentage will the useful life of the Dam be extended by this Project?

	12.3 Please explain how this project will extend the useful life of the Dam, and provide evidence, if any, to support the assertion.
	12.4 Will the riprap be amortized over the remaining useful life of the Dam? If not, why not?
	12.4.1 If not, what is the period over which the riprap will be amortized, and why is this amortization period considered appropriate? Please explain the applicable amortization method that BC Hydro proposes to use.


	13.0 Reference: ESTIMATE OF RATE IMPACT Exhibit B-1, Section 3.7, pp. 3-25 to 3-26; Appendix B-3-1  Rate impact
	13.1 In reference to Appendix B-3-1 in Exhibit B-1, please clarify what is meant by the term “incremental cumulative impact on future rates.”
	13.2 What is the incremental impact, if any, on an average residential customer’s monthly bill when this project goes into service? Please provide both the percent change and the dollar amount.
	13.3 In addition to the amounts shown in Appendix B-3-1 of Exhibit B-1, are there other incremental operating and maintenance costs and/or impacts that are to be incurred to maintain the riprap over its estimated useful life? If not, please explain.
	13.3.1 If so, please provide the following information for any incremental costs:

	13.4 If there are any material changes to the cost estimate or accounting treatment since the original application was filed, please submit revisions of the financial models provided in Appendix B-3 of Exhibit B-1.

	14.0 Reference: ESTIMATE OF RATE IMPACT Exhibit B-1, Section 3, Table 3-3, p. 3-21 Capitalized overhead
	14.1 In reference to the capitalized overhead amounts shown in Table 3-3 on page 3-21 of Exhibit B-1, are all capital overhead costs directly attributable to the project? If so, please explain how.
	14.1.1 If not, please explain which costs are not directly attributable to the project.
	14.1.1.1 Why are these costs being capitalized and included in the project cost estimate? Please explain.




	D. First Nation Consultation and ACCOMMODATION
	15.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, p. 4-2; Appendix F, pp. 60, 65, 73 Other permits and approvals
	15.1 Did FLNRO delegate consultation duties to BC Hydro?
	15.2 Please confirm that FLNRO assessed the adequacy of its own consultation process and did not assess the adequacy of BC Hydro’s consultation when determining that consultation was adequate before issuing its permits.
	15.3 Please explain why the Crown Land Tenure application was removed from the project schedule? Is it no longer required? If so, why is it no longer required?
	15.3.1 If it is still required, please explain the approval process for this application. Who is the approver? When is approval expected? Does the approval process consider First Nations’ consultation and the adequacy of it?

	15.4 Will any other Crown agencies assess the adequacy of BC Hydro’s First Nations’ consultation for this project after or concurrent with the Commission’s assessment?

	16.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(d), p. 4 Commitment to not start construction
	16.1 Does BC Hydro agree that some sites which are archaeologically or culturally significant to First Nations may not be known by BC Hydro at this point?
	16.2 Does BC Hydro agree that it is prudent to postpone the start of construction on the project until the Commission issues its decision on the adequacy of First Nations’ consultation on the project? If not, please justify BC Hydro’s position.
	16.3 Does BC Hydro agree that if it starts construction and a currently unknown archeological or culturally significant site is disturbed or damaged during construction prior to the Commission issuing its decision on the adequacy of First Nations’ con...
	16.3.1 Will BC Hydro commit to not start construction until the Commission’s decision on this application is issued?


	17.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-16, 4-28; Appendix F, p. 21 Independent Technical Review
	17.1 Please provide the detailed scope and terms of reference for the Independent Technical Review. What specifically will it be reviewing or what questions will it answer?
	17.2 Please describe the expertise or qualifications of LGL Limited to conduct such a review? Will anyone else be contributing to it or otherwise participating in it?
	17.2.1 How will the ITR identify further potential impacts?
	17.2.2 How will BC Hydro incorporate the ITR findings into the project plan?


	18.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-16, 4-27 and 4-28; Appendix F, p. 23 Traditional use studies
	18.1 Please explain how BC Hydro will alter its assessed scope of consultation duty or its project plan if the TUS’ identify heritage or cultural sites at the Sand Flat Quarry or road sites.
	18.2 Does BC Hydro expect the pending TUS’ to provide more information on impacts to First Nations’ treaty rights? If not, please explain why West Moberly and Saulteau both requested a TUS to “fully understand the implication of the potential impacts.”
	18.3 BC Hydro expects to use the TUS’ to refine mitigation plans. Does BC Hydro consider its mitigation plans as part of its assessment of the level of impact of a project?

	19.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-16, 4-30; Appendix F, p. 24 Knowledge and understanding of Project impacts
	19.1 Is BC Hydro’s knowledge of the potential impacts of the project adequate at this point? If not, please explain how it can assess the duty to consult at this point and state that consultation is adequate.
	19.1.1 If yes, please justify BC Hydro’s position given that there are pending studies that may identify further potential impacts of the project and that the First Nations’ have requested to “fully understand the implication of the potential impacts ...
	19.1.2 If yes, please justify BC Hydro’s position given that West Moberly stated on November 6, 2015 that there are unmitigable impacts from the project and BC Hydro has requested a meeting to address this concern.


	20.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-15 and 4-31; West Moberly First Nations v. British Columbia (Chief Inspector of Mines), 2011 BCCA 247, para. 117 Cumulative effects
	20.1 Does BC Hydro equate cumulative effects with residual effects? If so, please justify and support this position.
	20.2 West Moberly directs that in cases where the current contemplated activity results in new adverse impacts, past effects are relevant in order to fully understand the severity of the new effects. Did BC Hydro consider past effects when making its ...
	20.3 Does BC Hydro agree that temporary, new impacts of a project could be assessed differently when viewing them in the context of cumulative effects?
	20.3.1 Does BC Hydro agree that the temporary nature of a project impact does not necessarily lessen the level of the impact?


