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1 CAARS

2 VANCOUVER, B. C

3 January 14, 2004

4 ( PROCEEDI NGS COMVENCED AT 9: 00 A. M)

5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Pl ease be seated. Good norning. M/ nane
6 i s Robert Hobbs and with ne are Conmm ssi oner Boychuk and
7 Conmi ssioner Birch. This is a prehearing conference to
8 consi der certain procedural issues arising froma

9 revenue requirenents application filed by B.C. Hydro on
10 Decenber the 15'", 2003. Commission counsel for this

11 proceeding will be CGordon Fulton.

12 Before turning to the issues for this

13 prehearing conference, I want to identify the staff,

14 whi ch includes both full-tine and contract staff that I
15 currently anticipate will be involved in the review of
16 t he application.

17 The lead staff for the review of the

18 application will be Barry MKinl ay.

19 The principal staff review ng issues arising
20 from power purchases, trade revenues, portfolio

21 managenent and the IEP will be Brian WIIliston, Bob

292 Rerie, Robin Siddell, and Elroy Switlishoff.

23 The staff involved in the review of QVA and
24 the capital programw || include Neptune Smth, Brian
25 Wl liston, Bob Rerie and Elroy Switlishoff.

26 The staff involved in the review of the
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1 finance and accounting issues, including debt costs,

2 return on equity, and the deferral accounts, wll be

3 Barry MKinlay, Phillip Nakoneshny, and Fong Kwok.

4 Werner Kranpl will also be involved in finance and

5 accounting issues related to BCTC matters.

6 The staff involved in review of costs rel ated
7 to the managenent, environnmental and First Nations

8 issues will include Brian WIliston and Bob Reri e.

9 The principal staff review ng issues arising
10 fromthe Power Smart program and DSM eval uation will be
11 Ei |l een Cheng assisted by Elroy Switlishoff. Eileen

12 Cheng will also be reviewing the |oad forecast.

13 | have identified each staff nenber's

14 princi pal area of involvenent so that you can contact
15 staff responsible for those areas if you w sh.

16 This nmorning Barry McKinlay, Philip

17 Nakoneshny, Bob Rerie, Fong Kwok are here to assist you
18 if you wish to speak to them

19 The hearing officer will be Hal Bemster.
20 Now I'I'l describe the record as it stands
21 today. On Decenber the 15'", 2003, B.C. Hydro filed a
292 revenue requirenments application to increase its rates
23 by 7.23 percent effective April the 1%, 2004, and by 2
24 percent effective April the 1%, 2005. On Decenber the
25 16'", 2003, the Commission issued Order G 84-03 that

26 called for publication of a notice and established the
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1 preheari ng conference and tonorrow s wor kshop.

2 On Decenber the 15'", 2003, the same day as

3 B.C. Hydro's filing, BCTC filed an application seeking

4 approval for certain deferral accounts that are |isted

5 in their application. BCTC requested that the

6 application, with the exception of one of the deferral

7 accounts, be heard at the same tine as B.C. Hydro's

8 revenue requirenment application.

9 By letter L-1-04 dated January the 7'", 2004,
10 t he Conm ssion determ ned that the BCTC application for
11 the deferral accounts to come into effect April the 1%,
12 2005, should be heard at the same tinme as B.C. Hydro's
13 revenue requirenent application. BCTC was al so

14 requested in that letter to speak to its proposal wth
15 respect to a review of the CPCN application for the BCTC
16 system control nodernization project should BCTC deci de
17 to proceed with the project at the end of the definition
18 phase.

19 Yesterday B.C. Hydro also circulated a letter
20 that identified certain filings that it expects to file
21 during this proceeding. In a few nonments |I'Il ask B.C
292 Hydro to speak to that letter.

23 Those are the matters of record to today. An
24 exhibit |ist has been prepared pursuant to the

25 Conmi ssion's docunent filing protocols that were issued
26 on Decenber the 12'", 2003. M. Fulton has copies of the
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exhibit Iist and the docunment filing protocols.

B.C. Hydro is seeking an interimorder with
respect to its application. The Comm ssion Panel
intends to issue an order with respect to the interim
application within the next couple of weeks. B.C
Hydro's application for an interimorder is considered
out side the scope of this prehearing conference.

As stated in the Comm ssion |letter dated
January the 7'", 2004, which is Exhibit A-3, the
princi pal purpose of this prehearing conference is to
hear subm ssions that may assist the Comm ssion Panel in
determ ni ng an appropriate regul atory agenda.

| think there are three key el enents of the
regul atory agenda and 1'd like to establish the agenda
for the prehearing conference around those three key
el ements of the regulatory agenda: first, the process
steps for review of the application; second, the
tinmetable for the process steps; third, the location for
the oral phases of the proceedi ng.

| may ask questions of the participants with
respect to the first two elenents of the regul atory
agenda. Comm ssi oner Boychuk and Comm ssioner Birch may
al so have sonme questions. So that the process steps
have sone focus w thout concerns about timetable, | am
going to ask the participants first speak to the process

steps. And for those of you who think graphically, the
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1 process steps that I"'mreferring to are the left colum
2 on the proposed schedule that B.C. Hydro put together in
3 its cover letter that submtted the application.

4 So as | mentioned for those of you who have
5 just turned to the proposed schedul e, the process steps
6 were the first itemon the agenda for this norning as

7 the left-hand colum. The second itemon the agenda is
8 going to be the right-hand colum, and then we are going
9 to deal with |ocation issues.

10 As nmentioned in our letter of January the

11 7'", the proposed schedul e was not intended, and ny

12 reference to the proposed schedul e was not intended to
13 in any way constrain your views with respect to what the
14 appropri ate process steps shoul d be.

15 I f you believe that a negotiated settl enent
16 process should be included as a process step, then you
17 may choose to comment on the appropriateness of a

18 negoti ated settl ement process at that time. So as the
19 first agenda item If you wish to pursue a negoti ated
20 settl enment process, then |I'd appreciate you identifying
21 t hat when you're speaking to the process steps.

292 | f no one speaks in favour of a negoti ated
23 settl enment process, then | assune that no one supports a
24 negotiated settlenent process for this matter. After

25 hearing fromparticipants, | may then be able to provide
26 some conments about the process steps that may be

Allwest Reporting Ltd., Vancouver, B.C.




B.C.H. 2004/05 and 2005/06 Rate Hearing
January 14, 2004 Volume 1 Page: 6

© 00 N o g A~ wWw N kP

NN NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
o g A W N P O © 0 N O o A W N B O

hel pful with respect to the second el enent of the
regul atory agenda, the tinetable for the process steps.

Regarding the third elenment of the regul atory
agenda, the location, | have been told that Conm ssion
counsel and the hearing officer are able to nmake a
recommendation with respect to the location. Unless
there are objections, which I will ask for later, to the
| ocati on being a downtown Vancouver |ocation, |'m going
to accept their reconmendati on.

I'I'l also ask at the end of the review of
those three itens if there are any other agenda itens
t hat anyone wi shes to rai se.

Now before | turn to the first elenment of the
regul atory agenda, | would |ike BCTC to comment on their
position with respect to a review of a CPCN application
for the systemcontrol nodernization project, and that's
assum ng that BCTC decides to proceed with the project
after conpletion of the definition phase.

FELDBERG M. Chairnman, Peter Feldberg. | appear for
BCTC.

M. Chairman, you asked -- the Conm ssion
asked two questions of BCTC. The first was when it
intended to file an application or when it saw that it
would file an application for a CPCN for the system
control noderni zation project, and secondly whether it

saw it as part of this proceeding or as part of a
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1 separate application

2 Dealing with the first question, the

3 application that was filed on Decenber 15 laid out a

4 nunber of steps that BCTC was currently undertaking with
5 respect to the system control nodernization project, and
6 indicated in the application the first phase was a

7 definition phase which involved a series of studies that
8 were set to be conpleted in and around the end of March
9 of this year

10 After the study phrase is conpleted, there
11 are obviously a nunber of other steps that the conpany
12 will need to go through in terns of defining and

13 deci ding on options, preparing an application, and

14 bringing it to the Conm ssion. Qur best estinmate of

15 that currently is that we anticipate doing that m d-

16 year, depending on how things go with the other phases.
17 It's alittle early at this stage to tell, but that's
18 where we currently anticipate it falling.

19 In ternms of whether it belongs with this

20 application or ought to be the subject of a separate

21 application, it's our viewthat that should be the

292 subj ect of a separate application and that it should not
23 formpart of this application. A CPCN application

24 obviously has different issues associated with it. It
25 has different tests applied to it and we don't see the
26 evidentiary overlap that would create sufficient
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1 deficiencies with those project that it would nake sense
2 to -- with this hearing that it would nake sense to do
3 it wwthin this hearing. So our position is that it

4 ought to be the subject of a separate proceedi ng.

5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. | think your filing date

6 drives the answer to the second question, but | wll

7 | eave the floor open for any further conments with

8 respect to that when we speak to the process steps. But
9 t hank you.

10| MR FELDBERG But M. Chairman, if there are subsequent
11 comments that | haven't addressed, |'d obviously like
12 t he opportunity to return.

13| THE CHAI RPERSON: O course.

14 | think M. Fulton, perhaps in a |ess

15 organi zed fashion than he's had in the past, has

16 devel oped an order for participants to speak to the

17 agenda itens. |I'mgoing to nowturn to B.C. Hydro and
18 BCTC to first speak to any issues that they would |ike
19 to speak to with respect to process steps, and I'm

20 assumng at least in the context of B.C. Hydro it wll
21 be around the proposed schedule. And I'd like, M.

292 Sanderson, if you will, to speak to the letter that also
23 was fil ed yesterday.

24 And then I'Il hear fromBCTC with respect to
25 the process steps, and then I'I|l turn to M. Fulton to
26 call, if that's the manner in which he w shes to
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1 proceed, to call for the other participants to conment
2 on the process steps.

