
 

244 – 1917 West 4th Avenue, 

Vancouver, BC.   V6J 1M7 

January 26, 2021 

 

Commission Secretary    BC Hydro 

BC Utilities Commission    Regulatory Affairs 

 

By E-Mail:  

 CommissionSecretary@bcuc.com   bchydroregulatorygroup@bchydro.com 

 

 

 

 

Dear Commission Secretary and BC Hydro Regulatory Group, 

 

I am hereby submitting questions to BC Hydro ‘s Revenue Requirement Application to further clarify the 
justification and need for a rate increase. 

 

At this time, even with favourable responses to the questions posed to BC Hydro I do not see that there is 
a justifiable, fair or reasonable reason for a rate increase, and request that BCUC deny any rate increase, 
and if an interim increase has been granted, that it be rescinded. 

 

RE: 

 

REQUESTOR NAME:  ROGER BRYENTON 

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO:  1 

TO: BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO & POWER AUTHORITY 

DATE: JAN 20, 2021 

PROJECT NO: 64586 

APPLICATION NAME: BC Hydro Fiscal 2022 Revenue Requirements Application 

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the Revenue Requirements Application process, and trust 
that my questions have been submitted with the best intentions of fairness and reasonableness of BC 
Hydro’s request considered from a social, economic and fairness perspective. 

 

Sincerely,   

 

Electronically signed –  

 

Roger Bryenton,    

          P. Eng (former), MBA       778 232-1326 

 

C6-2

Yvonne.Lapierre
F2022 Revenue Requirement
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REQUESTOR NAME:  ROGER BRYENTON 
INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO:  1 
TO: BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO & POWER AUTHORITY 
DATE: JAN 20, 2021 
PROJECT NO: 64586 
APPLICATION NAME: BC Hydro Fiscal 2022 Revenue Requirements Application 
 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
1.0 Reference:     Application, page 1-13, Line 15.   Writeoffs. 

Preamble:  Deferring writeoffs would enable savings for customers.  Although 
only $9.3 million, it does constitute 15% of the shortfall.    
 
Writeoffs are only an accounting procedure, and do not directly affect income or 
cash flow,  BC is in a serious pandemic and economic crisis by many residential, 
commercial and industrial customers. A rate increase will adversely affect people 
already suffering.  
 
1.1  Would BC Hydro be willing to forgo or reduce this writeoff for 2022? 
 

2.0 Reference:  Application, page 1-19, lines 15 through 24.   

Preamble: Electric Vehicles and  related costs.  Is it “fair” and is it “reasonable” 
to impose EV related expenses upon non-electric vehicle owners; by rate 
increases to all customers?   
 
EV purchases involve a substantial cost premium that many lower income 
earners cannot afford.  In addition, charging facilities involve additional expenses, 
that are not presently “essential” expenses such as food, shelter, and utilities.   
Thus higher disposable income, and higher income earners will be subsidized by 
lower income earners to facilitate their Tesla purchases and operations at public 
expense.   Lower income earners should not have to bear the burden of 
subsidizing higher income earners.   
 
What is reasonable, is to expect higher income earners and EV purchasers to 
bear the full cost of their purchases, including paying the long run marginal cost 
(LRMC) for their additional capacity and energy needs, not the average or 
heritage cost of power.  Only by passing the real long-term cost along to 
customers will utilities convey the essential fact that new capacity and energy 
additions involve serious direct and indirect (environmental and ecological) costs 
that have been poorly accounted for to date.   
 
Thus “reasonable” would be to take the average cost of 1kW of capacity from 
Site C times the number of kilowatts per charger to determine a “reasonable” cost 
for an EV charger.  Thus the average output of Site C is 5,1000 GWh/yr divided 
by 8764 hrs/yr = 582 MW avg.   The cost per kW is then   $10.7 Billion / 582 = 
$18,384/kW.   To date,  this message of high marginal costs has not been 
accurately or meaningfully conveyed to customers.   
 
2.1   Can BC Hydro please explain why subsidizing charger installations, and 

not charging the cost of EV chargers and EV power, that reflects the 
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increasing cost of additional resources, is the optimum regime to manage 
costs and revenues, when LRMC are far greater than “average costs”? 

  
 

3.0 Reference:     Application,    Pages 1-19 and 1-20, lines 27 and 28, and 
continued lines 1 through 7.   

Depreciation Rates - Insofar as depreciation “appears” to increase expenses, 
reducing the depreciation rate will decrease the need for a rate increase to be 
passed along to customers.   Thus the “fictional” depreciation of Burrard Thermal 
over 4 years appears to increase the revenue shortfall substantially.  This is not 
“fair” or “reasonable”.   All other assets being depreciated are using a 35 year 
term.  Burrard Thermal depreciation should also use a longer term, as It remains 
a potential asset which could be utilized in an emergency situation, whether a 
severe storm, seismic event or other unforeseen situation.   
 
 Revenue Canada prohibits the use of depreciation to create a loss.  This is a 
standard, generally accepted accounting principle (GAAP).   Thus for BC Hydro 
to not only create a loss, which contravenes Revenue Canada’s rules, but also 
use a greatly accelerated (25%/yr) depreciation to justify increased rates 
unethically and immorally obliges customers to contribute to ongoing financial 
excesses of their “public utility”.  In this case, BCUC has incorrectly allowed an 
accelerated depreciation rate, which is now being used to create the appearance 
of a revenue shortfall.   
 
3.1 Will BC Hydro please explain why it insists on creating the illusion of a 

loss by using accounting procedures which would not be allowed by 
Revenue Canada? 

3.2 Will BC Hydro please explain why it cannot defer some of the 
depreciation, in order to not require a rate increase? 

3.3 Will BC Hydro please provide an estimate of the cost of this Revenue 
Requirements Application, including interventions, responses, and 
BCUC’s costs to provide a perspective on the magnitude of effort required 
for a 1.1% rate increase? 

 

4.0 Reference:     Application, page  1-20, Line 8 – DSM Expenditure 

Preamble – BC Hydro is doing very well at “managing” energy conservation 
(DSM); reducing electricity waste, at least at implementation!  BC Hydro is doing 
poorly at overall corporate strategic DSM management.     
 
The DSM cost threshold is about $25/MWh and 722 GWh’s were saved.  If Site C 
were to be “built” on conservation, saving that 5,100 GWh of power would cost 
only $554  million, not $10.7 or $12 Billion!  One twentieth of the cost of Site C!    
 
What is the DSM budget?  About 1.5% of BC Hydro’s entire expense!  Well-
under $100 million per year!  About 1/30th of the capital expansion expenses.  
Further,  conservation substantially reduces capital expansion: less generation, 
less transmission, less transformers and distribution, and less loss along the way. 
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Addressing and financing the climate emergency,  What is a reasonable 
response  to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 50% in 10 years?  There are 
about 2 million homes in BC, requiring dramatic retrofits costing $50,000 to 
$75,000 per home.  Retrofitting 10% of the homes per year will require at least 
$10 Billion per year.   If deferred over 20 years, it is still $5 Billion per year, 1.5 
times BC Hydro’s entire capital budget; roughly equal to BC Hydro’s total 
revenue.   
 
