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A. GENERAL 

 Reference: BRITISH COLUMBIA’S ENERGY OBJECTIVES  1.0
Exhibit B-1, Application, Section 3.2, Benefits of Existing Biomass Resources, p. 8; 
Section 7, Extension Agreements in the Public Interest, Table 6, Section 71(2.21) 
Criteria for Consideration for the Extension Agreements, pp. 24–25 
Stakeholder impacts 

Table 6 of Exhibit B-1 identifies all areas of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA) that the British Columbia 
Utilities Commission (BCUC) must consider in evaluating the Application. Specifically, Factor (a) identifies 
four of British Columbia’s sixteen energy objectives under section 2 of the Clean Energy Act (CEA) that, 
from British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority’s (BC Hydro) perspective, support the Application. 
 
1.1 In table form, please provide BC Hydro’s interpretation into whether the application supports, is 

in conflict with, or is not relevant to each of British Columbia’s energy objectives as listed under 
section 2 of the CEA, and provide an explanation why. 

Section 2(c) of the CEA states that “…at least 93% of electricity is generated by clean or renewable 
resources...” 
 
1.2 Please explain how purchases of surplus electricity should qualify as meeting this objective, if 

the electricity is not needed to meet domestic energy requirements. 

Section 2(d) of the CEA states the objective “to use and foster development…of innovative technologies 
that support energy conservation and efficiency and the use of clean or renewable resources.”1  
 
1.3 How does either facility use and foster development of innovative technologies that support 

energy conservation and efficiency?  

Section 2(k) of the CEA states the objective “…to encourage economic development and the creation 
and retention of jobs.” 
 
Page 8 of Exhibit B-1 states that “Atlantic Power employs about 35 people…Tolko employs about 28 
people directly related to its co-generation facility.” 

                                                           
1 Clean Energy Act, SCB 2010, Chapter 22, section 2(d), emphasis added. 
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Table 6 of Exhibit B-1 states “…the continued operation of these Biomass Facilities will likely have the 
benefit of job retention at both these facilities.”2 
 
1.4 Please explain the factors that could impact the level of employment at both facilities 

irrespective of the extension of the Electricity Purchase Agreements (EPAs). 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSIDERATION 2.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, First Nations, pp. 25–26  
Stakeholder consideration 

Pages 25 of Exhibit B-1 states “The NWE Williams Lake Facility is within the consultative boundaries of 
the Neskonlith Indian Band, Toosey Indian Band, Tsihqot’in National Government (Engagement Zone A, 
which is not the Aboriginal title lands), and Williams Lake Indian Band.” 
 
Page 26 of Exhibit B-1 states “…the decision requested in section 1 of this Filing does not have any 
incremental impact on asserted Aboriginal rights and title, and therefore it does not trigger the duty to 
consult First Nations.” 
 
2.1 Please explain whether there are any First Nations investment, ownership, and employment at 

each of the Tolko Armstrong and NWE Williams Lake facilities. 

 Reference: IPP RENEWAL CRITERIA 3.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 5; Akolkolex and Soo River EPA Renewal application, BC Hydro response 
to public staff question 1.1; BC Hydro website, Review of the 2013 IRP 
2013 Integrated Resource Plan renewal assumptions  

Section 71(2.21)b of the UCA states “an applicable integrated resource plan approved under section 4 of 
the Clean Energy Act,” as an item that BCUC must consider when determining whether an energy supply 
contract filed by the authority is in the public interest. 
 
BC Hydro states in its Application that “…BC Hydro’s renewal assumptions are estimates of the likelihood 
of being able to renew contracts, at mutually agreeable pricing that is cost effective for BC Hydro…” 
 
In response to public staff question 1.1 during the review of the Akolkolex and Soo River EPA Renewal 
application, BC Hydro states that: 

The forecast volumes for IPP [Independent Power Producer] renewal in the 2013 
Integrated Resource Plan [2013 IRP] are based on planning assumptions for the renewal 
of: 

• 50 per cent of the energy and capacity contributions from expiring biomass 
Electricity Purchase Agreements (for the period fiscal 2014 to fiscal 2033); 

• 75 per cent of the energy and capacity contributions from expiring run-of-river 
hydro Electricity Purchase Agreements (for the period fiscal 2014 to fiscal 2018); 
and 

• 100 per cent of all remaining expiring Electricity Purchase Agreements. 