	21.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-10, 4-12, 4-16 to 4-17; Appendix E-2(a), pp. 29, 31-32 Assessment of impacts – Sand Flat Quarry
	21.1 Please explain how there can be no residual effects from blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was before the quarrying and t...
	21.1.1 Please provide the evidence or reasoning Ecofor used to come to the conclusion that there would be no residual environmental effects arising from the Project.

	21.2 Ecofor’s description of the project area indicates it is an area in which First Nations may potentially exercise their treaty and other asserted rights. Please justify BC Hydro’s position that the fact that it is previously disturbed land contrib...
	21.3 Do First Nations currently or have they recently (e.g. the last 25 years) exercised their treaty or other asserted rights in the Sand Flat quarry area? If so, please justify BC Hydro’s position that the project impacts are low.
	21.4 Did BC Hydro assess the potential impact to First Nations’ rights of the other potential quarry sites as part of the evaluation of the sites? If not, why not?
	21.4.1 What are the potential impacts to First Nations’ rights of the other quarry sites?


	22.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-15 to  4-17 Assessment of impacts – Spur Road
	22.1 When was Spur Road last in active use for industrial purposes?
	22.2 Is Spur Road currently in a condition that First Nations may exercise their treaty or other asserted rights?
	22.3 Do First Nations currently or have they recently (e.g. since the last active use) exercised their treaty or other rights in the Spur Road area? If so, please justify BC Hydro’s position that the project impacts are low, even if they are temporary.

	23.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, p. 4-11; Appendix F, pp. 86, 88 Mitigation of impacts
	23.1 Are the EPPs referred to on pages 86 and 88 of Appendix F the “environmental management plans” referenced on page 4-11? If not, please explain the difference in the content and who will be preparing and responsible for the environmental managemen...
	23.2 Please describe Ecofor’s involvement with the development of these EPPs?
	23.3 Please describe BC Hydro’s involvement with the development and/or approval of these EPPs?
	23.4 Please describe the First Nations’ involvement with the development and/or approval of these EPPs?
	23.5 It appears that BC Hydro’s contractors will be responsible for the mitigation of potential impacts from the project and that the assessment that there will be no residual impacts from the project is dependent on appropriate environmental manageme...
	23.5.1 Who is ultimately responsible for the proper design and implementation of these plans?
	23.5.2 How will BC Hydro ensure these plans are designed in accordance with Ecofor’s Project Environmental Assessment?


	24.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, pp. 4-12 to 4-13; Appendix E-2(b), pp. 8, 10, 11 Assessment of impacts - Caribou
	24.1 Please explain how BC Hydro will ensure its contractors on the project abide by Ecofor’s Caribou Mitigation plans.
	24.2 The Caribou Mitigation Plan concluded there is a low likelihood of caribou wandering into the project areas. Are there impacts to the caribou from other activities such as blasting, noise, etc., especially given that caribou are sensitive to dist...
	24.2.1 What mitigation plans have been developed to mitigate these impacts?

	24.3 Did Ecofor assess the potential impacts of this project in consideration of cumulative impacts? In other words did Ecofor consider the past effects on the caribou and especially the Moberly Herd which has declined to a population of 22, when asse...
	24.3.1 If not, what are the potential impacts of the project on the caribou in consideration of a cumulative impact perspective?

	24.4 How specifically will BC Hydro address Ecofor’s critical and cautionary timing windows in its project schedule? What “development activities” will be prohibited during these times? Will blasting be prohibited?

	25.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 40 Procurement opportunities
	25.1 Please explain whether the limestone at the Dunne-za Ventures mine was ever investigated for use in the Project? If not, why not?
	25.2 Was the only communication to Dunne-za Ventures regarding BC Hydro’s decision to not investigate or use their limestone through the March 5, 2013 letter indicating that the Sand Flat quarry site indicated good quality riprap?


	E. Project Risk Management
	26.0 Reference: IMPLEMENTATION PHASE RISKS Exhibit B-1, Section 5.3 Quarry yield
	26.1 Quarry yield impacts several of the modeled costs. It is not clear how the project base cost varies as a function of riprap yield. What are the modeled project costs if the riprap yield is 10 percent, 13 percent and 15percent?
	26.2 BC Hydro has identified contractor performance as a major factor in project success and plans to draft the construction contracts so that risks are born by the party best suited to manage them. Given one of the major risks is rock yield, how does...

	27.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-1, p. 14 First Nations costs
	27.1 BC Hydro includes a cost estimate for Aboriginal Relations and First Nations. Please list all costs that are included in this estimate such as Aboriginal Relations staff costs, capacity funding, traditional use or other study funding, etc. As thi...
	27.2 Does this estimate include any accommodation costs? If not, where are potential accommodation costs captured?
	27.3 Does BC Hydro believe that the cost contingencies as stated in the Application are adequate to cover any additional costs associated with mitigating First Nations impacts given the Independent Technical Review and the Traditional Use Studies have...
	27.3.1 What portion of the P50 contingency relates to First Nation impact mitigation and accommodation?

	27.4 In determining that the Application is in the public interest the Commission will assess the adequacy of the First Nations consultation on the project configuration outlined in the Application. After the Commission issues its decision and if for ...