The present DSM budget is less than $100 million!  Enough for 2000 homes, or 
1/10th what is needed.  In addition, additional DSM will be imperative to free up 
power for the electrification of the 2 million homes, plus commercial buildings, 
Industrial processes, and transportation sectors. 
 
Conclusion - DSM budgets and strategies need to be seriously revised and 
augmented, by a factor of at least 10!   The 2022 RRA needs to be dramatically 
revised.   BC Hydro’s capex plans need to undergo dramatic transformation, 
pivoting to realign with reality!   We are in a climate emergency and do not have a 
suitable or acceptable response.  Continuing on the present course will ensure 
an inadequate response and failure to meet BC’s intended objectives of GHG 
reductions. 
 
4.1   Will BC Hydro please prepare a revised budget showing reductions in 

additional generation and transmission costs, and reflecting serious 
commitment to greenhouse gas reductions and addressing the climate 
emergency? 

 
Preamble - Funding for “prescribed undertakings”.   Presently if programs, 
projects, or other expenses are not in pre-approved “prescribed undertakings” 
there may be reluctance to, or prevention of, proceeding.  Thus if it would enable 
more effective use of resources, in time or cost, to broaden the scope of present 
“prescribed undertakings”, or to develop additional “prescribed undertakings” that 
will allow BC Hydro to undertake essential activities such as increased DSM, 
LCE, and which may result in needed reductions for other capital expenditures, 
and to request that such changes be incorporated into “prescribed undertakings” 
descriptions, terms and conditions.   
 
4.2   Will BC Hydro please undertake a revision to their “prescribed 

undertakings” to provide  a budget number for what a 10% reduction in 
GHG’s would involve in order to accomplish such a reduction?   This 
could be included in 4.1 above.  It is proposed that at least a five fold 
increase in the DSM budget would be appropriate. 

 
4.3 Does BC Hydro have a Contingency Plan, particularly for DSM, in the 

event that the Site C project is suspended or terminated? 
 
4.4 How quickly can the DSM program be accelerated to provide a level of 

DSM equal to the increase of demand in the five year and ten year 
periods, and what would the budgetary requirements be?  
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5.0 Application, page 1-25, Table 1-3, Line 2 

Preamble: The proposed budget of $5,211.7 million, “needed” does not show 
any serious attempts or actual reductions in expenses, amortization, staffing, 
project deferral, or more seriously, rate reductions due to lower demand for 
electricity.    

It has been axiomatic that increasing electricity demand requires increasing cost 
due to increasing generating and transmission investments.  It must therefore 
follow that any levelling of sales, or sales decrease, must lower the cost, or 
reduce the costs, and thus reduce the rates to customers for power.  BC Hydro 
has not been able to understand this axiomatic truth.  BC Hydro’s “build it” 
mentality has not served ratepayers well for the past 10 years, with level 
domestic demand, and ever increasing capital expenditures for generation, 
transmission and distribution. 

5.1 How does BC Hydro justify continuously increasing expenditures when 
domestic demand has been  essentially flat for the past 10 years? 

5.2 Has BC Hydro attempted to reduce rates by reducing expenditures on 
generation, transmission, both new and upgrades? 

5.3 How much reduction,  and in what years, have expenditures been 
reduced to allow rates to be reduced? 

 

6.0 Reference: Application, page 1-25, Table 1-3, Lines 5 and16 

.Preamble – On Line 16, a Revenue Shortfall of $59.5 Million is identified.  On 
Line 5 Amortization (Depreciation) is shown as $1,134.7 Million; over $1 Billion in 
Depreciation!.   Thus BC Hydro applied to BCUC to allow a rate increase.  
Meanwhile,  half a million residents are seeking financial support because of the 
Covid pandemic!   
 
5.1   How is it possible that BC Hydro cannot better manage its expenditures of 

$352 million O+M, Capex of 761.8 million, Operations of 84.3 million, on 
and on, to identify very minor cost reductions?  

 
Preamble:    Revenue Canada does not allow a business to claim and loss based 
upon amortization or depreciation.  Thus it is reasonable that BC Hydro should 
conform to the same GAAP accounting standards. 
 
6.1 How does BC Hydro justify creating an artificial loss, one based upon a 

chosen rate of depreciation which would not be allowed by Revenue 
Canada, to base a request for a rate increase upon? 

6.2 Given the massive income and expenditures, exceeding $5 Billion, why 
cannot BC Hydro adjust expenditures by 1% by minor delays, deferrals of 
maintenance or upgrades by just a few months, to avoid the need and 
expense of seeking such a minor rate increase? 
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7.0 Reference:  Application, Chapter 10 – DSM 

Preamble  – Generally corporations and agencies mention the most important 
accomplishments and issues at the beginning of communications, papers and 
reports with less important material later or at the end.   
 
7.1 Does the relegation of DSM to Chapter 10, to the end of the application,  

reflect the importance which BC Hydro attaches to the topic? 

7.2 Does the fact that this is a very short chapter, of only 35 pages reflect the 
importance which BC Hydro attaches to DSM? 

8.0 Reference:   Application,   Page 10-1  DSM and Page 10-13 LCE – Low 
Carbon Electrification. 

Preamble: As noted in Item 7, there are five important aspects of note:   
1.  The DSM chapter is last in the Application, and one of the shortest.   
2.  Does this indicate that it is the lowest priority, even though the electricity 
“gained” is the lowest cost option for BC?    
3.  Why is it not the first chapter?   
4.  Why is there so little detail given, being such a short chapter, with the greatest 
cost- benefit?   
5.  LCE (low carbon electrification)  is BC Hydro’s  response to the climate 
emergency.  This will require in the order of $10 Billion PER YEAR just for 
housing “deep retrofits”!  Because BC Hydro services most of the buildings in BC, 
and with the emphasis on fossil fuel reductions, it is imperative that BC Hydro 
play a very substantial role in climate change actions.    
 
8.1 Does BC Hydro truly believe that the LCE proposed expenditures will 

adequately anticipate and fund the necessary changes to address the 
climate emergency? 

8.2 What contingency plan or plans does BC Hydro have in order to address 
the climate emergency and how quickly can a fivefold increase of 
expenditures for DSM and LCE be delivered?    How quickly could a plan 
for $5 Billion per year in residential retrofits be developed and delivered? 

8.3 Please explain why DSM and LCE have not been given greater 
prominence and attention in a Revenue Request during a climate 
emergency? 

