
1 

REQUESTOR NAME:                           BCOAPO    
INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO: 1 
TO:  BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO & POWER    

AUTHORITY 
DATE:                                  July 28, 2016 
PROJECT NO:                                 3698878 
APPLICATION NAME:                                INQUIRY OF EXPENDITURES RELATED 

TO THE ADOPTION OF THE SAP 
PLATFORM 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
1.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, Attachment 1, page 7 of 9 

Preamble: The Attachment states:  “A technology strategy white paper was 
presented to the Board at the February 2007 meeting…”. 

 
1.1 Please provide a copy of the technology strategy white paper provide to 

the Board in February 2007. 

2.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, Attachment 1, page 7 

Preamble: The Attachment states:  “One major IT application challenge which we 
face is the future of our PeopleSoft applications. Following its acquisition 
by Oracle, it is clear that the PeopleSoft applications will require to be 
replaced around F12/F13. The options would include the new Oracle 
replacement, or deployment of the financial modules of SAP that is 
currently used by BC Hydro to deliver Customer Care functionality. SAP 
has a strong presence in the utilities market today. The decision as to the 
preferred application and implementation timing is under study and has 
yet to be made” 

 
2.1 The referenced text suggests that SAP was considered a strong 

“alternative” as early as May 2007.  Please confirm that this was the case. 

3.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, Attachment 2, page 7 
Exhibit B-3, Attachment 3, page 4 

Preamble: Attachment 3 from the May 12 Executive Team meeting indicates 
that SAP was the preferred approach. 

Page 3 of Attachment 6 from the May 22, 2008 ARMC indicates 
that BC Hydro was considering deploying a SAP environment.   

3.1 Please confirm that the recommendations from the May 12, 2008 
Executive Team meeting (per Attachment 6, pages 5-6) were shared with 
the ARMC on May 22, 2008 

4.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, page 4 (lines 10-12) & footnote #5 
Exhibit B-3, Attachment 6, page 3 

4.1 Please clarify what is meant by “non-optimal ERP solutions” (per page 4). 
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4.2 Please explain why SAP for customer care is considered non-optimal (per 
footnote #5) when in Attachment 6 BC Hydro states “We currently use SAP 
successfully in the customer side”. 

5.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 8-9 
5.1 Since the May 2008 adoption of the high level strategy that SAP would be 

the ERP solution, have there been any instances where SAP did not meet 
the anticipated business needs and an alternative solution was chosen?  
If yes, please outline the projects concerned, the alternative solution 
chosen, the reason why, and the overall project cost. 

 
6.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 16-20, Tables 2 & 3 

6.1 With respect to Table 2, please clarify what the Initiative Operating costs 
for each project represent.  For example are they:  i) the operating (i.e. 
non-capitalized) costs associated with implementing the project, ii) the 
annual operating costs once in-service, or iii) the cumulative in-service 
operating costs for the F2009 – F2016 period? 

6.2 With respect to Table 2, please clarify the distinction between “closed” 
and “in-service”. 

6.3 With respect to Table 3, what do the reported Initiative Operating costs 
represent? 

7.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, page 37 
Exhibit B-3, Attachment 15 
Exhibit B-3, Attachments #28, #35 and #40 

7.1 Please provide a general description of the different “phases of activity” in 
the life of a SAP-related project (e.g. Definition, Identification and 
Implementation – per Attachment 15) and the approvals required to 
proceed to each stage. 

7.2 At what stage/phase in a project’s development is it considered 
sufficiently certain to proceed that it is included in the capital expenditure 
forecast underpinning an RRA (i.e., included in Appendix I of the 
Application)?  

7.2.1 Is there a specific approval that triggers such inclusion and, if so, 
what is it? 

8.0 Reference:  Exhibit B-3, pages 16-20, Tables 2 & 3 
Exhibit B-3, Attachments #28, #35 and #40 

8.1 For each of the projects in Table 2 over $2 M (total cost), please indicate 
the date the project was approved (per question 7) such that it was 
“eligible” for inclusion in the RRA and, where applicable, the date the 
project was either closed or declared in-service. 

8.2 For each of the projects in Table 3 over $2 M (total cost), please indicate 
the date the project was approved (per question 7) and, where applicable, 
the date the project was either cancelled or written-off. 
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8.3 Please provide a schedule that indicates the applicable project numbers 
(per Tables 2 and 3) to the individual projects set out in Attachments #28, 
#35 and #40. 

8.4 If there are projects noted in Tables 2 and 3 with costs of $2 M or more 
that are not set out in Attachments #28, #35 and/or #40, please identify 
and explain why. 

9.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 16-20, Tables 2 & 3 

9.1 Were each of the projects listed in Tables 2 and 3 managed separately or 
was there some degree of co-ordination required between some/any of 
the projects? 

9.2 If there were projects that were either managed as a group and/or for 
which co-ordination was required please, for each instance: 
• Identify the individual projects concerned and the overall 

budget/planned expenditures, 
• Describe why it was required that they be managed/coordinated 

together. 
• Explain why the set of projects was not considered to be a single 

project for purposes of project management and approval. 

10.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 21-22, Tables 5 & 6 
Exhibit B-3, Attachments #27, #34 and #39 

10.1 Please explain the difference (in terms of when the values are 
established) between the Planned Operating/Capital expenditures (per 
Tables 5 & 6) versus the comparable expenditures that would be included 
in the RRA for the relevant year. 

10.2 Please provide as schedule that sets out the IT capital and operating 
expenditure forecasts included in the RRAs for F2009-F2014 (per 
Attachments #27, #34 and #39) and contrasts them with the comparable 
total (i.e. not just SAP projects) planned IT capital and operating 
expenditures for F2009-F2014 per the annual management plan for 
OCIO.   (Note:  It is assumed that BC Hydro is unable to identify the SAP-
related project spending in the F2009-F2014 RRAs and compare them 
with the values in Tables 5 and 6)). 

11.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 16-20, Table 2 
Exhibit B-3, Appendix B 

11.1 Please confirm whether Appendix B includes all of the in-service and 
closed projects from Table 2.  If not, please provide the authorized vs. 
actual spending for the omitted projects. 

 

12.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 21-22, Tables 5 & 6 
12.1 With respect to Table 5, please explain:  i) the material actual 

overspending versus planned in F2011 and ii) the material actual 
underspending in F2014 versus planned. 
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12.2 With respect to Table 6, apart from F2015, there is a consistent pattern of 
underspending versus planned.  Please explain why. 

13.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 16-20, Tables 2 & 3 
Exhibit B-3, pages 44-50, Table 9 

13.1 Please confirm whether Table 9 includes all of the in-service, closed, 
deferred and written-off projects from Tables 2 and 3  If not, please 
provide a revised version of Table 9 that includes these projects, noting 
the ones previously omitted. 

14.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, pages 16 & 67, Tables #2 and #11 

14.1 Please provide a schedule that, for each of the projects reported as Work-
in-Progress in Table 2, combines the expenditures set out in Tables 2 and 
11 so as to show total anticipated spending over the entire life of the 
project. 
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