… Subsequent to the 2013 Integrated Resource Plan, BC Hydro’s 10-Year Rates Plan 

                                                           
2 Exhibit B-1, Table 6, emphasis added. 
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provides a financial framework for implementing the recommended actions of the 2013 
Integrated Resource Plan. The 2013 Integrated Resource Plan planning assumptions for 
volume form the basis of the forecast costs for the Electricity Purchase Agreement 
renewals under the 10-Year Rates Plan. 

As a result, our negotiations with individual IPPs are focused on achieving a cost 
effective renewal contract in the context of the Recommended Action 4 from the 2013 
Integrated Resource Plan, staying within the total cost forecast from the 10-Year Rates 
Plan, and our current Load Resource Balance [LRB]. 

BC Hydro states on its website that it is “targeting the renewal of IPP contracts for those facilities that 
have the lowest cost, greatest certainty of continued operation, and best system support 
characteristics.”3 
 
3.1 Please explain how the 2013 IRP reflects BC Hydro’s interpretation that the EPA renewals are 

based on the “likelihood to renew,” and include a discussion on whether the 2013 IRP contain a 
scenario analysis on various probabilities of successful EPA renewals, and whether the 
probabilistic likelihood to renew EPA with IPPs was factored into the load resource balance and 
10-Year Rates Plan. If so, please explain how. 

3.2 Please confirm that, based on the IPP renewal assumption laid out in the 2013 IRP, the amount 
assumed not to be renewed (i.e. 25 percent of the run-of-river IPP contracts and 50 percent of 
the biomass IPP contracts) are assumed to be terminated and is dropped off from the LRB as of 
the earliest possible termination date. If not confirmed, please elaborate. 

3.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that BC Hydro has terminated and renewed, or 
extended/evergreened all EPAs that reached its earliest possible termination date since the 
2013 IRP was approved, and that no expired EPAs have been terminated to date. 

3.3.1 If confirmed, please discuss the reasons for the difference between the actual 
percentage of successful contract renewals at mutually agreeable pricing that is cost 
effective for BC Hydro to date, versus the assumed percentage of successful renewals  
contained in the 2013 IRP (consistent with BC Hydro’s interpretation of the 2013 IRP). 
For example, is the renewal price and term offered by BC Hydro too attractive, or that 
BC Hydro is renewing EPAs with suboptimal characteristics? 

3.4 Please explain how the load resource balances presented in the 2013 IRP and in the BC Hydro 
F2017-19 Revenue Requirements Application (RRA) account for the energy and capacity 
provided from IPPs that are extended or rolled over subsequent to their respective earliest 
possible termination date. Specifically, are those energy and capacity received past the IPP’s 
earliest possible termination date included under “existing and committed IPP resources,” “IPP 
renewals,” or dropped off from the load resource balance? 

3.5 Please explain BC Hydro’s current EPA renewal strategy and IPP renewal selection criteria in 
detail, including a discussion of the following: 

i) how does BC Hydro determine whether an EPA should be: evergreened under the 
existing contract term; extended with revised terms; terminated and renewed with new 
terms; or terminated without a renewal, including a discussion of the rationale for 
exercising the evergreening option of an EPA under the existing contract term rather 
than terminating and renewing the contract with more favourable terms to BC Hydro as 
soon as possible; 

                                                           
3 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority, Review of the 2013 Integrated Resource Plan, 
https://www.bchydro.com/about/planning-for-our-future/irp/current-plan/2013-irp-review.html. 

https://www.bchydro.com/about/planning-for-our-future/irp/current-plan/2013-irp-review.html
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ii) how does BC Hydro determine and implement the criteria to evaluate whether an IPP 
meets the criteria of “lowest cost, greatest certainty of continued operation, and best 
system support characteristics” relative to other IPPs that are also available for renewal; 

iii) how does BC Hydro determine the appropriate price and contract duration of each IPP 
renewals; 

iv) whether BC Hydro considers IPPs as a portfolio or assess the IPP renewals on an 
individual basis, and the rationale for BC Hydro’s approach; and 

v) whether BC Hydro reassesses the need for IPP renewals and the IPP renewal price that 
is cost effective to BC Hydro relative to the cost and availability of alternative resources. 
If so, please explain how and how frequent. 