 

9.0 Reference:  Application – page 10-13, Line 12 

Preamble  – “as LCE, which encourages customers to switch from higher carbon 
sources of energy to electricity”.  There are two serious problems with this 
statement. 
1. The term “DSM” does NOT include increasing sales through electrification 
efforts!   This is a convenient mis-conception that BC Hydro has chosen to 
support.   Increased electrification is increased electrification!   In concert with 
this mis-use of “DSM” term,    Fortis also pretends that increasing sales 
constitutes “managing demand”.  This is an intentional attempt to have the 
government and public believe that electricity supply and use is being 
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“managed”.  This is not “managing”, this is “manipulation",  much like the myriad 
accounts that BC Hydro maintains, to conveniently create the image of a well-
managed utility, instead of the truth of a hopelessly over-extended and in-debt 
financial calamity.    
 
9.1 Will BC Hydro please create separate sections, budgets and departments 

to address LCE separately from DSM, and present them in revisions to 
this Application ? 

 

Preamble – 2. .In order to appropriately choose the lowest carbon emission 
option, it is necessary to assess the carbon content and GHG emissions involved 
in developing the various option choices.  
 
9.2 In order to select the GHG emissions options based upon accurate data, 

will BC Hydro please provide an analysis of the carbon emissions and 
content involved in various GHG reduction emissions options: 
i. voluntary, or business as usual option, 
ii. for the least-cost conservation options,. 
iii.   for a scenario where 2/3 of new demand is met by conservation, 
iv.  for the scenario of maximum conservation potential. 

 
 
Preamble - 3. BC Hydro and the BC NDP government continue to promulgate 
that large hydro electric developments are “clean” and “low carbon”.  Why is it 
then, that California refuses to purchase power from the Site C project?  This is 
because it is not clean and not green.   On the list of Sustainability Development 
Goals, the Site C project fails on almost all criteria!  Flooding a fertile, agricultural 
valley directly creates massive greenhouse gas emissions, on the order of 
burning natural gas!   Thus by increasing electricity use, “LCE”, which de facto 
requires Site C, it directly contributes to increasing GHG emissions.   
 
There is almost no electricity in BC that is emissions free: solar installations have 
been cancelled, as has wind, there is no geothermal work by BC Hydro and only 
exploratory work by others, and IPP expansions have been halted, due to 
incompetent BC Hydro program and senior management and over-purchases at 
very high power prices for very long time frames. 
 
Electric Vehicles and LCE.  It is not wise to attempt broad-scale vehicle fuel 
switching, trying to replace millions of single-occupant, fossil-fuelled vehicles with 
millions of electric-fuelled vehicles.   It is this exact outdated thinking that created 
our present climate emergency, and we will not solve it by using more of the 
same thinking.  We need BC Hydro (and BCUC) to lead!   We  BC Hydro to 
assess public and mass transit, electrically powered, to replace the hundreds of 
thousands of single-passenger trips in private vehicles.    
 
We also need BC Hydro to investigate and develop solar, wind and geothermal 
resources, already identified in NE BC, for direct use and binary electricity 
generation when it is required.  This needs to be ramped up to the GW output 
scale  quickly, if we are to adequately address the climate emergency 
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As previously mentioned in the Introduction, $80 million per year for DSM is 
laughable, when other capital expenditures are multi-Billion, and even 
depreciation exceeds $1 Billion!  Low Carbon expenditures are totally 
inadequate. By a factor of 10 times or more!  Low carbon should include solar, 
wind and geothermal resource assessment and immediate implementation. 
 
9.2    What plans and budget does BC Hydro have for solar, wind and 

geothermal electricity development? 
 
9.3  How and where would BC Hydro acquire geothermally based electricity 

at the GW scale? 
 
 

10.  Reference:  Application, Chapter 10, page 10-10 DSM Cost  -  

Preamble:  There are serious inconsistencies in costing and cost comparisons.    

Chapter 10 is the first presentation of DSM cost, which has been averaged, at 
$19/MWh.  Almost at the end of the discussion of DSM is this valuable 
information presented.   The market price of $33/MWh is used to compare to 
the benefit of DSM savings,  while elsewhere in the Application,  a long run 
marginal cost of $54 /MWh (wind) is used.   In non-integrated (diesel) areas,  a 
cost of $130 is discussed.  In their filings,  Fortis BC is using $126/MWh.  In 
Appendix W, an LRMC number of $105/MWh is used.    
 
10.1 Can BC Hydro please explain what is going on with many different “cost” 

numbers?    
 
Preamble:   Is this a “Pick What Cost Will Give Us the Desired Result” option?  
We know that Site C is in the order of $130/MWh so why is this not used, 
consistently?   BC Hydro needs to choose one value for cost and to use only that 
value when comparing DSM to capital expansion or maintenance.  If expansion 
or maintenance is more expensive, then increase DSM, and make the electricity 
savings and the cost savings.  BC does not need to endlessly increase 
expenditures for costly projects that are not essential. 
 
If a different cost, as per Fortis, of $126/MWh is selected, it must be used for ALL 
investments, not just generation or savings.  Presently there is not one cost used 
for comparing all generation, transmission or distribution investment options.  . 
 
10.2  Can BC Hydro please explain  how they can  possibly compare DSM with  

capital expansion, or with maintenance costs when there are multiple 
“cost” numbers to choose from? 

 
10.3   Can BC Hydro please revise all of the cost comparisons throughout the 

application for all of the options using one number, ie $54/MWh to 
determine the cost-effectiveness of all capital expenditure options: 
generation, transmission, equipment upgrades and replacements, DSM 
and LCE and present them as one series of options, ranked from least 
cost to greatest cost and include the electricity amount to be generated? 

10.4   Can BC Hydro please use the above rankings to select the most cost 
effective options in every capital expenditure category to determine which 
options will be proposed, and the electricity savings or output from each 
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option, up to a total expenditure that will enable BC Hydro to supply the 
projected amount electricity without incurring a loss and a rate increase?. 

 
10.5   If the cost/MWh for each measure is less than other capital expenditures, 

can BC Hydro reduce those expenditures and reduce the financial 
shortfall and rate increase? 

 
 
 

11. Reference: Application,  B-2-2,  Appendix M – DSM, Line 6 

 
Preamble:  “The average residential account consumes about 79,900 kWh 
annually, although this varies widely with the type of home and the type of 
heating fuel used.”   Given the large amount of text describing, repeatedly the 
benefits of various programs, in Tables in this Appendix, it was observed that 
actual useful data presented was very sparse.  There were no charts of the 
electricity or heating fuel used, no analysis of floor space vs kWh, or income vs 
electricity use; nothing to usefully disaggregate electricity use by demographics 
or building characteristics such as age, location etc.  What then can a reader or 
analyst glean from an “average” account number?   Essentially nothing useful, 
particularly when a step function is involved for greater use..   