3 SANDERSON: Thank you, M. Chairman. Chris W

4 Sanderson for B.C. Hydro, and with nme is M. Wbb. |

5 think B.C. Hydro's primary positions with respect to

6 scheduling are laid out in Hydro's letter of Decenber

7 15'", and that's the schedul e whi ch you' ve asked for

8 everyone to comment on. | don't think there's any

9 purpose in ny elaborating that, with the exception of
10 conmenting that there was deliberately no provision

11 withinit for a negotiated settlenment process. That's
12 not really because Hydro has any objection to

13 participating in a negotiated settl enent process shoul d
14 those opportunities arise. dearly we woul d be prepared
15 to participate on those processes, but frankly, given
16 the breadth of the application here and the uncertainty
17 with respect to where the prinmary issues are from

18 interested parties' perspective, it seemed premature to
19 determne at the tine this was filed that a negoti at ed
20 settl enment process, one, was practical in any sense, and
21 two, to the extent it is practical, howit mght be

292 focused and therefore when it may occur.

23 And so our position at this stage is that
24 it's probably not desirable to hardwire a negoti at ed

25 settlenment process in at this stage, but nor is it

26 desirable to preclude that option as this process
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1 devel ops. And indeed, prehearing conference nunber 2

2 m ght well begin to | ook at the issues on a sel ective

3 basi s and say these ones | ook |ike they are things where
4 there's roomfor negotiation and sone progress can be

5 made; other ones aren't. But again it's premature to

6 get precise about that.

7 QG herwise, M. Chairman, | think the proposed
8 schedul e speaks for itself.

9 In the covering letter there is sone

10 el aboration of why the schedul e has sone of the features
11 that it does. The only point which | would enphasize,
12 and | think nost of the subm ssions on page 2 go to, is
13 it's Hydro's strong view that the information request

14 process is going to be a very inportant elenent as it

15 always is, but particularly in the context of this

16 proceedi ng given the long lacuna if you want, in Hydro's
17 participation in arate review And so built into this
18 is four weeks for Hydro to respond to the Conm ssion's
19 first round of requests, and an alnost simlar period to
20 respond to intervenor requests. And | think that that
21 is going to assist everyone in the process if B.C. Hydro
292 is able to field what we anticipate will be a great

23 nunber of information requests in sort of a tinely and
24 orderly way, and provide the best information it's

25 capabl e of to the process in response to those

26 questions. And that was the guiding ethic behind this
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1 schedule if you will.

2 You' ve asked for comment with respect to M.
3 Christian's letter of yesterday, and I'Il say only this.
4 | think that the three itens that he nentions

5 specifically are all really contenplated either in the
6 cover letter of December 15'" or in the application

7 itself. The application discloses that the Integrated
8 El ectricity Plan and an Updated Action Plan that woul d
9 flow out of it are not anticipated until Mirch 31%, and
10 that's expl ained and el aborated in the application.

11 Clearly that Integrated El ectricity Plan is an inportant
12 backdr op.

13 It's not anticipated at this stage that the
14 short-termaction plan, which is what affects fiscal '05
15 and '06, which is the subject matter of the application,
16 will be materially changed, but it's inportant to

17 confirmthat assunption. And so it would be hoped that
18 the IEP that's filed March 31% would be confirmatory in
19 the short termof what's already assuned in the

20 application, and would clearly be nore el aborate in the
21 medi um and long termthan what's currently described in
292 the application, and thus give a nore useful backdrop to
23 participants during the oral phase of the hearing. And
24 if that March 31°" schedul e can be adhered to, it's

25 Hydro's view that that shoul d accommodat e t he May

26 heari ng.
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That also facilitates updates to forecast
financial schedules. There's really two aspects to
that. One is as described nore fully in the
application, the budgetary process at Hydro, which is on
a fiscal year that comments April 1% each year, is not
as of today conplete. So that the nunbers that have
been filed are the prelimnary budget nunbers. The
Board approves the final budget later this nonth, and
then the final nunbers are then settled and adj ust ed.
And t he hope would be that that updated financi al
information, to the extent there's any changes, can be
identified in the next nonth or so. And as well, and
probably in the consolidated filing, any changes
resulting fromchange to external econom c conditions;
that is, as the application nakes clear, some of the
nunbers in here are dependent on provincial forecasts
and those are consistently updated on a quarterly basis.

And so B.C. Hydro's approach is to bring al
of that together in an update sonetimnme probably towards
the end of February, which would then cut off the
information and say: This is the information which wll
formthe final basis for the actual hearing itself and
hopeful Iy thereby prevent constant updating the
i nformati on, which | eads to confusion for everyone.

And then finally, as the schedul e

contenpl ates, there will be direct testinony ultinmately

Allwest Reporting Ltd., Vancouver, B.C.
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THE

filed. 1It's Hydro's viewthat that direct testinony,
and | guess |'m now speaking to the schedul e, should be
inforned by the focus of intervenor questions in the IR
process. And that's why the schedul e proposes direct
evi dence after the IR responses, or at the sane tinme the
IR responses are filed, and so that Hydro can hone in on
those areas where the nost interest seens to be being
expressed either by Comm ssion staff or by intervenors,
and make sure that the evidence, any supplenentary
evidence that is required beyond the application is
provi ded to the Conmm ssi on.

Finally as M. Christian points out, it's
possi bl e at the end, although there's no precise -- I'm
sorry, there is a precise placeholder for this on My
the 6'" but no necessary requirenent for the filing of
rebuttal evidence. It's probably a good idea to
nmenorialize when it would occur if it is necessary, and
as we've said, that's suggested to be May 6'"

M. Chairman, | think that is probably all
woul d propose to say at the nonment, unless there is a
topic I haven't covered that you would wish ne to
address initially, and then | may have comments in
response to sone of ny friends.
CHAI RPERSON: | am going to, because | have the
opportunity, I amgoing to ask you a nunber of

questions, but I'mconcerned ny questions may preenpt or
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i nfl uence sone of the comments that we will hear from
intervenors later, so | will return to this after I have
heard fromthe intervenors. But | do have a couple
prelimnary questions.

The application | thought indicated that the
| EP was going to be filed March 2004. | may have m ssed
here the March the 31, 2004 date. |If there are
significant changes to capital prograns that you don't
currently anticipate or changes to resource
acquisitions, or if your evidentiary update, as it
relates to the budget and actuals for 2004, drive
significant changes that the intervenors may prefer to
ask |Rs with respect to rather than waiting for the
hearing, do you have any views with respect to whether
that opportunity should be given to the intervenors?
SANDERSON: No firmviews, M. Chairman. dearly, if
the intervenors can nmake the case that there is
signi ficant enough change to affect potentially their
position with respect to sone of the issues in the
hearing, then there should be additional IR process. I
nmean the IR process, we quite accept, is a hel pful thing
prior to the hearing. And so that if there were
significant changes in a way that we were unable to nmake
clear in whatever updated evidence we filed, then an
addi tional IR process at that stage woul d be

appropri ate.
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1 | think it is premature to, again, hardwre
2 that and | would resist doing it now because if it is

3 not necessary then it's just nore paper and nore tine.

4 But nor would I proclude it, in nmy subm ssion.

5 | think the schedul e accommodat es sone

6 latitude there. |If | can take you to the schedule for a
7 nonent, you will see that BC Hydro's response to

8 intervenor IRs first round is March 19'" which is al nost
9 two nonths before the hearing starts. And then there is
10 a provision for intervenor evidence in response to that
11 and anot her prehearing going on through April. It would
12 certainly be possible to have another round of IR

13 process occurring then, that is to Hydro, should that

14 approve necessary.

15 So for instance, it would be ny expectation
16 that those issues could be grappled with on the April 7'"
17 prehearing conference nunber two and if there was

18 per suasi ve argunment mnmade that another IR process is

19 needed, there is a full nonth to do it, and that is

20 realistic | think at that stage. The response tines are
21 necessarily and quite achievably nmuch shorter because

292 the issues are narrower and nore focused. And that

23 could be built in between April 7'" and May 10'".

24 | should al so say that the May 10'" date was
25 i nfl uenced by the need to, and again the need is, |

26 think just a -- if | could put it this way, one of
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1 conveni ence to get the oral hearing process through by

2 June, by the end of June. That is the sort of guiding

3 thinking here was if at all possible the schedul e shoul d
4 accomodat e the conpletion of the evidentiary phase of

5 the hearing before the sunmer. And frankly the May 10'"
6 hearing date fairly generously, | hope, acconplishes

7 that. It allows seven weeks of hearing tine. And that
8 maybe an over-estinmate of what is really needed but |

9 guess we wanted to provide a fairly generous buffer

10 there. But again, if the Conmm ssion determnes that |IRs
11 are a better way to manage the process than a | engthy

12 oral phase then certainly fromHydro's perspective there
13 woul d be no objection to that.

14| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. The first question that

15 had as related to the record, your application assunes
16 that there will be a filing of the disaggregated QVA

17 cost by function md January 2004. So right about now,
18 are you still on schedule to do that?

19| MR SANDERSON M. Chairman, if your question is directed
20 at the breakout of QVA into its separate conponents

21 beyond the | evel and the application, that is finalized
292 as the budget process is finalized which is back to the
23 Board neeting that | think is scheduled this nmonth

24 certainly, and "'mjust -- | amlooking for confirmation
25 of the exact date, but | think it is January 30'". And
26 it would then be shortly after that that we would be in
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1 a position to confirmthose nunbers. There maybe be a

2 reference I amm ssing, M. Chairman.

3 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Yeah, and | can give it to you

4 | MR SANDERSON: Thanks.

5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: It is Exhibit B1-1 which is Volune 1, tab
6 2, page 2-10, lines 11 to 13.