 
3.5.1 Hypothetically, if BC Hydro can successfully renew all expired IPP contracts at mutually 

agreeable pricing that is cost effective for BC Hydro, please explain whether BC Hydro 
will renew all expiring IPP contracts based on its current renewal strategy. 

3.6 Please provide the total cost forecast from BC Hydro’s 2013 10-Year Rates Plan, and include a 
comparison of the actual cost-to-date against the forecast cost by year. If possible, please 
provide a breakdown of the actual and forecast total cost in terms of “existing IPP cost,” “IPP 
renewal cost,” “other cost of energy” and “other costs.” 

3.7 Please explain in detail whether BC Hydro’s current IPP renewal practice would result in: i) BC 
Hydro obtaining more resources than planned based on the load resource balance as laid out in 
the BC Hydro F2017-19 RRA; and ii) higher costs from IPPs than those forecasted under the 10-
Year Rates Plan. 

 Reference: BIOMASS STRATEGIC PLAN 4.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 6 
Review process 

BC Hydro states in its Application: 

…BC Hydro, in consultation with government, is developing a longer term energy 
strategy for biomass that will take into consideration fuel supply availability and cost-
effectiveness. To aid in the development of this strategy, a biomass fibre study is being 
undertaken on behalf of BC Hydro to assess the supply and demand of forest based 
biomass by type (e.g., hog fuel, wood chips, roadside logging residues) and the 
availability of such biomass for electricity generation on a regional basis within the 
province. The study is expected to be completed in 2018 and will help inform forecasts 
for electricity generation that can be supported by available cost-effective forest based 
biomass by type. 

BC Hydro further states: 

BC Hydro is targeting to complete and implement by June 2019 a strategy for biomass 
energy which will also examine the potential renewal of expiring EPAs. BC Hydro intends 
to have the strategy completed in time to inform the broader set of pending biomass 
EPAs that are due to expire and for such strategy to feed into the development of BC 
Hydro’s next Integrated Resource Plan. 

4.1 Please elaborate on the preparation process of the biomass fibre study and the long-term 
energy strategy for biomass (Biomass Strategy), including the timing of key milestones, scope of 
the strategy, consultation process and parties involved.  
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4.2 Please explain whether the biomass fibre study and Biomass Strategy will be publicly available 
upon completion. 

4.3 Please provide the volume of expected annual energy generation from the Tolko Armstrong 
facility and Williams Lake facility, and the total energy expected from BC Hydro’s current IPP 
portfolio. Also, please calculate the volume of expected annual energy generation from Tolko 
Armstrong and Williams Lake facilities, respectively, as a percentage of BC Hydro’s current IPP 
portfolio for IPPs currently supplying power to BC Hydro. 

4.4 Please discuss any impact on the preparation of the biomass fibre study and the Biomass 
Strategy, including timing, scope of review, and the usefulness of the biomass fibre study and 
Biomass Strategy if the Tolko Armstrong Extension Agreement and the NWE Extension 
Agreement (collectively, Extension Agreements) are not accepted. 

 Reference: IPP RENEWAL STRATEGY 5.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 4 
Anticipated EPA expiration 

BC Hydro states in its Application that: 

BC Hydro is in the process of developing a biomass energy strategy for biomass facilities 
with expiring EPAs… The purpose of the Extension Agreements is to enable these 
projects to continue operations and to preserve for BC Hydro the option to enter into a 
longer-term cost-effective EPA to serve future needs and avoid less cost-effective 
alternatives. 

5.1 Please provide a list of biomass EPA(s) expiring in the next two years, including the name of the 
facility, the earliest contract termination date, any evergreening provision included in the 
existing contract, the capacity and energy generation capability of each facility. 

5.1.1 Please discuss BC Hydro’s strategy to extend or renew the biomass EPAs listed above. 

5.1.2 Please identify which of those contracts expiring prior to the completion of the IRP 
would require section 71 review by BCUC for extensions or renewal, if any. 