11.1    Can BC Hydro please provide ”end-use saturation survey data”, or  
disaggregated data on residential electricity use; minimum, average, 
median, maximum; a “bell curve” of electricity use showing the variation in 
use from lowest to greatest; with a separate data set on natural gas 
heating, for “all electric” homes, and a data set for water heating, both gas 
and electric,  so that readers and analysts can determine the probability of  
and percentage of savings potentially available? 

 

12.  Reference:  Application, Appendix M, page M2 – Program Overview 

Preamble - Additional Energy Advisors – Elected Municipal leaders with 
Climate Caucus,  state that access to Energy Managers, or Community Energy 
Specialists would assist in implementing energy and GHG emission reductions.  
Municipalities are in a position to be able to assist their constituents and 
residents, however, lack of access to information and program contacts severely 
limit their ability to respond effectively.  There is a clear need for BC Hydro to 
substantially increase staff, or partner with existing organizations,  to establish 
and greatly expand present activities for formal, frequent and effective working 
relationships with municipalities across BC, and other community organizations 
such as the Community Energy Association, Pembina Institute, SFU’s and 
BCIT’s energy and greenhouse gas related organizations, as well as BCOAPA, 
Clean Energy, BC Sustainable Energy.  
 
12.1   What is the cost effectiveness of this program in $/MWh? 
 
12.2   If the cost/MWh is less than other capital expenditures, can BC Hydro 

reduce those expenditures and reduce the financial shortfall and rate 
increase? 
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12.3   What plans and budget does BC Hydro have to assess the expressed 
need for additional energy advisors, and to increase funding for positions 
within hundreds of communities across BC? 

 
 
Preamble  - There are a number of residential programs, from “free kits” to 
detailed new housing design and energy modelling:    Energy Conservation 
Assistance – weatherization, refrigerator and other appliance rebates, Home 
Renovation Rebates, Indigenous Communities, on-line advice, television and on-
line ads promote and deliver opportunities to reduce electricity use and reduce 
GHG emissions.  However, from outside of BC Hydro it is essentially impossible 
to contact conservation program staff or managers.   
Telephone operators are poorly trained in helping customers access programs 
and people.   
 
12.2  What plans and budget does BC Hydro have to provide much improved 

training to their own staff in providing access to energy saving and GHG 
reduction programs, staff and technical reports? 

 
12.3.   Will BC Hydro also prepare public information sessions and technical 

sessions, that can be accessed 24/7 by professionals and public, 
describing the work that BC Hydro is doing, and results of their research 
and implementation programs?   This is because generally, BC Hydro is 
poor to very poor at providing in person and on-line detailed technical 
documents regarding their work and activities, yet they are world-
recognized as technical leaders in many areas. 

 
Preamble - Program Innovation and potential “Centre of Excellence” – DSM, 
DER (Distributed Energy Resources such as homeowners, businesses and 
industries), Artificial Intelligence (AI) and Machine Learning (ML).   There is a 
paucity of technical information in the RRA regarding leading-edge energy and 
GHG reduction programs.  While there may be a group applying Artificial 
Intelligence and Machine Learning to integrating Distributed Energy Resources, 
Supplies and Uses, the mandate, terms and accomplishments remain hidden 
from the public.   Portland General Electric, Rocky Mountain Institute, 
Massachusetts State,  Kauai Island Electricity Cooperative and many others such 
as Deep Mind, have been applying AI and ML to optimize DSM and DER.  A data 
center was able to reduce electricity use by 40%, an “unheard of 
accomplishment”.   Massachusetts reduced energy use by 3% in one year, after 
a series of reductions previous years 
 
12.4    Will BC Hydro please provide information on DER, and use of AI and ML 

programs and applications by BC Hydro, including the budget for such 
programs and applications and the associated target savings?   

 
Preamble - If BC Hydro were to expand applications of DSM and DER, using AI 
and ML it would create an  opportunity to create an “Advanced Energy Centre 
of Excellence” at UBC, SFU, UVic or BCIT, or possibly co-operative among 
institutions, and could expand to include Fortis BC and other education, training 
institutions and trade unions across BC.    
 
12.5   Is BC Hydro presently developing such a Centre of Excellence, and what 

is the budget for this Centre? 
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12.6   Has BC Hydro evaluated the benefits of such a Centre, which would 

result in substantial cost savings to BC ratepayers and become an 
additional source of revenue from studies, consulting and product 
development in concert with industry, further diversifying BC’s economy? 

 
 

13 Reference:   Application, Appendix M-18    Energy Challenge.   
   

Preamble - Team Power Smart - an   “ opportunity to enter into a Challenge to 
reduce the household electricity consumption by 10 per cent or more below the 
previous year’s consumption”.   Can BC Hydro please provide the following: 
 
13.1   What is the participation rate in this challenge?   
 
13.2   How many BC Hydro Power Smart in-house workers have participated, 

and what are their results?  
   
13.3   How many managers working in BC Hydro and BCUC have participated 

in this program as of Dec 31, 2020? 
    
13.4.   How many Ministry of Energy executives and staff have participated? 
 
13. 5   What are the numbers of participants and the energy savings results of 

questions 13.3 and 13.4? 
 
13.6   What is the cost-effectiveness of this program? 
 
13.7    If the cost/MWh is less than other capital expenditures, can BC Hydro 

reduce those expenditures and reduce the financial shortfall and rate 
increase? 

 
Preamble - A savings of 10% in one year is an essentially unheard-of decrease.   
Savings of 2% to 3% are considered major accomplishments.  Electricity is an 
essential service, and not a discretionary income expenditure, thus is unlikely to 
have major savings opportunities by customers.  The concern is that setting 
unrealistic targets harms the professional image of BC Hydro and discredits this 
and other program objectives.  Can BC Hydro please provide answers to: 
 
13.6.   Who established the “10% or more” target, and what was it based on?   
 
13.7.   Where else, in other jurisdictions, has this challenge been implemented 

and what are the results? 
 
13.8.   What are the plans to increase BC Hydro, BCUC and management 

participation? 
 
13.9   What is the cost-effectiveness of this program? 
 
13.10   If the cost/MWh is less than other capital expenditures, can BC Hydro 

reduce those expenditures and reduce the financial shortfall and rate 
increase? 
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14. Reference:   Application, Appendix M-18   Energy Management Coaching    
 
 Preamble – “Energy coaches provide personalized support to assist customers in 

assessing and undertaking home energy management upgrades. Coaching 
advice is delivered by phone or email, including support such as helping 
understand program offers and confirming product eligibility.”  Can BC Hydro 
please answer: 

 
14.1  How is this program accessed? 
   
14.2   What is the uptake and rate of increase?    
 
14.3   What are the savings to date?   
 
14.4   How many BC Hydro, BCUC and BC Energy Ministry employees have 

participated, utilizing the coaching services,  and what are their results? 
 