7 | MR SANDERSON Vll, M. Chairman, you've | think picked

8 up sone slippage already. | think that dates -- | am

9 going to have to check why that says m d-January, but ny
10 understanding is that isn't finalized until after the

11 gl obal budget is finalized and the final allocations are
12 bl essed at that level, which inplies that md-January

13 was always optimstic and | frankly hadn't picked that
14 up. But | think the realistic answer nowis early

15 February as to distinct from m d-January.

16| THE CHAI RPERSON: If it is early February and there is an
17 opportunity for IRs after that filing which is set out
18 in your proposed schedule then it would seemthat your
19 dates for IRs can accommodate that. |If is slippage

20 beyond the first part of February, then there isn't that
21 opportunity and | probably won't go any further with

292 respect to ny comments until | have heard fromthe

23 intervenors in this regard.

24| MR SANDERSON: Yes, and | do take your point, M.

25 Chai r man.

26 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay. M second area of questions
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1 relates to your comments with respect to the prehearing
2 conferences as related to the negotiated settl ement

3 process, and | appreciate your conments in that regard.
4 I will say this with respect to the second prehearing

5 conference and probably then open the floor to

6 i ntervenors, but this naybe hel pful to the intervenors:
7 My view of the prehearing conference was that, at | east
8 in part, it was going to deal with issues arising from
9 t he adequacy of information heading into the hearing.
10 So that was going to provide an opportunity for

11 intervenors as well as B.C. Hydro and BCTC to conment on
12 responses to information requests if they so chose.

13 The prehearing conference that you' ve set

14 forth is earlier than mght acconmodate the intervenors
15 and it is certainly too early for that opportunity to be
16 nmade avail able to you effectively if the prehearing

17 conference is where it is before you get responses to
18 IRs then you' re foreclosed fromthat opportunity. |

19 assune fromthe schedul e you are proposing that in fact
20 you did that deliberately.

21 SANDERSON: Yes, M. Chairman, that's so. Your first
292 observation that one of the agenda itens for the

23 preheari ng conference nunber two would be to debate, if
24 necessary, the adequacy of any responses caused the

25 suggested date to be after the filing of B.C. Hydro's
26 responses to everybody's first round of IRs. So that
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1 woul d accomodate the April 7'" hearing date pernitting
2 that debate to occur if it needs to.

3 You are right that Hydro doesn't have a

4 simlar ability to conplain of the adequacies of

5 responses fromintervenors and that is really based on
6 our experience that one, the IR process to intervenors
7 is less ful sone perhaps than fromintervenors. And

8 second that we will want to draw intervenors out to the
9 extent that they are capable of being drawn out and

10 willing to be drawn out, but in the end it is our case
11 to prove and if intervenors don't want to be responsive
12 then we can deal with that in argunent or during the

13 oral phase of the hearing and the need to press, from
14 the applicant's perspective, is usually |ess.

15 Now, there nmaybe an exception that causes ne
16 to get up and say that in a specific context | do want
17 an answer, but | think that is much nore an exception
18 than it is the rule and | don't think it needs a special
19 prehearing schedul e now to accommodate it.

20| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. And one final comment. And
21 this isn't a question but one final coment for the

292 intervenors, and I will give you an opportunity to

23 respond if you wish. It is nmy viewthat if an

24 negoti ated settl ement process is enbarked upon that it
25 first needs to be brought to the Conm ssion Panel before
26 that process is begun. And | hear your conments wth
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respect to | eaving that opportunity open, and subject to
the views of intervenors, there may very well be sone
merit inthat. | think that will -- if that event
occurs | think that will nmean that there will be anot her
prehearing conference before any effort to achieve a
negoti ated settl ement on any set of issues is
under t aken.

SANDERSON: M. Chairman, rather than coment on that
specifically maybe I will just say that in ny viewthe
preheari ng conference nechanismis a very useful one and
I think all parties, and in ny respectful subm ssion I
hope the Conm ssion, you know, will consider their use
wher ever they appear necessary. | can't see how at

| east two aren't necessary and that is why two are built
in here. But if we need three or four, | think, on
specific issues, that is a useful use or a practical and
beneficial use of the Conm ssion's tinme frankly.

CHAI RPERSON: Thank you, and | concur. Wth that then
| think it is -- this is the opportunity for BCTIC to
comrent on process steps.

FELDBERG M. Chairman, subject to any questions you
m ght have of us, we have no comments to add to those
made by M. Sanderson on the process steps.

CHAI RPERSON: Is it your view that -- because you now
have been enjoined, if that is the correct phrase, into

this proceeding as an applicant, is it your view that
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1 the round of IRs that are proposed in B.C. Hydro's

2 schedul e woul d apply to you as well so that wherever

3 B.C. Hydro appears we coul d add BCTC?

4 | MR FELDBERG I think that is actually the best way to do
5 it, M. Chairman, particularly for intervenors'

6 convenience. It is hard to keep track of separate dates
7 and there are enough here already. So | think that is
8 the appropriate way to proceed.

g | THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay. Wth that M. Fulton, | am going
10 to turn the floor to you to call upon participants to
11 speak to process steps.

12| MR FULTON Thank you, M. Chairman. | wll say that |
13 have left at the back of the roomthe exhibit list to
14 date. That |ist does not include the letter fromB.C
15 Hydro that was received by the Conm ssion yesterday but
16 it will take the next nunber in the B.C. Hydro series of
17 nunbers. And | also have left at the back of the room
18 the copy of the docunent filing protocols which indicate
19 to people the protocols that the Conmm ssion now has in
20 pl ace rel ative to docunent filing.

21 In ternms of calling parties forward --

2o | THE CHAlI RPERSON: Just before you do that --

23| MR FULTON: Yes.

24| THE CHAlI RPERSON: -- for the purposes of the record then,
25 the letter fromM. Christian dated January 13, 2004 |
26 think is Exhibit Bl-3?
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1 | MR FULTON That would be Bl-4, M. Chairman. Bl-3 is the
2 Lawson Lundell letter of Cctober the 21°.

3 (LETTER FROM LAWSON LUNDELL DATED JANUARY 13, 2004 RE

4 MATERI ALS TO BE FI LED MARKED EXHI BI T B1-4)

5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: It is so nuch nore fun to correct people
6 when they ms-identify exhibits then it is to actually

7 of fer an exhibit nunber nyself. Thank you.

g | MR FULTON: So in ternms of how !l call people forward this
9 norning, | do recogni ze a nunber of the individuals and
10 organi zations fromprevious hearings. | did ask before
11 we started this norning for people who | may not have

12 met in the past to cone forward and identify thensel ves
13 and so if | don't capture everyone at the end then they
14 shoul d come forward quietly and I will nmake the

15 m crophone avail able to them

16 Having said that | would like to begin with
17 the Joint Industrial Electrical Steering Conmttee, M.
18 Wl | ace.

19| MR VWALLACE: Thank you. R B. \Wallace appearing on behal f
20 of the Joint Industry Electric Steering Commttee. M.
21 Chairman, with respect to the various process steps, it
292 is abit hard to separate themfromtimng but I wll do
23 that. The principal concerns would be with respect to
24 information that is still to come and I woul d suggest

25 that in some cases there needs to be dates set with

26 respect to that.
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The one that concerns nme the nost just
followng on fromM. Feldberg's comment is BCIC s
application for deferral accounts. | only becane aware
of that application in the last few days. It didn't
obvi ously have the profile that the B.C. Hydro
application did. It seens to me that that is a very
limted application to this point in terns of
information and to head directly into information
requests with it seens premature. | would assune that
BCTC is planning to provide nore detail with respect to
that. If it is not, of course that should be made cl ear
as soon as possible.

Wth respect to financial updates and these
are basically the itens listed in Lawson Lundell's
letter of January 13'". | believe a date should be set
for those and sone indication | guess of the seriousness
of those updates would al so affect the scheduling. |If
they are going to be substantial then there wll
definitely have to be a round of information requests
after them If it is considered to be mnor clean up
then maybe that isn't going to be nuch of a probl em

Wth respect to the filing of the direct
testinony of witnesses, | had been hopeful that all that
was i ntended was that Hydro would be filing the type of
information that says: So-and-so will be testifying to

t hese particular tabs and his background is the

Allwest Reporting Ltd., Vancouver, B.C.




B.C.H. 2004/05 and 2005/06 Rate Hearing

January 14, 2004 Volume 1 Page: 24

1 fol | owi ng.

2 It appears fromlistening to M. Sanderson

3 this norning that sonething nuch nore conprehensive than
4 that may be contenplated. And if that is the case, then
5 I think we have to have a round of information requests
6 to respond to that because if it is as M. Sanderson

7 descri bed themanticipating fromthe information

8 requests of the BCUC and of the intervenors what the

9 i ssues may be, then | think it is fair to assune that

10 there may be substantive new response fromB.C. Hydro,
11 and it would be appropriate to allow tinme for

12 i nformation requests, and presumably | think before the
13 i ntervenor evidence, otherw se the intervenor evidence
14 maybe have been brought forward on less than a full

15 record or a full understanding of B.C. Hydro's

16 posi tions.

17 | think also with respect to the Integrated
18 El ectricity Plan and Updated Action Plan, I'"mnot quite
19 as confident as M. Sanderson is that those wll not

20 rai se new issues, and believe that again it wll be

21 essential to build in an information response process
292 with respect to that, and to allow intervenor evidence
23 at a reasonable tine after the Integrated Electricity
24 Plan. And we'll be talking scheduling in the next phase
25 of this, but right now!l just wish to point out that if
26 the Integrated Electricity Plan comes in on March 31%,

Allwest Reporting Ltd., Vancouver, B.C.




B.C.H. 2004/05 and 2005/06 Rate Hearing

January 14, 2004 Volume 1 Page: 25

1 i ntervenor evidence on April 2" would not appear

2 appropri ate.