 Reference: IPP RENEWAL CRITERIA  6.0
BC Hydro website, Review of the 2013 IRP;4 Site C Inquiry, Exhibit A-9, p. 63; Exhibit 
A-24, p. 77, Submission F1-12, BC Hydro, Figure 2-3, p. 10; BC Hydro F2017-2019 
Revenue Requirement Application (BC Hydro F2017-19 RRA), Exhibit B-1-1, p. 3-31 
IPP renewal in the context of current environment  

BC Hydro presents a review of the 2013 IRP on its website, and includes a graph showing a reduction in 
the load forecast for F2017 to F2033 in the BC Hydro F2017-19 RRA as compared to the forecast in the 
2013 IRP. 
 
In the Site C Inquiry, BC Hydro provided Figure 2-3 showing BC Hydro’s Load Forecast Range, Impact of 
Electrification and Deloitte’s “Alternative” Load Scenario: 
 

                                                           
4 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority, Review of the 2013 Integrated Resource Plan, 
https://www.bchydro.com/about/planning-for-our-future/irp/current-plan/2013-irp-review.html. 

https://www.bchydro.com/about/planning-for-our-future/irp/current-plan/2013-irp-review.html
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The Deloitte LLP independent report – Site C Alternative Resource Options and Load Forecast (Exhibit A-
9) stated that: 

Averaging over all point estimates from models starting in fiscal 1964 shows that 
forecasts in the first full year were overestimated on average by 1.7% of actual loads. 
Five-year forecasts were overestimated on average by 4.5% of actual loads, 10-year 
forecasts were overestimated on average by 12.2% of actual loads, 15-year forecasts 
were overestimated on average by 18.0% of actual loads, and 20-year forecasts were 
overestimated on average by 30.8% of actual loads. 

The panel stated on page 77 of the Site C Review Report that “Overall, the Panel finds BC Hydro’s mid 
load forecast to be excessively optimistic and considers it more appropriate to use the low load forecast 
in making our applicable determinations as required by the OIC. In addition, the Panel is of the view that 
there are risks that could result in demand being less than the low case.” 
 
In the BC Hydro F2017-2019 RRA, BC Hydro provided the energy load resource balance after planned 
resources. 
 
6.1 Please explain whether BC Hydro considers that the appropriate load forecast used to evaluate 

the Site C project should be the same as the one used to evaluate other resource options, such 
as energy from IPPs. 

6.2 Please expand on the load resource balance presented in the BC Hydro F2017-19 RRA to include: 
i) Deloitte’s alternative load scenario; and ii) electrification scenario as presented in Figure 2-3 
as referenced in the preamble, in addition to the “small gap,” base case, and “large gap” 
scenario already included.  
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6.2.1 Please reproduce the expanded load resource balance above, and calculate what the 
energy gap/surplus would be if: a) the Tolko and Armstrong EPAs are extended and 
subsequently renewed; b) the Tolko and Armstrong EPAs are extended and not renewed 
after the extension; c) the Tolko and Armstrong EPAs are not extended nor renewed; 
and d) none of the biomass and run-of-river EPAs expiring between now (including 
renewals that has been executed but not yet accepted by BCUC) and the completion of 
the next IRP is extended or renewed, all else equal. Please provide this information in 
data table form and discuss the results. 

 Reference: NEED FOR EPA EXTENSIONS 7.0
BC Hydro F2017-2019 RRA Decision dated March 1, 2018, pp. 24–26;  
BC Government website, Site C Dam Information & Updates 
Consideration for future load and resource alternatives 

On pages 24 to 25 of the BC Hydro F2017-2019 RRA Decision, the panel raised concerns that Heritage 
Assets may not be providing optimal value to BC Hydro customers as anticipated in the Heritage 
Contract. The panel further stated that “a significant amount of energy is being sold as surplus during 
freshet because it is in excess of domestic load and as a result, the amount of Heritage Energy actually 
available is less than anticipated in the Heritage Contract.” 
 
The BC Hydro F2017-2019 RRA Decision also stated on page 26 that:  

[the panel] note[s] that the unit cost of IPPs and Long-Term Commitments is the second 
most expensive resource on BC Hydro’s resource stack, after the resource for Non-
Integrated Area. On the other hand, the gains from surplus sales per unit are lower than 
the total weighted cost of the energy portfolio in each of the test years. The Panel also 
notes that the lack of load shaping with IPPs during freshet periods contributes to the 
need for surplus sales to mitigate spill risk and when energy exceeds load. The Panel 
observes that there is potential for cost savings if additional IPP contracts are canceled 
or amended to reduce IPP purchases. 