14.5  How is the cost-effectiveness evaluated for this program,  and what is the 

cost effectiveness on a $/MWh basis? 
 
14.6   If the cost/MWh is less than other capital expenditures for energy or 

capacity, will BC Hydro increase this and other programs in preference to 
other sources of power or transmission and distribution expenditures? 

 
14.7   If the cost/MWh is less than other capital expenditures, will BC Hydro 

reduce those expenditures and reduce the financial shortfall and rate 
increase? 

 
 

15.0 Reference: Application, Appendix M, page M-21  Commercial Energy 
Programs. 
As a former small business owner, and from other’s experience, the small 
business and even moderately sized businesses owners do not have the time, 
education or capacity to acquire or analyze data, then invest in equipment and   
training to thoroughly understand electricity and thermal energy supplies and 
uses.  This limitation severely limits the uptake of programs by SME’s.   It is one 
area that Energy Advisors can be particularly effective, whether BC Hydro, 
government or third party.   BC Hydro has previously identified the need for 
energy expertise to enable program uptake by commercial and industrial 
businesses.   Can BC Hydro please provide answers to the following questions: 
 
15.1     What is the budget for energy advisors? 
 
15.2 What is the cost effectiveness of this program?   
 
15.3   If the cost-effectiveness is greater than that of other expenditures on 

generation or transmission, will BC Hydro re-allocate resources to this 
program to reduce costs and the rate increase? 

 
16.4 Can BC  Hydro substantially increase funding for energy specialist 

advisors as it would be particularly helpful during the Covid pandemic, 
and where energy costs are a substantial component of a business’s 
cost? 
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16.5    If the cost-effectiveness is greater than other options, will BC Hydro 

increase the budget for this program, and decrease other programs? 
 
16.6 The availability of energy advisors is also appropriate for municipal 

operations and for social housing, where heating costs are a large part of 
the building operating costs.   Will BC Hydro increase the budget for 
energy advisors to reduce municipal and social housing energy costs? 

 
 

17.0   Reference:   Application, Appendix M, page M-24  Project Energy Study.     
 

Preamble   Energy Study Assistance;   “Energy Study eligibility criteria is only 
available to organizations with BC Hydro  sponsored Energy Managers, Energy 
Manager Associates, and a select number of strategic Key Account customers.”  
This requirement is unnecessarily restrictive.   Can BC Hydro please respond to: 
 
17.1 Will BC Hydro expand this program to include any qualified energy 

auditor, in order to increase the uptake and assist small and medium 
sized businesses to survive? 

 
17.2  What is the cost-effectiveness of this program?   
 
  

18.0  Reference:  Application, Appendix M, page M-25  Social Housing.  
 

Preamble.   “Customers can utilize any of the four offers below:”   
 
18.1    “Any” implies that a choice must be made to select only one, which is 

likely not the intended case. Should this read “all” of the four offers 
below? 

 
Preamble - BC Hydro Technical Expertise – “BC Hydro will provide project 
specific internal technical assistance and support to the customer throughout a 
project”.  Please provide answers to the following questions: 
 
18.2 .  How many staff (FTE’S) are allocated to provide technical assistance?   
 
18.3 Are all these FTE staff fully engaged on providing technical assistance? 
 
18.4 Does BC Hydro experience staff shortages in providing technical 

assistance?    
 
18.5 What is the cost effectiveness of this program? 
 
18.6     Are all of the technical assistance staff qualified energy advisors? 
 
18.7  Why limit assistance strictly to BC Hydro , instead of widening to all 

qualified energy specialists and increasing program uptake?     
 
18.8 Given the present economy and the large effect that energy costs have 

with reduced income, is it appropriate to increase the funding to help 
businesses reduce energy costs and GHG emissions? 
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19.0 Reference: Application, Appendix M, page M-35,Line 12.  
 

Preamble    “ … organizational culture to reduce energy waste and improve 
energy intensity.”    
 
19.1   Should this wording be “reduce energy intensity” instead of improve energy 
intensity, to be more accurate? 

 
 
20.0  Reference:  Application, Appendix M, pages M-4, M-59 Table M-1, M-60 Table 

M-2, M-61 Table M-4, M-62 Table M-5 
 

Preamble:Codes and Standards.   On the various pages and Tables there are 
savings identified from Codes and Standards.   Intuitively, codes and 
standards presently in place would reduce energy and capacity today, 
from historical levels. Thus it is not clear how implementing codes and 
standards changes will result in savings during the same year or test 
period.  

 
20.1   Can BC hydro please explain how 2022 expenditures on Codes and 

Standards provides immediate savings of energy and capacity?  Is that 
how savings are being reported?   

 
 

 
21.0  Reference:  Application, Appendix M, page M-46   Community Energy 

Manager and page M-48 
   

21.1   Can BC Hydro please state where are Community Energy Managers 
located?    

 
21.2 Preamble – The Climate Caucus group is a body of elected municipal 

officials across Canada, however most participants are presently located 
in BC.  They have stated that there is a dire need for Community Energy 
Managers across BC, to assist both municipalities to reduce energy use 
and GHG’s in buildings and operations, and to provide information to their 
residents. 

 
Is BC Hydro familiar with the Climate Caucus group, and is there a plan 
for additional Community Energy Managers? 
 

21.2 How many additional community energy managers are planned and over 
what time period? 

 
 
 

22.0  Reference.  Application, Appendix M, page M-50   Residential Inclining Rates.   
 
 Preamble The term “residential inclining rates”  is a serious and misleading term 

that needs to be dropped and replaced with “STEP RATE”.    (It is like the 
pretence by BC Hydro  of “Site C Clean Energy”).   BC Hydro needs to revise 
their rate design assumptions from following last century’s rate design by 
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Bonbright, by using more modern, fair and just principles of rate design, such as 
those developed by Rocky Mountain Institute.  This begins with recognizing and 
stating that the residential is not an inclining structure;  it is a step structure, with 
arbitrary bi-monthly fixed charges, and arbitrary steps for rates.  There is no 
indication that this is the optimum regime.  Only Costco charges a fixed fee for 
service access, (other than private clubs),  while other hundreds of millions of 
businesses worldwide are able to cover fixed costs with product pricing.  
 
 A truly “inclined” rate would start at close to zero, for very modest users, and 
escalate with increasing rates for increasing use (and waste), as does the income 
tax system, increased taxation at greater levels of income.  This is simple with 
smart meters and modern computer processing and billing.    
 
Electricity is an essential service, not a discretionary expense.   As such it should 
be provided on a “fair” and “reasonable” basis.  Thus a truly inclined rate would 
allow those with the least use and least demands on the utility system to have the 
lowest rate, and lower bills.  It would help ensure the elderly pensioner would pay 
roughly the same percentage of income for their essential electricity as would a 
wealthy homeowner, with a far larger demand for power.   For example: a senior 
with $2000/mo pension may pay $200 for power.   Is it fair or reasonable that a 
CEO making $500,000 per year would pay the same amount for power?  Would it 
not be fair if he were also to pay 10% of his salary of $40,000/month for power?   
That would be $4000/ month. 
 
