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9 January 2004

Mr. Robert J. Pellatt, Secretary

British Columbia Utilities Commission

Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street, Box 250

Vancouver, BC, V6Z 2N3

by fax: (604) 660-1102

RE: BC Hydro's Vancouver Island Call For Tenders "CFT"

Dear Mr. Pellatt:

The GSX Concerned Citizens Coalition ("GSXCCC") submits the following comments:

1. GSXCCC supports the calls of NorskeCanada and the JIESC for a formal process to consider the terms of the CFT. Numerous serious issues have been raised about the terms of BC Hydro's proposed evaluation methodology -- more than can be credibly addressed through an informal process. GSXCCC believes it would be beneficial for these issues to be addressed and formally resolved now, rather than at a future hearing on the project that has been selected through the CFT process, when much time and energy will have been spent on a process that may be found to have been critically flawed.

2. (CFT Addendum 1, sections 4.2 & 4.3) Whatever project BC Hydro eventually brings forward to address Vancouver Island's electricity needs will be subject to comparison with the electrical transmission alternatives (HVDC replacement; or new 230 kV AC circuits) to determine whether it is the least cost alternative. It would therefore be appropriate and sensible for these transmission alternatives to be manifested in the CFT evaluation methodology -- perhaps bid into the CFT process; or perhaps provided as a benchmark for evaluation.

3. The CFT process should include special criteria to accommodate electricity load reduction and load management proposals that could help to "bridge" the 2007/08 - 2008/09 "gap" in electricity supply between the zero-rating of the existing HVDC cables and the construction of a transmission alternative that was identified in the BCUC review of VIGP. For example, the 10-year minimum period should not apply to load reduction and load management proposals.

4. GSXCCC is concerned that BC Hydro's proposed gas price forecasts do not adequately reflect the risk of a long-term shift to higher gas prices and scarcer resources, reflecting the maturing of the North American gas resource and the possibility of a fundamental shift in attitudes about the environmental costs and liability of fossil fuels.

· GSXCCC applauds BC Hydro's stated intention to obtain a further, alternate gas price forecast, sourced from itself or an independent third party. GSXCCC suggests BC Hydro should definitely obtain this forecast from an independent third party. In any event, GSXCCC would need to know the identity of the forecaster and see the forecast before it could comment on the sufficiency of the forecast.

· GSXCCC recommends against the use of the US Department of Energy's EIA's forecast. GSXCCC believes this forecast is not based on supply fundamentals from the Western Canadian Sedimentary Basis, which would be the likely source of gas for a project on the Island.

· GSXCCC recommends against the use of the National Energy Board's "Techno-Vert" scenario. As GSXCCC and NCOC detailed their Final Argument (20 July 2003; pp.22 & 23) in the BCUC review of VIGP, the methodology used by the NEB in this scenario is neither transparent nor objective
.

· GSXCCC recommends that a high-price gas forecast be used which explicitly considers the potential for future greenhouse gas liability, along the lines developed by Dr. Matthew Bramley in Future Financial Liability for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Vancouver Island Generation Project, May 2003 (submitted to the BCUC review of VIGP, Hearing Order G--30-03; Exhibit No. 19B).

5. Data Sourced from the Tender (CFT Addendum 1, section 3.2) should include a calculation of the yearly greenhouse gas emissions rate of the proposal over its lifetime.

6. The over-all cost of each project should explicitly include a factor for potential future greenhouse gas emissions liability, which will be factored as a cost of the project. The GHG liability cost should be based on the rate of greenhouse gas emissions over the project's lifetime and a suitable cost rate. At a minimum, the cost rate should be based on $10 per tonne of carbon dioxide emitted, as advocated by the BCUC in its Decision on VIGP, 8 September 2003 (pp. 51 & 52). Alternatively, GSXCCC suggests the following sliding scale, adopted from Future Financial Liability for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Vancouver Island Generation Project, Dr. Matthew Bramley, May 2003 (p.10; submitted to the BCUC review of VIGP, Hearing Order G--30-03; Exhibit No. 19B):

	Years
	Price per tonne of CO2e

	2007
	5

	2008 - 2012
	10

	2013 - 2017
	40

	2018 - 2022
	40

	2023 - 2031
	80


7. (CFT Addendum 1, section 3.4.8) GSXCCC opposes any transmission deferral credit being given. BC Hydro brought no evidence in favour of such a credit to the BCUC review of VIGP; on the contrary, there was considerable evidence that an early installation of transmission reinforcement to Vancouver Island would be not only cost-effective but qualitatively beneficial in terms of reduced estimated electricity not served ("EENS").

GSXCCC suggests there should be a transmission deferral premium for any project's rated capacity over the 150 MW amount that the BCUC determined was necessary to meet the Island's electricity needs.

8. (CFT Addendum 1, section 3.4.11) BC Hydro's suggested $50 million credit for VIGP assets seems unduly high. GSXCCC suggests BC Hydro should justify this amount.

9. (CFT Addendum 1, section 4.3.2) GSXCCC opposes an averaging process with five gas price scenarios, as this would tend to down-play the risk of high gas prices.

Sincerely,

Thomas Hackney, President

c:

Richard Stout, BC Hydro Chief Regulatory Officer

VIGP Intervenors

CFT Bidders

The Georgia Strait Crossing Concerned Citizens Coalition


302 - 733 Johnson Street, Victoria, BC, V8W 3C7


Telephone 250-381-4463, Fax 250-381-4407
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� Excerpt from GSXCCC/NCOC Final Argument, 20 July 2003, paragraph 67; pp. 22 & 23):


In paragraph 193, VIEC cites the National Energy Board’s report Canada's Energy Future: Scenarios for Supply and Demand to 2025. In response, there is no evidence on the record to justify giving credence to this document.


(a) During this proceeding, no witness spoke to Canada’s Energy Future: Scenarios for Supply and Demand to 2025 (“Canada's Energy Future”) or its scenarios.


(b) No authors are cited for Canada’s Energy Future, and there is no indication that any of the authors or contributors are qualified, competent or experienced in assessing GHG risks and liability.


(c) The methodology used to create the scenarios in Canada’s Energy Future, including the “Techno-Vert” scenario, is not transparent and appears to be entirely qualitative. Regarding climate change issues and GHG liability, it is not clear what specific policy actions are incorporated into the scenarios or how their effects are predicted.


(d) Within the “Techno-Vert” scenario, the assumed extent of policy action to address GHG reductions is not clear. There is no discussion of carbon prices or specific GHG reduction targets.


(e) The “Techno-Vert” scenario assumes a climate change scenario that is inconsistent with present scientific opinion. While initially accepting global climate change as a serious problem, the scenario then suggests that, by 2020-25, the global climate might respond “more quickly than expected” to “clean fuels technology” that are developed in North America and exported.


(f) The overwhelming consensus of professional climate scientists is that climate change will not be reversed within a time-span of decades. Present GHG emissions are expected to affect global climate systems for centuries into the future. [footnotes removed]
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