The BC government website states that “On December 11, 2017, the BC government committed to 
completing construction of the Site C hydroelectric dam.”5 
 
7.1 Please provide the total amount of energy generated from heritage assets, and the amount of 

energy generated from heritage energy that are consumed by domestic load (including losses) 
for each year from fiscal 2007 to 2017. If the total amount of energy generated from heritage 
assets does not equal the amount consumed by domestic load, please explain the reasons for 
the difference in detail and how any generation in excess of domestic load is accounted for. 

7.1.1 Based on the water conditions experienced in the last 10 years, please provide the 
maximum generation at maximum utilization rate of all heritage assets combined.  

7.2 Please provide the peaking capacity utilization and capacity factor of BC Hydro’s heritage 
resources from fiscal 2007 to 2017, and explain the calculation for the values provided. 

7.2.1 Please provide the definition of “peaking capacity utilization” and “capacity factor,” and 
explain what is the ideal peaking capacity utilization and capacity factor, respectively, of 
an optimally operated hydro generation facility. 

  

                                                           
5 BC Government, Site C Dam Information & Updates, https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/electricity-alternative-
energy/electricity/site-c. 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/electricity-alternative-energy/electricity/site-c
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/electricity-alternative-energy/electricity/site-c
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7.3 In consideration of the alternative resources available as discussed in the alternative portfolio in 
the Site C Final Report, and that the BC government has committed to completing construction 
of the Site C project, please discuss the need, cost effectiveness and merits of IPP renewals 
based on information available to date. 

7.4 Please discuss the advantages, disadvantages and risks of entering into long-term IPP contract 
renewals in an environment of technological change and uncertain future load.  

 Reference: RELIABILITY OF BIOMASS FACILITIES  8.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 6.2.1, p. 20; Section 6.2.2, p. 22 
Engineering report 

In Section 6.2.1 of the Application, BC Hydro states the following regarding the technical reliability of the 
Armstrong facility: 

Generation output from the Armstrong Co-Gen Facility has been relatively consistent 
over the years, which suggest that the facility is well maintained. BC Hydro believes the 
facility should be able to continue with its current operation over the long-term given its 
track record. It is reasonable to assume the facilities will be properly maintained with 
the short term extension such that the facilities will continue to be a long-term resource 
option to BC Hydro. 

In Section 6.2.2 of the Application, BC Hydro states the following regarding the technical reliability of the 
Williams Lake facility: 

Generation output from the NWE Williams Lake Facility has been relatively consistent 
over the years, which suggest that the facility is well maintained. BC Hydro believes the 
facility should be able to continue with its current operation over the long-term given its 
track record. It is reasonable to assume the facilities will be properly maintained with 
the short term extension such that the facilities will continue to be a long-term resource 
option to BC Hydro. 

8.1 Please explain whether an engineering assessment report has been conducted on Armstrong 
and/or Williams Lake Biomass facilities by BC Hydro or an independent third party firm to 
determine the reliability and condition of these facilities, and if so, please provide them to 
BCUC? 

 Reference: Armstrong Co-Gen and NWE Williams Lake Facilities and their EPAs 9.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2, p. 4; Section 4.1, p. 9; Section 4.2, p. 10; Table 6, pp. 24–25 
Biomass availability and alternatives 

In Section 2 of the Application, BC Hydro states the purpose of the Extension Agreement is to retain the 
availability of biomass generation assets, regardless if BC Hydro does not require the energy and the 
costs are ineffective:  

The purpose of the Extension Agreements is to enable these projects to continue 
operations and to preserve for BC Hydro the option to enter into a longer-term cost-
effective EPA to serve future needs and avoid less cost-effective alternatives. In the 
absence of the Extension Agreements, there is a risk these facilities will no longer be 
available in the future. 

In Section 4.1 of the Application, BC Hydro reviews the technical specification and history of the 
Armstrong Co-Gen facility: 
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The Armstrong Co-Gen Facility is located near the city of Armstrong, B.C. and is owned 
and operated by Tolko. It is a 20.4 MW co-generation facility, which produces steam for 
the operation of a sawmill, planer, and plywood facility on the same site. Although the 
co-generating facility and the mill facilities are thermally (i.e., steam) connected, they 
are not electrically connected and the generator has its own separate interconnection 
to the BC Hydro system. 