Instead of this “fair” approach as described above, there is a “step” where use 
over an arbitrary amount is charged slightly more. When monthly and other 
charges are included, the actual percentage difference  is substantially less than 
the apparent difference between 9.35 and 14.03 cents/kWh.   This is a similar 
situation for very modest electricity users where the “real” per-kWh charges are 
very high. 
 
BC Hydro needs to establish modern, “fair” and “reasonable” rates, sufficient to 
cover costs, not limited to Bonbright principles, but to include such factors as 
greater use requires greater capacity, generation, transmission and distribution 
costs , particularly LRMC.  Consideration could be given that the upper rate 
would equal at least the LRMC,  now identified by Fortis BC at $126/MWh, (12.6 
cents) plus 6 to 8 cents of delivery would indicate a value in the range of 20 
cents/kWh, a substantial increase above the present 14 cents.  This would also 
provide the ability to reduce lowest users’ rates considerably below 9.35 
cents/kWh. 
 
22.1  Will BC Hydro please calculate what rate increase would be necessary on  

Step 2 to provide sufficient revenue to cover the shortfall?  
 
22.2  In that rates will significantly affect revenues, will BC Hydro please 

propose modern rate structures that would allow roughly equal per-KWh 
charges across residential customers, including all costs, as opposed to 
the present system which penalizes modest users? 

 
22.3   Will BC Hydro please investigate “optimum” rate structures that 

incentivize less wasteful use of electricity? 
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Preamble.  There is a situation with all-electric homes that must be addressed 
and resolved.  The second higher step unfairly penalizes residents with all-
electric homes.  On very cold days, they generally do not have supplemental heat 
and must rely upon BC Hydro power to be warm.  However, this increased use 
then moves them into Step 2 of the rate structure, which they have no option to 
avoid, and are being penalized inadvertently, with no alternative. 
 
22.4 Will BC Hydro please propose a more equitable rate structure for 

electrically heated homes that does not penalize them for wanting to be 
warm on the coldest days? 

 
22.5 Will BC Hydro please calculate the effect on overall revenue of having the 

electrically heated homes pay at that above rate? 
 
22.6 Will BC Hydro please calculate what the effect on revenue would be if 

electrically heated homes were to be charged at the Step 1 rate during 
the winter heating season, November through March? 

 
22.7   Will BC Hydro please assess whether DSM and home upgrades would 

offset the inadvertent cost increases because of Step 2 rates, and to what 
extent? 

 
 
23.0  Reference.   Application, Appendix M, page M-51  Supporting Initiatives.  

Public Awareness.     
 

Preamble It is essentially impossible for an outside telephone caller to reach BC 
Hydro staff and management responsible for Conservation and Renewables.  It is 
equally difficult to access the myriad excellent research and other technical 
reports, to discover the present activities and progress.  BC Hydro needs to 
provide to both the telephone receptionists and the BC Hydro website, a 
comprehensive contact directory for BC Hydro‘s Conservation and Renewables 
groups, (as well as generation and other planning functions), for people, 
programs, reports, and case studies.    As a “public utility” BC Hydro seems to 
operate more as a fortress rather than with open doors. 
 
23.1  Will BC Hydro please provide a list of Conservation and Renewables staff 

with telephone contact numbers, to their telephone receptionists, post it 
on-line, and also provide it to this BCUC hearing? 

 
 
24.0  Reference   Application, Appendix N,  Low Carbon Electricity (and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions).   
 
Preamble   Appendix N is only 10 pages in length.  It is therefore apparent that it 
has not had the level of attention that other sections have, nor has the concept of 
LCE been thoroughly assessed, and funded.  This is very disturbing in that the 
climate emergency that has been declared in BC requires the full attention of 
both BC Hydro and Fortis BC, and cannot be effectively addressed without the 
full commitment of these two agencies.  Ten pages is only a cursory glimpse, not 
an effective and thorough strategy.   
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BC Hydro needs to thoroughly address possible greenhouse gas emission 
reduction options to consider, including financial implications of costs and 
benefits, direct and indirect to the utility and customers, and propose a series of 
well-considered strategies to address the climate change emergency.  As 
discussed earlier in this submission, just the retrofit of existing housing alone will 
require in the order of $ 10 Billion per year, for the next ten years.  
 
 
24. 1   Does BC Hydro believe that the 10 pages related to LCE and the climate 

emergency adequately presents an appropriate level of response to BC 
Hydro’s involvement in addressing the climate action emergency? 

 
24,2 Can BC Hydro please present a more detailed climate emergency 

response plan, with budget, that can be commented on and agreed to by 
BCUC and interveners? 

 
 
Preamble  Low carbon electrification, that is, addressing climate change and the 
declared climate emergency through reduced fossil fuel use, is a world-wide 
imperative.  One aspect is the substitution of low-carbon or reduced-carbon 
source electricity.   This is a serious conundrum, particularly in BC, because the 
hydro-electric system has flooded many valleys, and this flooding continues with 
Site C.  When the Peace River valley is soon flooded by Site C , there will be 
substantial GHG emissions of CO2 and methane from the reservoir, emissions 
which some recent researchers have determined is approximately equivalent to 
combustion of fossil fuels for electricity.  Thus California will not accept Site C 
power as “clean”, “green” or “low-carbon”.  
 
Presently BC and BC Hydro have not defined “low carbon electricity”: a definition  
that is clearly and scientifically based and substantiated by emissions 
measurements.  Similar in concept to the Long Run Marginal Cost (LRMC) 
concept used in determining the next project to supply electricity, a “Long Run 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions” (LRGGE) concept and test would be appropriate for 
selecting both conservation options and new supply options.  
 
Together with the concept of embodied carbon being used to assess “green” 
building qualifications,  the LRGGE would assess both embodied carbon from 
construction, as well as operational emissions from generation, transmission and 
distribution of power for conservation and new projects.     
 
24.2 Will BC Hydro please describe if they have developed a “carbon 

emissions” test for various electricity sources, and for energy reduction 
(conservation) options to enable choosing the most effective reduction 
and substitution? 

 
24.3 Will BC Hydro please provide supplemental information to the Application 

describing the methodology and results of the carbon emissions tests for 
sources and reduction options? 

 
 
 

25.0   Reference  Application,  Appendix N, page N-1, Lines 19 and 20 Cost 
Effectiveness Test   
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Preamble.   Ideally, a cost-effectiveness test  would also assess the “carbon 
cost” or emissions cost of the various generation, transmission or conservation 
options, and be evaluated under several carbon tax scenarios, to develop a 
comprehensive capital and operational carbon cost.  For fossil-fuelled generation, 
the direct cost plus the carbon cost would include the externalities such as 
carbon embodiment and operations, to provide a final “real cost” (direct plus 
social externalities costs). 
 