3 Wth respect to a negotiated settl enment

4 process raised by yourself, | think if there are

5 prospects that issues can be settled -- and | don't

6 think it's realistic to think that the entire

7 application could be settled although maybe we'll see as
8 we go down the road, but if there are issues that could
9 be settled, then I think the JI SC woul d be supportive of
10 a settlenment process. But they are very concerned that
11 we've got into settlement processes in the past that

12 actual ly have turned out to be a fairly expensive waste
13 of time. So | think it is essential that there be a

14 general consensus that this is sonething worth

15 undertaking, and that nmay be reviewed at a prehearing

16 conference; it mght be appropriate.

17 The process nust not be an extended process.
18 I think everybody benefits froma focused process.

19 Processes that we have been involved in that go over a
20 | ong period of time tend to be unfocused and not to | ead
21 to resolution. And it is inportant that in the proposed
292 schedule, tine be built in for a settlenment process at
23 this time. W don't want to reach a stage where people
24 are saying yes, it would be a good idea but there is no
25 time. Again, we don't think it takes a long tinme to see
26 i f sonmething can be resolved and to deal with it,
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particularly if we have a strong record in advance.

That conpl etes ny comments unl ess you have
any questions.

CHAI RPERSON: Just a comment with respect to your
conments regarding the prospects of an NSP process. |'m
thinking that if during the evidentiary di scovery phase,
the IR phase, that the prospects are | ooking reasonabl e
and that parties identify that as such, that it would
conme back to the Conm ssion before that effort was

enbar ked upon. And | hear your comments with respect to
it being focused, and | think that woul d probably help
it being focused.

I mthinking however that the process that we
establish, if it doesn't at the outset include an NSP
process step, then we wouldn't build in, as you're
proposing, tine for the NSP. But if it turned -- if
circunstances presented thenselves in such a way that
the parties wanted to pursue that, then it would come
back to the Conmm ssion and we coul d nmake adj ustnments to
accomodat e that NSP process at the tine.

So in response, and | wel cone your coments,
but in response to your views with respect to building
intinme for that, I'mthinking no but we can acconmnodat e
it when the tinme arises.

WAL LACE: I think with respect to your suggestion of

the timng that it rmay be appropriate prior to filing of
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1 i ntervenor evidence. Wat | would suggest in that case
2 is building in a prehearing conference if not building

3 intine for a settlenment process, so that one -- there

4 would be a tinme to come before the Panel and to explore
5 the issue, and if necessary then the Panel would be able
6 to act quickly to nmake an adjustment to the tine

7 schedule to allowit to happen and to keep the focus and
8 pressure on the parties.

g | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. Wen woul d you propose that
10 that be built in as a process step?

11| MR WALLACE: | think there are two stages it could go. It
12 could either go imediately before intervenor evidence
13 or very shortly after intervenor evidence when the

14 i ssues woul d be clearly defined.

15| THE CHAI RPERSON: So as it's set out nowin B.C Hydro's

16 proposed schedul e, the second conference woul d

17 accommodat e what you just nentioned.

18| MR VALLACE Yes.

19| THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay. Thank you.

20| MR FULTON Keness M nes Limted.

21| MR HALI PCHWK M. Conmi ssioner, Walt Halipchuk for Keness
292 M ne, Northgate Exploration.

23 W have no objection to the schedule as it's
24 outlined. W do have a question concerning |ocation,

25 and you said you'll speak to that a bit later. W

26 wondered if there would be an oral hearing in Prince
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1 George within the region, so.

2 | THE CHAI RPERSON: | do intend to return to that issue, so
3 you' Il have that opportunity to speak to that.

4 | MR HALI PCHUK: Thank you.

5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay, thank you.

6 | MR FULTON: El k Vall ey Coal Corporation.

7 | MR NEW.ANDS: Good norning, M. Chairman. David New ands
8 on behal f of the El k Valley Coal Corporation.

9 The only comment | would add at this tineg,

10 sir, is with negotiated settlenents, that | think

11 probably sooner rather than later there's an opportunity
12 to invoke that process. And an exanple | would give,

13 areas that could becone very technical within the

14 application such as the structure of some of these

15 deferred accounts, that to the extent a settlenment could
16 be reached and that could be brought forward to the

17 Conmi ssi on sooner rather than later, | think that'd be
18 hel pful to you.

19 Apart fromthat, we'd support the coments of
20 M. Vallace. Thank you, sir.

21| THE CHAlI RPERSON: Thank you.

20| MR FULTON Col unbi a Power Corporation. M. Duncan was
23 tied up in Victoria in terns of mechani cal problens, so
24 I"I'l call themagain later, M. Chairnman.

25 B.C. dd Age Pensioners et al.

26| MR GATHERCOLE: M. Chairnman, maybe for the benefit of the
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new conm ssioners | should list the client groups rather
than just say BCOAP et al.

CHAI RPERSON: Yes, please do.

GATHERCOLE: It includes the B.C. A d Age Pensioners
Organi zation, the Council of Senior Ctizens

Organi zations, the Senior Gtizens Association of
British Colunbia, the federated anti-poverty groups of
British Colunbia, |ower case, End Legi sl ated Poverty,
West End Seniors Network and the Tenants' Rights Action

Coal i tion.

Maybe | can start with sone coments on the
negoti ated settl ement process. In general | would agree
with M. Sanderson's conments. It's sonething | have,

and ny clients have, argued for for sone tine that
rather than be an either/or that there be sone
opportunity for both. However, | would suggest a
counsel of caution in this particular case. This is a
maj or application. It is ten years since this utility's
revenue requirenents have been reviewed. | think it
shoul d be the exception rather than the rule in this
particul ar proceeding for the parties to go off line and
then come back with sonmething for the Conm ssion. |
think it's really inportant that the Conm ssion Panel
have the real control on all the issues.

So | woul d agree that probably we could

revisit this in the second prehearing conference, but I
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woul d be looking at, in ny view, sonmething quite
limted. | don't think there's any chance at all that
the whole matter could be negotiated, nor do | think it
should. And in fact | would agree with M. Wllace that
soneti mes when you get into the negotiated settl enment
process, if you're going to do it properly it can take
| onger than an oral hearing. And | think it -- | guess
ny subm ssion would be, if we're going to have any
aspect of negotiated settlenent, clearly it should be
deci ded by the panel and it should be very focused.
Wth respect to the rest of the proposed
schedule, we're generally in agreenent with it. |1
particularly like the approach of having the two |evels
of information requests, and it's been hel pful in the
past where we've had the information requests put in by
the Conm ssion staff before intervenors put in their
information requests. | think it will be even nore
hel pful both to the intervenors and to the overal
process, this approach where we have the answers to the
staff information requests as well, and | think that
will -- | agree with M. Sanderson that the information
request process in this proceeding is significant and |
think this will be helpful. But | also believe that we
may well cone up with situations where we will need a
second round, in particular agreeing with M. \Wall ace

with respect to depending on what the filed evidence of
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1 B.C. Hydro contains. |If it were the usual formthat M.
2 Wal | ace indicated, we'd have no problemwth the

3 schedule. But | think it's something we're going to

4 have to revisit when we see the evidence.

5 And | think subject to any questions you

6 m ght have, M. Chairman, those are all ny subm ssions.
7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes, | have an announcenent -- | guess we
8 best should call it that. |In the future there will be

9 no Conmission Staff IRs. Wat we will have instead are
10 Commi ssion IRs. The Conm ssion Panel intends to be

11 aski ng questions as part of the IR process as well. W
12 do not intend to distinguish themfromthe staff IRs as
13 they go in, but they will be referred to as Conmm ssi on
14 | Rs.

15 |'d like to raise with you a possibility with
16 respect to the IRs and your conments give rise to this,
17 coments which | had been thinking mght be a

18 possibility that would be wel comed by both the

19 Conmmi ssi on and by intervenors.

20 In the past the practice has been, as you

21 suggested, in sone circunstances that there be a round
292 of IRS fromthe Conmi ssion, and then there be a round of
23 IRs fromthe intervenors. |t excludes the intervenors
24 in the first instance and excludes the Conmm ssion in the
25 second instance, and I'mwondering if that's necessary.
26| MR GATHERCOLE: The second | think would be nore useful
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1 than the first. M concern, and |'ve seen this in other
2 processes as well, notably in the tel ecomunications in
3 t he past where you put in your information requests, or
4 as they call it, interrogatories, at the sane tine as

5 the CRTC does; and what you end up with is a lot of

6 duplication and a | ot of paper shuffling because you

7 keep getting referred to other interrogatories.

8 | think speaking purely fromny clients'

9 poi nt of view, having the Comm ssion's IRs and

10 particularly the responses to it, would be very very

11 hel pful because then we can then focus on the issues of
12 particular concern to us. | think it will also help

13 B.C. Hydro get a good sense of what issues various

14 intervenors are particularly concerned about.

15| THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes. M comment was a little cryptic.
16 What | amthinking, M. Gathercole, is that the first
17 round of IRs will be available to everyone. The second
18 round of IRs will be available to everyone as well.

19| MR GATHERCOLE: So intervenors could either ask IRs at the
20 first round, or just hold off until the second round.
21| THE CHAlI RPERSON: That option would be available to them
20| MR GATHERCOLE: | think that would be hel pful.

23| THE CHAlI RPERSON: Thank you.

24| MR GATHERCOLE: Thank you.

o5 | MR FULTON The Sierra d ub.