In Section 4.2 of the Application, BC Hydro reviews the technical specification and history of the Williams 
Lake facility. 

The NWE Williams Lake Facility, located near Williams Lake, B.C., is a 68 MW generating 
facility which commenced operations in 1993. This stand-alone facility was originally 
built to displace beehive burners, being used by local sawmills in the region, and which 
were causing air quality issues. The NWE Williams Lake Facility continues to use wood 
waste residue from local sawmills… 

Table 6 of the Application states that “the facilities are expected to be capable of continued reliable 
operation over the extension period.” 

 
9.1 BC Hydro states that without EPA renewals, the Armstrong Co-Gen and NWE Williams Lake 

facilities may not be available in the future. What factors would cause these facilities to not be 
available in the future, given the Armstrong Co-Gen Facility was converted from an existing 
sawmill due to excess capacity and the NWE Williams Lake Facility was built to displace beehive 
burners?  

9.2 Please discuss the effects of mountain pine beetles on available fuel supply in the region where 
the facilities are located, within the duration of the EPA extension and beyond. 

 Reference: BENEFITS OF EXISTING BIOMASS RESOURCES  10.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2, pp. 7, 8  
Operation of Biomass Facilities  

In Section 3.2 of the Application, BC Hydro states the benefits of the Armstrong and Williams Lake 
Biomass facilities: 

Biomass projects are desirable generation resources for BC Hydro’s IPP portfolio as they 
offer both capacity and energy, as well as contribute to the reliability of our system. 
That is, they are available to generate anytime they are called upon while intermittent 
resources cannot provide such assurance. Intermittent resources are generally backed 
up by capacity resources to meet system demand. 

BC Hydro further states on page 8 of its Application that “If the Armstrong Co-Gen Facility and the NWE 
Williams Lake Facility were to shut down at this time because it is not economic for them to continue 
operating, there is a risk that these resources will not be available later to BC Hydro which could limit BC 
Hydro to less cost-effective resource options for serving future needs.” 
 
10.1 Given the nature of Biomass generation, and BC Hydro’s requirement for these facilities to 

generate anytime they are called upon while intermittent resources cannot provide such 
assurance, would this require the generators at the Armstrong and Williams Lake facilities to be 
constantly operating and require BC Hydro to continuously purchase energy from these 
facilities? 
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10.2 Please elaborate on the effect of: i) a temporary shut down for the duration of the extension; 
and ii) an indefinite shutdown of the Tolko and Williams Lake facilities, respectively. In the 
discussion, please include: consideration of the BC energy objectives; ability for the facility to 
convert to alternative use; ability for the facility to sell power to another party other than BC 
Hydro; and whether the facilities are responsible for wood waste disposal, and if so, what is the 
magnitude of the issue (both physically and financially) and how it would be mitigated.  

 
B. ARMSTRONG WOOD WASTE CO-GENERATION FACILITY 

 Reference: OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 11.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 6.2.1, Tolko Armstrong Extension Agreement, p. 20 

On page 20 of its Application, BC Hydro states that:  

…Tolko would likely not immediately shutdown the co-generation facility completely 
because steam is required for the adjacent mill site. However, Tolko has indicated they 
would operate differently without an Extension Agreement and would investigate lower 
cost alternatives to produce their steam requirements. In addition, Tolko may have to 
deal with a wood waste disposal problem from its mill operations.6 

11.1 Please discuss how Armstrong dealt with the wood waste disposal issue prior to BC Hydro 
purchasing output from the co-generation facility. 

11.1.1 If the contract with the Armstrong Facility is rejected, what alternatives would be 
available to Tolko to resolve the wood waste disposal issue?  

11.2 Please elaborate on the reference to “lower cost alternatives to produce their steam 
requirements.” 

11.2.1 What prevents the Armstrong Facility from looking at such alternatives during the 
extension period? 

11.2.2 Would BC Hydro consider that an inability to identify lower cost alternatives would 
result in a reduced size of co-generation operations at the Armstrong plant? 