At various carbon taxation rates, typically $50/Tonne, $100/Tonne and 
$200/Tonne (a plausible estimate of the cost of sequestering carbon), this would 
assist decision makers and customers in choosing the least “carbon-embodied 
cost” conservation and supply options. 
 
25.1   Has BC Hydro included the various carbon emissions costs of alternatives 

– generation and transmission options vs conservation options, when 
evaluating Low Carbon Electrification? 

 
 
26.0  Reference, Application, Appendix N,  Page N -6 , Table N-1.   
 

Preamble The “cost-effectiveness test” creates a challenging conundrum.   While 
part of BC Hydro is paying money to save electricity, the LCE part is paying 
money via incentives to increase demand, presumably using the same cost-
effectiveness test.   
 
There is, or should be, serious doubt how this could occur.  Example: for a $6 
million expenditure, a “prescribed undertaking”,  an increase of 119 GWh and 16 
MW capacity results.   When this is compared to a purported $54/MWh long run 
marginal cost of power, the resulting cost would be $6.4 million per year in 
additional cost.  If the $126/MWh that Fortis BC uses for LRMC is used instead, 
the annual cost would be $15 million in cost to BC Hydro.   Thus BC Hydro is 
paying an additional $6 million to incur an increase of from $6.4 to $15 million per 
year.  This additional cost of operations will then be passed to ratepayers to 
finance.    
 
It would make more sense to increase DSM spending with costs as low as $24  
instead of facing LRMC’s of at least 2 and as much as 5 times this amount.   BC 
Hydro needs to identify additional sources of DSM savings that can be re-
allocated to electrification, to save ratepayers from substantial rate increases.  
 
26.1   How does BC Hydro justify paying additional money to increase sales 

when BCH knows that this will also increase the cost of supply?    
 
26.2 Will the rate customers pay for the power exceed the LRMC, and if not 

why would the agreement to supply electricity be justified?    
 
 

 
27.0  Reference, Application, Appendix N, page N-8, Line 17  Cost Effectiveness 
 

Preamble   “… benefits mean all revenues BC Hydro expects to earn …  ”    
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27.1 What are the assumptions on revenues, over what time period, with what 
discount (inflation  and interest) rates?    

 
27.2 Are there any subsidies, financing or other incentives involved, and what 

are these subsidies or incentives? 
 
 

 
28.0  Reference, Application, Appendix W page W-7, Table 1   Industrial  LEM-I, 

and page W-8, Table  
 
 Preamble – DSM has provided excellent savings results.   Costs were 38% 

below planned, but savings were only 3% under target.   This proves how 
effective good DSM activities and strategies can be.  Unfortunately some of the 
reduction or savings is likely due to lower industrial activity and has not been 
identified or quantified.   

 
 As the notes on Table,  Page W-8,  state, for LEM-I, “Electricity savings were 
approximately on plan due to strategic energy management activity enabling 
additional energy savings at a lower cost.”   
 
It is essential to disaggregate savings due to programs and projects from savings 
due to reduced industrial activity.  Looking at electricity sales, a modest reduction 
of 800 GWh or 2.5% from 2019 to 2020  for combined commercial and large 
industrial users occurred.  The reduced sales of 800GWh includes the DSM 
Industrial savings of 130 GWh, Commercial LEM-C of 38GWh, plus reduced 
industrial activity.  Whether the DSM savings are accurate, and do not 
inadvertently include reduced industrial activity cannot be determined from the 
data provided.   
 
This also affects assessment of cost-effectiveness: it cannot be determined.  
 
Without such separation of reduced sales, any attempt at forecasting future 
demand, based upon electricity sales declines due to  unknown factors, 
particularly the elasticity, will not have a legitimate mathematical base, and will be 
a estimate at best, and a guess at worst.  
 
28.1   Can BC Hydro please provide  disaggregation data for electricity 

reductions due to:  
a) decreased industrial activity and,  
b) due to DSM programs, since without such data to support BC Hydro’s 
results, it cannot be verified that they are accurate.? 
 

 
 

29.0  Reference,  Application, Appendix W, page  W-8, Table 1, last line 
 
 Preamble::  PORTFOLIO TOTAL:    Planned Cost  $90,816,000,  Actual Cost  
$78,462,000 ,  Cost Savings  ( $12,354,000) or (14%)   
Estimated  GWh Savings 700,  Actual GWh Savings 722,   Savings Increase 22 
(GWh)  or  3% 
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These savings are excellent and additional efforts are required to continue and 
expand the DSM programs, assuming the “savings” are not due to reduced 
industrial activity. 
 
29.1 Can BC Hydro please explain why such  excellent DSM savings 

accomplishments do not get greater recognition, or increased budgets, 
when the costs are far less than the cost/MWh of Site C?  

 
29.2  Does BC Hydro offer incentives to staff to exceed target DSM savings? 
 
 

30.0 Reference, Application, Appendix W, page W-9, Table, Last line 
 

Preamble - Industrial Energy Management Activities       “Expenditures were 
below plan due to a number of energy manager positions becoming vacant, and 
the time required for customers to fill the vacancies.” 
 
The fact that there are “a number of energy manager positions becoming vacant” 
is very troubling.  It is appropriate that BC Hydro investigate this situation and 
resolve the conditions and rectify the situation.  BC Hydro needs to thoroughly 
investigate the conditions and causes of such vacancies and to resolve these 
conditions.  Possible causes could be poor financial conditions by corporations, 
resulting in  funding and staff reductions, lack of energy manager training, lack of 
management support, lack of financial resources for programs and projects, lack 
of qualified energy managers, or other factors.    
 
Financial support for corporations’ energy management positions may well be 
one of the best capital investments that BC Hydro can make, due to the 
effectiveness or programs and projects. 
 
30.1 Can BC Hydro please assess and report on the causes of the energy 

manager positions being vacated, and propose measures to rectify this 
situation? 

 
30.2 Does BC Hydro believe that further financial assistance would assist in 

filling the positions, and what level of assistance would be appropriate? 
 
30.3   Does BC Hydro believe that there is a shortage of qualified energy 

specialists and management professionals? 
 
30.4   If so, does BC Hydro have recommendations or direct contributions to 

increase the availability of energy management professionals? 
 
 

  
 
31.0 Reference, Application, Appendix X, Page X-8 – Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

Regulation, GGRR 
 
Preamble  Appendix X is only 42 pages long, out of a submission of Appendices 
of 650 pages.  Given the climate emergency and the role of BC Hydro, “in every 
building in BC”,  the potential role of BC Hydro is enormous, and is critical.   That 
the overall RRA submission is over 1000 pages, it would seem appropriate that 
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BC Hydro would give far greater emphasis to Greenhouse Gas reduction efforts 
than can be presented in 42 pages.   
 