26| MR JONES M. Chair, Panel nenbers, ny nane is Chris
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Jones acting for the Sierra dub of Canada, B.C
Chapter. | don't want to nake | engthy subm ssions. |
did want to echo the comments of M. Willace and M.
Gathercole with respect to the filing of the Integrated
El ectricity Plan on March 31°, and al so their coments
with respect to the filing of evidence by B.C. Hydro.
If those -- especially with respect to the evidence, if
that's going to be of an extensive nature then it seens
like an IR process would have to be built in in that
regard. Those are ny comments, M. Chair.
CHAI RPERSON: Thank you, M. Jones.
FULTON: Conmer ci al Energy Consuners.
VWEAFER: Good norning, M. Chairman and nenbers of the
Conm ssion. Chris Wafer for the Commercial Energy
Consuners. Firstly with respect to the discussion
around BCTC this norning, neither | nor the consultants
I"mworking with have recei ved BCTC s system contr ol
noder ni zation report in that application, so we have no
coment. It's news to us this norning and | have not
spent any tine on it, so we would need to get up to
speed and nmay have further conment once we've revi ewed
it. But we have sone concerns of the integration of
that into this process where we don't really know what
it contains at this point.

Wth respect to the negoti ated settl enment

process proposal, | amsceptical of the value of that,
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however was open to anything that will nmake the process
nore efficient and nore effective. M. Sanderson spoke
of a possible seven-week hearing this norning. That is
a lengthy process. To add the tine associated with NSP
to that may nake it quite prohibitive for parties to
participate froma cost-effective standpoint.

This hearing is the first hearing after a
significant holiday fromregulation for B.C. Hydro. |
t hi nk what the Conm ssion should be focused on is future
opportunities for NSP as opposed to opportunities for an
NSP in this process, and therefore the need for a
t horough and effective public record through a public
hearing has real value. And so while there may be a
heavy investnment in this process where Hydro is com ng
back into the regulatory fold, the |long-run value of a
t horough and public process nay be seen in subsequent
NSPs in future years. But we are quite concerned about
| ayering that onto this process at this time, but always
willing to reviewit during the proceeding in the
process.

Wth respect to information requests, we
think it's fundanental at this tine that this process
schedul e a second round of IRs. Even before M.
Sanderson's comrents this norning about "W've still got
a bit of a work in progress and sone of the financi al

information,” which is fair, it may change the
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application and we need to be at this point aware that
there will be a date and a tinme for supplenental IRs, as
opposed to having to cone back and plead for that.

So in ternms of we can tal k about the dates
next time I'mat the mke, but I think there is a need
for a second round of |IRs as schedul ed.

W al so agree with respect to the second
preheari ng conference of noving that closer to the
hearing date, that we have the record, we have the
second round of I Rs conpleted, and that we really do
have an opportunity to have input on the hearing process
at that tine closer to the date of the hearing.

Those are ny conments, M. Chairman
CHAI RPERSON: | wonder, M. Wafer, if your viewwth
respect to the scheduling of the prehearing conference
is influenced by your vieww th respect to NSP. | heard
M. Wallace suggest that the timng of the second
preheari ng conference has some advant ages because it may
provi de an opportunity for there to be a discussion with
respect to respect to NSP, and if we drop that to where
you' re proposing that same opportunity isn't going to be
avai l able. Can you comment on the inplications of
dr oppi ng that second prehearing conference until |ater
in the process steps given M. Wallace's views?

VWEAFER: By a date proposal | was going to suggest at

| east a one week if not two week nove-back of the
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1 hearing start, and so you could have the second

2 prehearing conference and then set a very finite period
3 of time if there are discrete issues that could be

4 undertaken through NSP. NSP that goes |onger than a

5 week to ten days typically goes |onger than anybody

6 wants it. So if we can nove the hearing -- if there are
7 clear-cut issues that there is full agreenent should go
8 to NSP, that could be dealt with through a second

9 preheari ng conference by noving back the hearing date at
10 | east a week that could give us the tinme to deal with

11 anything through NSP, but it's a true finite time and it
12 really could only be for things that we know we coul d

13 achieve a settlement on in a short period of time, wll
14 be ny suggesti on.

15| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you, that's a hel pful clarification
16 of your views of that. Thank you.

17| MR VEAFER Thank you.

18| MR FULTON James Canpbel | .

19| MR CAWPBELL: Good norning, Panel. M/ nane is Janes

20 Canpbell, | live in Sydney. |'ma residential custoner
21 for B.C. Hydro, probably one of the fewin the room as
292 a matter of fact.

o3| VA CE Hey, |"mone, aren't |7?

24| MR CAVPBELL: Ch, are you? kay. Dual capacity, there
25 you go.

26 | would just like to comment on your docunent
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1 filing protocols. | just received this this norning. |
2 think I have -- personally | have applied to the

3 Conmi ssion for hard copies. | don't have e-mail, and I
4 think we've got a Catch-22 situation here. First of al
5 on page 1 on page 7 [sic] it says:

6 "All participants are required to file and

7 circulate to all other participants an

8 el ectronic copy of each exhibit."

9 And then if we turn to page 2, item4

10 "Participants are required to provide copies

11 that are filings to other registered

12 participants...

13 and it carries on. And then 5 it says:

14 "Participants who are unable to file

15 el ectronically should continue to file in hard

16 copy only."

17 And then on page 3 it says:

18 "The Conmission will scan and distribute

19 e-mai | docunments filed by participants who are

20 unable to file electronically.”

21 In nmy situation | would prefer to have the Conm ssion do
292 the scanning for ne. |If | could just go back to the

23 Nati onal Energy Board hearings --

24| THE CHAlI RPERSON: M. Canpbell, | think we before we do
25 that I can provide you with sone confort that we'll make
26 it so that you don't need to take us through the NEB
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1 pr ocess.

2 | MR CAWPBELL: kay. It's just that they did do the sane
3 t hi ng.

4 | THE CHAI RPERSON: No. But you need to speak to one of the
5 staff nmenbers with respect to the docunent filing

6 protocols. They are designed -- perhaps the | anguage in
7 t he docunment filing protocols don't comunicate this

8 effectively, but they are designed to accommobdate you

9 and others in your circunstances. So ny suggestion is
10 that you take this issue to the staff. They' |l explain
11 to you how they are going to work very diligently to

12 accommodat e you, and | think you'll be satisfied.

13 CAVPBELL: Thank you. It mght be -- if that's the
14 case then I would request that perhaps this docunent be
15 i ndicated, so indicated, so that others may wish to

16 partici pate who are presently not participating. |'m
17 t hi nking of residential customers nostly.

18| THE CHAI RPERSON: And that was -- when the docurment filing
19 protocols were drafted, that was an audience that in

20 part they were drafted for. So again, speak to the

21 staff. | think you'll be satisfied with the work that
292 they are going to do on your behalf so that you are

23 acconmodat ed in our processes.

24 CAVPBELL: Thank you. GCkay. | just have a coupl e of
25 comment s t hen.

26 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Wth respect to the process steps?

Allwest Reporting Ltd., Vancouver, B.C.




B.C.H. 2004/05 and 2005/06 Rate Hearing

January 14, 2004 Volume 1 Page: 39

1 | MR CAVPBELL: Yes.

2 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you

3 | MR CAWPBELL: I, too, have not had an opportunity to

4 review the BCTC subm ssions on deferral accounts and

5 would like to have a look at if they are going to

6 provi de further docunmentation, there may be sone reasons
7 for further coment |ater on.

8 The other -- as far as the schedule that's

9 concerned that's been issued by B.C. Hydro, it certainly
10 | ooks adequate. It may be optimstic to be able to

11 start in the early part of May, but depending on the

12 processes we go through. The other itemthat | was

13 wondering about was the -- I'Il bring that up at a later
14 time. You wanted to tal k about the oral phases |ater,
15 so thank you.

16| THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes, we will speak to the l|ocation issue
17 | ater.

18| MR FULTON Al an Wit.

19| MR WAIT: M. Chairman. Alan Wait, I'ma residential

20 custoner of Aquila and Aquila both buys power fromB.C
21 Hydro and uses their transm ssion service. Wth respect
292 to the negotiated settlenent, | think it's a w se idea
23 to |l eave the door open to that if it would prove to be
24 beneficial for particular itens.

25 |"ve got one concern with the schedule. |'ve
26 just received the bulk of docunents, | haven't even
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1 opened themup yet, and | see fromthe schedule at the
2 -- | think it's the 23"® is the date for the first IRs.
3 I was wondering if that could be extended or | think

4 B.C. Hydro generally accepts theml|ate and answers t hem
5 as best they can.

6 That's ny concerns.

7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

g | MR FULTON: Save B.C. Coalition.

g | R TURNER Chai rperson, |I'm Wyne Turner with the Save
10 British Colunbia Coalition in Kam oops. Being

11 absolutely newto this process I can't comment nuch on
12 the schedule. It seens to be relatively clear cut. Qur
13 bi ggest concern will be the prohibitive costs that were
14 referred to earlier. It's going to be difficult for us
15 to be full participants in the entire process. W wl]l
16 do our best.

17 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

18| MR FULTON That concl udes the people who | was either

19 aware of are here, or who identified thenselves to ne
20 for this round. So at this point I will invite anyone
21 el se who is here who w shes to address the issues that
292 are presently before the Panel to cone forward to the
23 m ke.

24 Al right. No one has indicated, M.

25 Chai rman, that they wish to speak further on the itens
26 that are presently before the Panel. 1Is it your
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23

intention to nove to the next issue before we take the
nor ni ng break?
CHAI RPERSON: No, and M. Sanderson is rising in
anticipation. | indicated that | would give M.
Sander son and BCTC an opportunity to respond now. Some
of the comments that | nade | think need to be
addressed, so let's do that before the break.
FULTON: Thank you.
SANDERSON: Thank you, M. Chairman. | think I can be
quite brief, that there are really only two sort of
thenes that | wanted to comment -- or thenes or specific
poi nts that cane out of the various subm ssions and |
want to tribute themparticularly.