 Reference: RATEPAYER IMPACT 12.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 6.1, Cost Effectiveness Assessment, pp. 19–20;  
Table 5, Pricing Benchmarks 

On page 19 of the Application, BC Hydro states that “…the energy purchased under the Extension 
Agreements is not by itself cost effective over the extension periods, particularly because BC Hydro does 
not need the energy during these short-term extensions, and thus BC Hydro’s opportunity cost is solely 
based on the short-term market price.” 
 
12.1 What is the impact on ratepayers after factoring the cost of purchases as well as the potential 

recovery of those costs by way of surplus sales? Please show all calculations and explain all 
assumptions. 

                                                           
6 Exhibit B-1, p. 20, emphasis added. 
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	3.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that BC Hydro has terminated and renewed, or extended/evergreened all EPAs that reached its earliest possible termination date since the 2013 IRP was approved, and that no expired EPAs have been terminated to ...
	3.3.1 If confirmed, please discuss the reasons for the difference between the actual percentage of successful contract renewals at mutually agreeable pricing that is cost effective for BC Hydro to date, versus the assumed percentage of successful rene...

	3.4 Please explain how the load resource balances presented in the 2013 IRP and in the BC Hydro F2017-19 Revenue Requirements Application (RRA) account for the energy and capacity provided from IPPs that are extended or rolled over subsequent to their...
	3.5 Please explain BC Hydro’s current EPA renewal strategy and IPP renewal selection criteria in detail, including a discussion of the following:
	3.5.1 Hypothetically, if BC Hydro can successfully renew all expired IPP contracts at mutually agreeable pricing that is cost effective for BC Hydro, please explain whether BC Hydro will renew all expiring IPP contracts based on its current renewal st...

	3.6 Please provide the total cost forecast from BC Hydro’s 2013 10-Year Rates Plan, and include a comparison of the actual cost-to-date against the forecast cost by year. If possible, please provide a breakdown of the actual and forecast total cost in...
	3.7 Please explain in detail whether BC Hydro’s current IPP renewal practice would result in: i) BC Hydro obtaining more resources than planned based on the load resource balance as laid out in the BC Hydro F2017-19 RRA; and ii) higher costs from IPPs...

	4.0 Reference: BIOMASS STRATEGIC PLAN Exhibit B-1, p. 6 Review process
	4.1 Please elaborate on the preparation process of the biomass fibre study and the long-term energy strategy for biomass (Biomass Strategy), including the timing of key milestones, scope of the strategy, consultation process and parties involved.
	4.2 Please explain whether the biomass fibre study and Biomass Strategy will be publicly available upon completion.
	4.3 Please provide the volume of expected annual energy generation from the Tolko Armstrong facility and Williams Lake facility, and the total energy expected from BC Hydro’s current IPP portfolio. Also, please calculate the volume of expected annual ...
	4.4 Please discuss any impact on the preparation of the biomass fibre study and the Biomass Strategy, including timing, scope of review, and the usefulness of the biomass fibre study and Biomass Strategy if the Tolko Armstrong Extension Agreement and ...

	5.0 Reference: IPP RENEWAL STRATEGY Exhibit B-1, p. 4 Anticipated EPA expiration
	5.1 Please provide a list of biomass EPA(s) expiring in the next two years, including the name of the facility, the earliest contract termination date, any evergreening provision included in the existing contract, the capacity and energy generation ca...
	5.1.1 Please discuss BC Hydro’s strategy to extend or renew the biomass EPAs listed above.
	5.1.2 Please identify which of those contracts expiring prior to the completion of the IRP would require section 71 review by BCUC for extensions or renewal, if any.


	6.0 Reference: IPP RENEWAL CRITERIA  BC Hydro website, Review of the 2013 IRP;3F  Site C Inquiry, Exhibit A-9, p. 63; Exhibit A-24, p. 77, Submission F1-12, BC Hydro, Figure 2-3, p. 10; BC Hydro F2017-2019 Revenue Requirement Application (BC Hydro F20...
	6.1 Please explain whether BC Hydro considers that the appropriate load forecast used to evaluate the Site C project should be the same as the one used to evaluate other resource options, such as energy from IPPs.
	6.2 Please expand on the load resource balance presented in the BC Hydro F2017-19 RRA to include: i) Deloitte’s alternative load scenario; and ii) electrification scenario as presented in Figure 2-3 as referenced in the preamble, in addition to the “s...
	6.2.1 Please reproduce the expanded load resource balance above, and calculate what the energy gap/surplus would be if: a) the Tolko and Armstrong EPAs are extended and subsequently renewed; b) the Tolko and Armstrong EPAs are extended and not renewed...