The GGRR expenditure of  less than $ 17 million, compared to revenues of $5 
Billion and capital expenditures of over $3 Billion, entirely supports the contention 
that the GGRR is drastically underfunded.  . 
 
31.1  What level  of expenditure does BC Hydro believe is appropriate to 

address a climate emergency that will affect every customer? 
 
31.2   Does BC Hydro believe that roughly $9 per account, or less than $1 per 

month per account is a realistic number to adequately address a climate 
emergency? 

 
 
32.0  Reference, Application, Appendix X, page X-9 PREC 
 

Preamble  Expenditures and results.     “Fiscal 2020, actual expenditure on the 
PRES Project was $83.0 million, with a cumulative cost of $152.9 million as at 
the end of the reporting period. It is premature to report any avoided greenhouse 
gas emissions for the PRES Project as it is not yet in-service”.   
 
No project details are given on the size and scope of this program, however, 
given the nature of the climate emergency, it would be logical to expect BC Hydro 
to address those aspects with the least cost and the  most rapid reduction in 
GHG’s.  Delaying results and participating in large infrastructure projects has not 
proven successful: the Northwest Transmission Line intended to serve multiple 
customers was slowed, and was far above a reasonable budget, that it is now 
seen as a very poor decision.   
 
32.1   Will BC Hydro please provide the size and scope of the PREC project, 

including costs and GHG reductions, including an assessment of the cost-
effectiveness of the project? 

 
 

33.0  Reference, Application, Appendix X, page X-12, Penultimate paragraph 
 
Preamble  “During this surplus period, the LCE-driven incremental electricity 
sales will increase BC Hydro’s revenues and can make rates lower than they 
otherwise would have been to the extent there is a positive differential between 
domestic electricity rates and forecast export prices.”    
 
33.1  In that rates for this new electrification market have not been established, 

that some rates for natural gas companies are heavily subsidized, will BC 
Hydro please provide assurance that there is an “increase of BC Hydro’s 
revenues”, and how much that increase will be?   

 
33.2   Can BC Hydro please provide what the lowest rates will be to” increase 

revenue”, as to  not  offer rate subsidies, in order to avoid increasing rates 
for other ratepayers? 

 
 

34.0  Reference, Application, Appendix X, page 23, second paragraph.,  
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Preamble   Carbon Emissions Reductions and Electrification Calculations.   “The 
methodology BC Hydro has used to estimate GHG emission reductions involves 
developing engineering estimates of the amount of carbon-based fuel that will be 
offset by electricity, and quantifying the associated GHG emission reductions 
using the 2017 B.C. Best Practices Methodology for Quantifying Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions. The calculation nets out the GHG emissions associated with BC 
Hydro’s electricity, which are also quantified using the 2017 B.C. Best Practices 
Methodology for Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Emissions.”    
 
There are very serious deficiencies in the methodology BC Hydro has used to 
determine GHG emissions from its existing system of flooded valleys, particularly 
those with substantial drawdowns.   California will not purchase Site C power 
because it is not “clean” or “green” despite BC Hydro’s best marketing efforts.  
The University of Washington’s recent studies on  reservoir emissions 
substantiate other findings that reservoir-based hydro power has GHG emissions 
of similar magnitude to natural gas burning combustions sources of electricity.  
This is particularly relevant as the Site C reservoir may soon be flooded and 
major GHG emissions will result, both CO2 and methane.  In addition, there has 
been and will sith Site C, substantial lost sequestration of CO2,  due to the 
flooding, and loss of trees, agricultural lands, and soils.   
 
The BC Report,   2017 B.C. BEST PRACTICES METHODOLOGY FOR 
QUANTIFYING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  does not even consider  
reservoir emissions. This is an extremely serious shortcoming, in that is implies 
that reservoir-based power is “clean”, with no substantiation.   The BC  Report 
page 7,  addresses methane CH4 as a Global Warming Potential (GWP) factor of 
25.  This number only applies to a 100 year time frame, which is incorrect and not 
applicable to a climate emergency.   Over a short term the GWP can be as high 
as 199.  By using this Report as a supposed accurate methodology, it misleads 
readers to believe that this is factual information.   
 
Further, a misleading omission is that no mention is made of embodied carbon in 
constructing the hydroelectric  dam, nor emissions from clearing, burning and 
loss of sequestration.  Emissions from carbon black, smoke from slash fires,  are 
4,470 times GWP of CO2.  Four thousand times greater than CO2.    Thus the 
slash burning over hundreds or thousands of acres of forest land and grasses, 
plus the loss of sequestration of those forests results in very substantial CO2 
emissions. 
 
34.1   Will BC Hydro please provide accurate emissions factors, based upon 

measured gas emissions, for Global Warming Potential (GWP) for 
existing reservoirs, including Site C and the embodied carbon emissions 
from clearing and construction activities, and lost carbon sequestration 
from flooded and disturbed valley lands and transmission line corridors? 

 
34.2    Will BC Hydro please prepare an analysis, year by year, of carbon 

emissions from Site C, including embodied carbon from clearing and 
construction, loss of sequestration from reservoir and transmission line 
corridors, and compare those emissions to the estimated carbon emission 
savings from electrification, to see over what time frame the emissions 
from construction are offset by incremental domestic sales for GHG 
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reductions under the GGRR plan, and if, in fact, there are any GHG 
emissions reductions actually obtained? 

 
This calculation is important in that while costs for Site C are included in Revenue 
Requirements, it is imperative that the carbon benefits and costs are also clearly 
known.  It is entirely possible, that it may require 10, 20  or more years of 
domestic sales of Site C power to offset the carbon emissions resulting from the 
construction of the project.    
 
Thus if the intended benefits of GGRR are not available, it will be important for 
BC Hydro to focus on electricity conservation as an alternative to a new source of 
electricity with substantial or high GHG’s.  
 
 
 
 
Summary Comment - Appendix S,” Process” is 80 pages long.  How essential 
and relevant are 80 pages, in a Revenue Requirement document?  A short 
summary would suffice.  However, it does re-emphasize the “bloat” and “build-it” 
mentality that pervades BC Hydro.  A climate emergency response, Appendix X 
is just over 40 pages.   The most affordable power, DSM, Appendix W, The 
Annual DSM Report,  is even shorter, at 20 pages!    
 
Given that the sequence of chapters in a document is generally related to the 
priority and importance of the topic or chapter, it is shockingly clear that BC 
Hydro has little serious commitment to leading either a massive DSM or to a 
carbon emissions reduction program.  This is despite excellent results from the 
DSM program.  BCUC must share responsibility for this failure, and lack of 
attention to DSM and carbon emissions reductions given the declared climate 
emergency in BC..  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
  Roger Bryenton,  P. Eng. (former), MBA     778 232-1326 
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