The least significant, | think, in terns of
di vergence fromthe approach in the proposed schedule is
t he suggestion that we hardwire now one or both of a
determ nation as to whether or not there needs to be a
second round of IR requests and al so naybe hardw re sone
aspect of NSP process. | heard sone anbival ence in the
intervenors. 1t's ny respectful subm ssion that the
April 7'" pre-hearing, second pre-hearing can acconmodat e
fl exi bly what ever seens nost appropriate when we are
there and that | just reiterate nmy comments that why
don't we just wait and see. W're not opposed to any
position anyone's taken on this really, but the optinum

process is yet to be clear, and | think it nmakes sense
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1 to wait.

2 The only comments that | heard which | think
3 demand a direct and nore forceful response actually is

4 one of yours, M. Chairman, which is the notion of

5 conbining and nmaking really a two-stage IR process

6 generally of the notion that's in the schedule, which is
7 BCUC first and intervenor second. That is very

8 del i ber at e.

9 And the reason for that is that when the both
10 the Comm ssion and intervenors ask the initial round,

11 there's an enornous amount of duplicative work that is
12 t hen i nposed on the applicant by virtue of the sane

13 question being asked in a bunch of different ways. At
14 its nost obvious, there's a need to do a whole bunch of
15 cross-referencing which is just time consum ng and adds
16 not hing to the process.

17 Actually nore challenging to the applicant is
18 that questions have really got to be thought about very
19 carefully to figure out whether it is the same

20 information that's being sought in each case or whet her
21 there's nuance differences or not, whether a party is

292 trying to get at the sane thing Conm ssion staff m ght
23 be trying to get at but a little less clearly or in a

24 little I ess focused way. And what we found is that the
25 Conmi ssion and the Conm ssion staff, for the big picture
26 i ssues, have the skill and experience to be able to
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focus the real essential question and get that
information out there and often that's exactly what a
nunber of parties were |ooking for. They may not have
fornmed the question in their mnds quite in such an
articulate way, but that's really what they were after
So a lot of brush clearing is done through that

addi tional round fromthe Comm ssion. And that's why
that process, at |least fromHydro' s perspective, has an
awmful lot to recomrend it.

So if | can respond to your suggestion in two
parts, we really are strongly in favour of limting the
first round of IRs to the Comm ssion. |f the Conm ssion
wi shes to participate in round 2, that is at the time
the intervenors ask their requests, if the Conm ssion
has suppl enmentals or a round 2, then clearly B.C. Hydro
has no objection to that. It wasn't nmeant to preclude
that. | hadn't frankly thought of that, but if that
woul d accommodat e the Commission to follow up its own
questions with supplenentals in response to what Hydro
has filed, then of course Hydro takes no objection at
all to that.

CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. Before we break I'mgoing to
see if there are any objections to M. Sanderson's
proposals with respect to the IRs. So just to give you
notice that 1'll be asking if there will be any

objections to M. Sanderson's proposal in that regard.
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1 Pl ease proceed.

2 FELDBERG Thank you, M. Chairman. There was just one
3 i ssue that | think needs to be addressed and that was

4 t he suggestion by M. Wallace that there be set a date

5 for further evidence to be filed or further information
6 to be filed on the deferral account application by BCTC
7 The application itself, as you are aware, M.
8 Chai rman, speaks to four deferral accounts which are to
9 be heard at the sane tinme as the B.C. Hydro application.
10 One of themis the subject of a special direction, and
11 the other three are, the evidence -- our intention at

12 | east was that the evidence in respect of themis

13 | argely contained, in effect entirely contained, other
14 than in the application itself, in the B.C. Hydro

15 application. And particularly in nost cases, Chapter 6
16 of that application contains much of the evidence that
17 we sought to rely on for the purpose of that

18 appl i cati on.

19 The application was filed as it was to try to
20 capture the efficiencies of the evidence that had

21 already been filed in the B.C. Hydro application. So it
292 was not our intention that we would be filing a further
23 set of evidence in support of that application other

24 than what had been filed with the B.C. Hydro

25 appl i cati on.

26 Having said all that, if the Commssion is of
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the viewthat it would be helpful to intervenors to
recast that information in a separate form we could do
that and provide it if it's thought to be too difficult
for intervenors to pull out of the B.C. Hydro
application. Qur thought in doing it initially was that
it would be far nore efficient to have sinply one vol une
that dealt with all of that and cross-referenced to it.
But we would be prepared to recast it if that was

t hought to be hel pful to intervenors in formul ating

t heir questions.

CHAI RPERSON: Yes, |I'mgoing to nake a coupl e of

conmments here that hopefully will be helpful. They are
likely nmore definitive than -- they are likely going to
sound nore definitive than | intend, but I'll make them

in any case for the purposes of clarity.

| synpathize with your viewin this regard.
I think part of what I'mhearing fromthe intervenors
and this is why I"'mnentioning this so the intervenors
have an opportunity to comment. In part what |'m
hearing fromthe intervenors is that they didn't really
have an opportunity to review your application and so
they don't understand what it is in your application the
Conmi ssi on Panel needed to deal with your application.
And so the Conm ssion Panel, | think is nore famliar
with your application than many of the intervenors are,

and |' m expecting that when the intervenors have nore of
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an opportunity to review your application they will be
nore synpathetic than they currently are in regard to

t he robustness of your application and if it's not
sufficiently robust, ny current thinking is that the
round of IRs that we are going to have, or the rounds of
IRs that we're going to have are going to be adequate

wi t hout you further flushing out your application.

So, as | said, | have been fairly definitive
in nmy conrents with respect to the nerits of what you
have just said, but I do wel cone cooments fromthe
intervenors if they think that I am m ssing sonething in
this regard.

So thank you for your conments.

FELDBERG Ckay.

CHAI RPERSON: | would like to return, M. Sanderson
to sonething I wanted to raise with you when you were on
your feet and | mssed that opportunity and it was with
respect to sonething that you raised, and that was as
related to the IP and the round of IRs with respect to
the 1EP. 1'mnot sure that | understood you correctly
or understood what you had to say in that regard, and
I"mconcerned that there's a bigger issue there as it
relates to the I EP, and wel come your conmments.

Is it your viewthat this is, the B.C. Hydro
Revenue Requirement Application, is going to be a

Section 46 review of a resource plan which is the
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1 section that was introduced to the legislation in the

2 spring that called for a broader review of resource

3 plans, or is it your viewthat the -- and maybe there

4 are alternative options here. O is it your viewthat

5 the 1EP is being filed in this proceeding as a

6 cont extual assistance to the participants but that there
7 wi Il be the equivalent of a Section 46 review at a |ater
8 time wth respect to the | EP?

9 SANDERSON: M. Chairman, | may respond to that in

10 parts. It's our viewthat there are really two separate
11 pieces in terns of the capital plan, even perhaps three.
12 The first observation | need to make is there's very

13 little in the IEP that has anything to do -- or any

14 direct inpact on the revenue requirement, very little.
15 There is sone. But the IEP is a | ong-range docunent.

16 The revenue requirenment application is for fiscal '05

17 and '06, and the only revenue inpact is for those things
18 whi ch get brought into rates in "05 and '06 and there's
19 not much in the IEP that falls into that category.

20 So the first observation is that in ternms of
21 the financial inpact, is this going to affect the | evel
292 of rate increase needed or any of those things that is
23 an unanticipated outcone in the |EP? The answer is

24 very likely not. Even a significant change in the |ong-
25 run perspective that is being taken to the IEP and the
26 | ong-run met hod of neeting Hydro's needs, isn't going to
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1 have an ' 05-' 06 revenue requirenment application. The

2 i ncrease that Hydro has sought here is still going to be
3 required.

4 And that's why we say this is -- as you put
5 it I think very aptly -- contextual information, it's

6 not information that's driving the need for this

7 application. And that's why the filing date of March

8 31°" in our respectful subnmission is a practical one.

9 Now, within the IEP there will be an action
10 plan. And the action plan is a shorter term aspect, and
11 that lays out with a little nore detail the actual

12 expendi tures over the next four years, and in particular
13 those that will inpact -- or at least within that, those
14 that will inpact the revenue requirenent application.

15 The draft action plan is in what we filed.

16 It's that that, if anything is going to affect the

17 revenue requirement, will be doing it. It's that that I
18 specul ated woul dn't significantly change in al

19 | i kel i hood because it's the short termand that's

20 obviously got less variability to it than does the |ong
21 term

292 It's also that, that in ny respectfu

23 subm ssion, is the basis for the Section 46 approval

24 process, and | think that in the revenue requirenent

25 application there will be inplicit or explicit approval
26 of that action plan, the one that is finalized as of
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MR

March 31°' being sought at the sane tinme that the revenue
requi rement decision is issued. And so that will be --
in other words, in blessing the revenue requirenent
there will be an acceptance, or not, of the application
with respect to the short-termaction plan, but very
much not the long-term | EP.
And the one thing that | want to be very
clear about is that it is not Hydro' s anticipation that
t he revenue requirenment application becone a system
pl anni ng hearing, and as such involve a full and
conplete review of a 20-year |EP. That woul d obfuscate
t he revenue requirenent aspect of this application and
make the obtai nment of that schedul e al nost i npossible
if that -- well, not alnost, it would nmake it
i mpossible. It would turn this into a hearing that we'd
be tal ki ng about next spring as nuch as we would this
spring, | suspect, if we tried to put themall together.
So it is very nmuch our viewthat the IEP is a
cont ext ual docunent as opposed to a docunent of which
approval is sought in this proceedi ng.
CHAI RPERSON: Except as it relates to the short-term
action plan itens.
SANDERSON: Correct.
CHAI RPERSON: Can you comment now on what B.C. Hydro's
views are with respect to the review of the IEP itsel f?

SANDERSON: Only to say that the Comm ssion's | EP
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1 gui del i nes have been received. There is intended to be
2 a consul tation process occurring that Hydro will be

3 submtting is conmpliant with that over the early part of
4 this year, which is what then will lead to the March 31
5 filing.