	7.0 Reference: NEED FOR EPA EXTENSIONS BC Hydro F2017-2019 RRA Decision dated March 1, 2018, pp. 24–26;  BC Government website, Site C Dam Information & Updates Consideration for future load and resource alternatives
	7.1 Please provide the total amount of energy generated from heritage assets, and the amount of energy generated from heritage energy that are consumed by domestic load (including losses) for each year from fiscal 2007 to 2017. If the total amount of ...
	7.1.1 Based on the water conditions experienced in the last 10 years, please provide the maximum generation at maximum utilization rate of all heritage assets combined.

	7.2 Please provide the peaking capacity utilization and capacity factor of BC Hydro’s heritage resources from fiscal 2007 to 2017, and explain the calculation for the values provided.
	7.2.1 Please provide the definition of “peaking capacity utilization” and “capacity factor,” and explain what is the ideal peaking capacity utilization and capacity factor, respectively, of an optimally operated hydro generation facility.

	7.3 In consideration of the alternative resources available as discussed in the alternative portfolio in the Site C Final Report, and that the BC government has committed to completing construction of the Site C project, please discuss the need, cost ...
	7.4 Please discuss the advantages, disadvantages and risks of entering into long-term IPP contract renewals in an environment of technological change and uncertain future load.

	8.0 Reference: RELIABILITY OF BIOMASS FACILITIES  Exhibit B-1, Section 6.2.1, p. 20; Section 6.2.2, p. 22 Engineering report
	8.1 Please explain whether an engineering assessment report has been conducted on Armstrong and/or Williams Lake Biomass facilities by BC Hydro or an independent third party firm to determine the reliability and condition of these facilities, and if s...

	9.0 Reference: Armstrong Co-Gen and NWE Williams Lake Facilities and their EPAs Exhibit B-1, Section 2, p. 4; Section 4.1, p. 9; Section 4.2, p. 10; Table 6, pp. 24–25 Biomass availability and alternatives
	9.1 BC Hydro states that without EPA renewals, the Armstrong Co-Gen and NWE Williams Lake facilities may not be available in the future. What factors would cause these facilities to not be available in the future, given the Armstrong Co-Gen Facility w...
	9.2 Please discuss the effects of mountain pine beetles on available fuel supply in the region where the facilities are located, within the duration of the EPA extension and beyond.

	10.0 Reference: BENEFITS OF EXISTING BIOMASS RESOURCES  Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2, pp. 7, 8  Operation of Biomass Facilities
	10.1 Given the nature of Biomass generation, and BC Hydro’s requirement for these facilities to generate anytime they are called upon while intermittent resources cannot provide such assurance, would this require the generators at the Armstrong and Wi...
	10.2 Please elaborate on the effect of: i) a temporary shut down for the duration of the extension; and ii) an indefinite shutdown of the Tolko and Williams Lake facilities, respectively. In the discussion, please include: consideration of the BC ener...


	B. Armstrong Wood Waste Co-Generation Facility
	11.0 Reference: OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS Exhibit B-1, Section 6.2.1, Tolko Armstrong Extension Agreement, p. 20
	11.1 Please discuss how Armstrong dealt with the wood waste disposal issue prior to BC Hydro purchasing output from the co-generation facility.
	11.1.1 If the contract with the Armstrong Facility is rejected, what alternatives would be available to Tolko to resolve the wood waste disposal issue?

	11.2 Please elaborate on the reference to “lower cost alternatives to produce their steam requirements.”
	11.2.1 What prevents the Armstrong Facility from looking at such alternatives during the extension period?
	11.2.2 Would BC Hydro consider that an inability to identify lower cost alternatives would result in a reduced size of co-generation operations at the Armstrong plant?


	12.0 Reference: RATEPAYER IMPACT Exhibit B-1, Section 6.1, Cost Effectiveness Assessment, pp. 19–20;  Table 5, Pricing Benchmarks
	12.1 What is the impact on ratepayers after factoring the cost of purchases as well as the potential recovery of those costs by way of surplus sales? Please show all calculations and explain all assumptions.