6 The actual approval process that will then be
7 adopt ed by the Comm ssion and how to further nove that

8 process along, no, | don't have subm ssions to nake

9 today and don't really have any conments on today.

10 see that as a distinct process.

11| THE CHAI RPERSON: | think it woul d be hel pful when you file
12 the 1EP if you al so propose a process for review of the
13 | EP.

14| MR SANDERSON: O course, M. Chairman. In other words,
15 March 31° when that docunent is finalized, then as part
16 of that a process suggestion, of course.

17 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you

18 Are there any comments that anyone w shes to
19 make that arise fromthe questions that |I've just asked
20 B.C. Hydro and BCTC? Very well, we'll take a -- we're
21 going to take a longer break than usual at this point.
292 W will take a 25-mnute break. W will return at

23 quarter to el even.

24| MR FULTON M. Chairman, before you | eave and the Panel
25 | eaves, | just want to nmake clear to people that the

26 pur pose of the longer-termbreak is so that | m ght
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1 di scuss with people in the last half of the break at

2 | east, location, l|ocation, |ocation.

3 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes, and you can describe the venue as

4 wel | .

5 | MR FULTON: Thank you.

6 ( PROCEEDI NGS ADJOURNED AT 10:21 A M)

7 ( PROCEEDI NGS RESUVED AT 11:45 A M)

g | THE CHAI RPERSON: Pl ease be seated. W are now going to

9 turn to the second itemfor consideration. | suspect

10 it's going to be a nuch briefer review than we had with
11 respect to the process steps, but we'll nowturn to the
12 i ssue of tinetable.

13 But before doing that | want to nake sone

14 comments with respect to issues that we discussed before
15 the break that may be hel pful as they relate to your

16 comments with respect to tinetable. However, | do need
17 to add that the Conm ssion Panel has not conpleted its
18 deliberations in this regard, so these are only intended
19 to be provided to you to assist you with respect to

20 consideration of the tinetable, not to be definitive

21 rulings by the Commi ssion Panel on these issues.

292 First with respect to the comments that were
23 raised by NSP, | think they were hel pful. W do not

24 anticipate at this tinme that the NSP step will be an

25 explicit part of the regulatory agenda, but | do think
26 that we need to, throughout the process, be open to
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1 opportunities for there to be NSP, and | think those

2 need -- as | nentioned before the break, those need to

3 cone back to the Conm ssion Panel prior to enbarking

4 upon that effort.

5 | also think that the prehearing conference
6 nunber 2 seens to be reasonably well positioned within

7 the regul atory process to provide an opportunity for

8 consi deration of that at that tinme.

9 Wth respect to the IEP, | do see it at |east
10 at this stage as being contextual information for the

11 B.C. Hydro revenue requirenment proceeding, and am of the
12 view, as | say, at this point in tine that there need

13 not be a round of IRs with respect to the IEP. But | do
14 want to nake it very clear now that if that is the

15 determ nation of the Conm ssion Panel, and you'll see

16 evidence of that in the regulatory agenda, that the

17 parties when they receive the | EP shoul d see that the

18 Conmi ssion Panel is going to be quite willing to

19 accomodat e any requests for IRs at that tine, and I

20 think that neans a prehearing conference if you wish to
21 have a round of IRs after you've seen the IEP, and then
292 the Comm ssion Panel would nake a determ nation wth

23 respect to whether or not there should be a round of IRs
24 in the I EP.

25 So the thinking at this stage in tine is that
26 there will not be a round of IRs on the | EP unless
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1 sonebody makes a notion for that and then we'll hold the
2 prehearing conference and nmake a decision after the

3 pr eheari ng conference.

4 Wth respect to the functionalization of QVA
5 and budget updates, M. Sanderson, | think in a round of
6 I Rs, needs to be accommodated in the schedule. That

7 i nfl uences when you're going to get those filings done.
8 I think if you're filing early February, the schedul e as
9 you' ve proposed will in fact accommbdate that. But if
10 there's further slippage then | think we need to return
11 to the issue with respect to whether or not there's

12 going to be a round of IRs on those.

13 Wth respect to direct evidence, ny view of
14 this is that if it's going to make the hearing process
15 nore efficient, then B.C. Hydro should be prepared on a
16 reasonabl e efforts basis and as soon as practicable to
17 provi de responses to IRs, but we do not intend to build
18 into the regul atory agenda an opportunity for there to
19 be a round of IRs with respect to the direct evidence.
20 I"mhoping that that'll acconmodate people w thout there
21 bei ng the prehearing conference that I mentioned with

292 respect to the IEP. | don't want to close that

23 opportunity entirely, but our current thinking is that
24 if there is a desire for IRs with respect to the direct
25 evi dence, that B.C. Hydro providing responses on as

26 practicabl e basis should be sufficient.
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1 Wth respect to BCTC and BCT' s application,
2 the application, as | nmentioned before the proceeding, |
3 believe is of a nature that a round of IRs as part of

4 the regul atory process steps that B.C. Hydro has, in

5 their cover letter should be satisfactory. And I think
6 you can reasonably anticipate that when the Conmm ssion
7 Panel finishes its deliberations in this regard, that's
8 how that wi || be acconmodat ed.

9 So with those comments, unless there are sone
10 questions, with those comments | think we're ready to
11 turn to the tinmetable. And | don't want to preenpt

12 anyone in this regard, but as |'ve already nentioned,

13 this may not be as significant issue for anyone as the
14 process steps thensel ves.

15 "Il start with B.C. Hydro and BCTC. If they
16 have any conments with respect to the tinmetable, I'11

17 gi ve you that opportunity now.

18| MR SANDERSON M. Chairnman, | have nothing additional to
19 what | said earlier this norning.

20| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

21| MR FELDBERG  Nor do I.

2o | THE CHAlI RPERSON: Thank you.

23| MR FULTON: JI ESC.

24| MR WALLACE: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chairman, for

25 those clarifications. They are of assistance.

26 There are approximately four issues I'd |ike
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to address. The first which is outside this process is
the interimapplication, and I sinply wish to point out
that it is very inportant to the JIESC to have an
opportunity to address the appropriateness and the |evel
of any interimincrease. The anmount sought is in excess
of what B.C. Hydro had originally allowed custonmers to
know woul d becone -- or had advi sed custoners m ght be
comng, and there are sone very contentious issues, |

t hi nk.

Second, 1'd like to turn to the proposed
schedul e as provided and sinply, | guess, address where
| see sone real tight spots that would cause difficulty.
The first is the gap between the BCUC IRs to B.C. Hydro
and the intervenor IRs to B.C. Hydro. | would like to
associate nyself, and I don't do this very often, with
the remarks of M. Sanderson on the val ue of the
Commi ssion IRs. They are very useful to us as
intervenors. They save the process overall a |ot of
noney because you don't have siXx groups running out
taking the first exam nation, you do base it, and you
don't spend the tine that M. Gathercole referred to
chasi ng references.

But for themto be of value, you have to have
an opportunity to |l ook at the responses when they cone
back. And between February 20'" and the 24'" is extremely

tight, particularly when you recogni ze that that is a
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1 Friday and a Tuesday so it's over the weekend and very

2 hard to pull things together. | think a few nore days

3 in there, an extra week would render the work that's

4 been done by the Conm ssion, the Comm ssion staff, which
5 have far nore staff than any of the intervenors by far,
6 much nore of value, and | think tightening that up too

7 much detracts fromthat val ue.

8 The second tight spot is between the B. C

9 Hydro direct evidence and the intervenor evidence. It's
10 two weeks. That is quite adequate if B.C. Hydro was

11 sinmply saying who their witnesses were and that sort of
12 thing and maybe some mnor things. |If it turns out to
13 be a significant filing, then the problemthat we raised
14 with respect to information requests al so goes to

15 timng, that there may be nore tine required to respond
16 there, particularly if we are expected to go to B.C

17 Hydro informally and say -- with a witten information
18 request and get the response back. And again | think

19 adding a bit of tine in there would be very useful.

20 The final tight spot is B.C. Hydro rebuttal
21 evi dence on May 6'", oral hearing beginning on May 10'".
292 Again that is over a weekend and it is a weekend in

23 whi ch the parties are pulling everything together for

24 the commencenent of the hearing. So noving a bit of

25 time in there to allow that, again to allow sone

26 reflection there and doing the work that is necessary
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1 prior to the commencenent of the hearing because the

2 rebuttal evidence will probably be addressed with the

3 wi t ness panels that Hydro puts up initially -- possibly
4 | ater but probably with the initial panels -- and

5 clearly preparation requires sonme nore tine than has

6 been allowed. That's ny conments.

7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Vallace, | assunme then from your

8 conmments that there should be sone adjustnments from your
9 perspective to some of the schedules to address the

10 tight time frane for the itens you' ve nentioned.

11| MR WALLACE: That's correct.

12| THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Sanderson has made comment -- |'m
13 | ooking for where we mght get there and there's two

14 opportunities, | suppose. One is we shorten B.C

15 Hydro's response tine fromthe approxi mate four weeks
16 that M. Sanderson has requested or there's slippage

17 into July. Can you conment on how you think the

18 Conmi ssi on Panel shoul d accommodat e your request?

19| MR VWALLACE: Wll, | share M. Sanderson's desire to see
20 the oral proceedings conplete by the end of June if

21 possible. | think that's a good goal. | don't, |

292 think, share his pessimsmthat it'l|l take seven weeks
23 of oral hearing. So there m ght be a week or two there,
24 not much nore, | agree, but maybe a week there. And

25 yes, | woul d maybe shorten the tinme slightly on the

26 responses to the Wilities Conm ssion information
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requests by a few days, and that would expand us up to a
week there. | think, with sone fairly mnor fine
tuning, and | hesitated to do it because | know there
are going to be other adjustments com ng after May, but
with some fairly mnor fine-tuning adjustnments we shoul d
be able to nake it and still reach that goal of
conpleting the oral hearing by the end of June.

CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. Before you |eave, | want to
address your first conmment. | have said that the
interimapplication is outside the scope of this
prehearing conference. I'mthinking -- and | want sone
assi stance fromcounsel in this regard. |'mthinking
that the issues related to the interimorder can be

di saggregated in the foll owi ng manner.

First, there's the issue of whether or not
the interimorder should be addressed at this tine as
part of this prehearing conference. The second is
whet her or not the Comm ssion Panel shoul d hear any
conmments with respect to the interimapplication. And |
think related to that is whether or not we have the
jurisdiction to deal with the interimapplication
wi t hout there being any proceedi ng what soever.

And thirdly, there are -- and | guess it
follows fromthe second one, there are views with
respect -- that you' ve nmentioned with respect to the

nerits of the interimapplication. Before | hear from
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1 anyone with respect to the nerits of the interim

2 application -- | do not want to hear comments with

3 respect to the interimapplication on its merits until

4 I"ve heard fromyou with respect to the first two

5 issues. So I'd like -- I"mnot sure that that works

6 effectively in terns of splitting this issue up, but I

7 am | ooki ng for gui dance from counsel as to how the

8 Comm ssi on Panel should deal with this issue that M.

9 Wal |l ace has raised. And | think what we will do is

10 we'l | proceed with comments with respect to the

11 timetable, and then | wll return to M. Wallace's

12 comments with respect to the interimorder as it relates
13 to the first issues. They arise with respect to whet her
14 or not we should hear anyone on the interimorder.

15 So with that conment, M. Wallace,

16 we Wi ll return to that.

17| MR WALLACE: Thank you, M. Chairman.

18| MR FULTON Keness M nes.

19| MR HALI PCHUK: M. Conmi ssioner, just one conment on the
20 schedul e, a comment on the schedule and the IEP. It's
21 Kenmess' view that the IEP will contain information in
292 terms of cost of new generation that would be vital to
23 providing its submssion, so we'd like to have that tine
24 with respect to reviewing the |EP to make its subm ssion
25 on the matter.

26 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.
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1 | MR HALI PCHWK And we recogni ze and appreci ate your

2 comment on the interimrates. W would like to speak on
3 t hat when appropri ate.

4 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay.

5 | MR FULTON: El k Vall ey Coal Corporation.

6 | MR NEWANDS: No comment, M. Chair.

7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

g | MR FULTON: B.C. dd Age Pensioners et al.

9 | MR GATHERCOLE: | can be brief, M. Chair. | would

10 associate nyself with M. Wallace's comments with

11 respect to the tightness of the schedule. Wen | |ooked
12 at it | had the sane concern, and particularly wth

13 respect to the value of the first set of IR responses to
14 the Conmssion. | had initially thought that M.

15 Sanderson m ght be optimstic in tal king about seven

16 weeks. After discussing it with M. Wallace and M.

17 Sanderson, | think it very much depends on what

18 participation fromintervenors with respect to how many,
19 how many are going to participate and how many, if any,
20 are going to call evidence.

21 Having said that, while | think it's a

292 | audabl e goal to end by the end of June, which would be
23 a new experience for nost of us who appear before this
24 Conmi ssion, not having a hearing in July or August, |

25 think the main concern is that the process be a good one
26 and there be sufficient tine. And fromny position and
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1 ny clients' position, if it means we have to go over

2 into a week or two in July, so be it, so long as we --
3 you know, this is a really inportant hearing, it's the
4 first tinme we've had this utility cone before this

5 Conmi ssion for sone ten years, and | think it's better
6 todo it well than to do it fast.

7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you, M. Gathercole.

g | MR FULTON: The Sierra d ub.

g | MR JONES: | would just adopt the position taken by M.

10 Wal | ace and M. Gathercole. Thank you.

11| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

12| MR FULTON Commer ci al Energy Consumers.

13| MR VEAFER M. Chairman, | woul d al so adopt the position
14 of M. Wallace on the three tight areas of the tine

15 schedule. The only comment | have and I'd |ike to push
16 back on the second round of I Rs which appears to now not
17 be on the table, and request that the Commission clarify
18 for the purpose of this proceeding when it will allow
19 suppl enmental | Rs, because you' ve tal ked about certain
20 areas where there may be opportunities for suppl enental
21 IRs. But just to be clear, | believe IRs shorten

292 heari ng processes and get the record nore clear in terns
23 of getting responses, and |I'mconcerned by in this very
24 significant proceeding there not be a schedul ed set of
25 suppl enental information requests. So at a mninumit
26 woul d be good to know what the Panel's position is on
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1 when suppl enmental IRs will be acceptable generally

2 speaki ng.

3 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Be nore definitive if you will for ne,

4 M. Wafer, as to what you nmean by suppl enental IRs.

5 | MR VEAFER Where the record is not conplete in terns of
6 t he response received by the applicant, or alternatively
7 where other issues arise as a result of the preparation
8 of the intervenors' evidence, or where matters arise

9 t hrough the course of the proceeding that were not

10 antici pated when the first round of IRs was filed.

11 There's a variety of matters which may arise in the

12 course of this proceeding where it nmay be necessary for
13 t he purpose of establishing a good and thorough witten
14 record that there be supplenentary questions to the

15 applicant. And given the discussion this norning around
16 whet her certain areas, where there nmay be opportunity
17 for it, a better understandi ng of how broad that scope
18 is would be hel pful.

19| THE CHAI RPERSON: Wth respect to your first category of
20 suppl enmental IRs, that's in part why |I anticipate there
21 wi Il be a prehearing conference nunber 2.

292 Wth respect to your second set of

23 suppl enmental IRs, ny current thinking is that M.

24 Sanderson's proposal with respect to the IRs has nerit
25 — effectively two sets of IRs, the first by the

26 Commi ssion and the second by the Conm ssion and
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1 intervenors. Your second set of IRs seens to suggest

2 that after that second round of IRs there be a further

3 opportunity for IRs. And are you suggesting that that

4 be accommodated in the regul atory agenda, or are your

5 desires in that regard satisfied if the regul atory

6 agenda is silent on that second category of suppl enent al
7 IRs but as they arise you mght ask them not as part of
8 a regul atory agenda but to neet your own objectives?

9 VWEAFER: As | understand the proposal of M. Sanderson,
10 there's one round of information requests for

11 intervenors, and that is what you' re now identifying as
12 the second round of IRs. Wat | was speaking to this
13 norning in terns of process and the regul atory agenda
14 woul d be that there be a schedul ed second round of

15 information requests for intervenors and/or staff, and
16 you spoke of the Comm ssion this norning, that there be
17 a second defined date that those would go in, and we

18 have a date for response prior to the hearing

19 conmencing. And | reiterate, | think that shortens the
20 need for | onger cross-exam nation because you' ve had a
21 second opportunity to ask the conpany questions based on
292 responses to your first set of information requests,

23 bei ng intervenors' first set of information requests.

24 So | was speaking this norning of a second
25 date and timefrane for response to information requests
26 fromintervenors. Now, | understand that's not on the
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table and | just want to be clear that that's not
precluding intervenors fromfollow ng up on their
informati on requests. W won't step in until the second
round of information requests. W nay receive deficient
responses. W don't wish to wait till a hearing to
waste the hearing tine to get a full and conplete record
to those answers when the better approach is to get a
witten response prior to the hearing. And | just want
to be clear that that's available to us given the
di scussi on around | Rs today.
CHAI RPERSON: And | need some assistance fromyou so
under stand your proposal with respect to what that
suppl ement -- what you would |ike fromthe Conmm ssion
Panel to speak to in its order with respect to the
regul atory agenda as it relates to that second set of
suppl emental I Rs that you spoke to.
VWEAFER: And what | woul d propose is that the second
prehearing conference be noved back to May 6'", and t hat
the April 8" date where B.C. Hydro is asking IRs for
intervenors also be a date where it is available for
intervenors or the Comm ssion staff to have a schedul ed
set of second information requests to B.C. Hydro, to be
responded to by both parties by April 30"

| would then propose that the hearing date be
noved back one week, which would allow a period of tine

fromthe second prehearing conference to undertake any
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1 -- if we see opportunity for negotiated settl enent

2 process to comence and be conpleted with that week, and
3 then nove to the oral hearing date to start May 17'".

4 And | think that process will assist in shortening the

5 heari ng process fromseven weeks to a nore reasonable

6 ti meframe.

7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Before the break, M. Wafer, | heard you
8 speak to your revised date for the prehearing conference
9 and the del ayed date on the oral hearing. But | mssed
10 your comrents with respect to including an opportunity
11 on the April the 8" date for there to be IRs by

12 intervenors. D d you speak to that then or is this

13 sonmething that you're raising for the first time now?

14 VEAFER: | raised that there be a second round of

15 information requests, and | assune by your comments you
16 thought that that nmeant the intervenors' first

17 opportunity to ask IRs, that that in your mnd was the
18 second round of information requests. Wat | was

19 referring to was the second round of information

20 requests for intervenors based on what responses they've
21 received to their first set. And | do, | believe that
292 wi Il shorten your nore expensive hearing time by causing
23 witten responses and followup on the witten

24 responses. That was the intent of nentioning the second
25 round of information requests.

26 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay.
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1 | MR WEAFER And those have been schedul ed by the

2 Conmi ssion in the past in terns of there being -- where
3 there are significant applications before the

4 Conmmi ssi on.

5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: W are now returning to the issues that

6 we were dealing with before the break. 1'mglad you' ve
7 made that clarification with respect to the April the 8'"
8 IRs, and | think at this stage nothing further needs to
9 be said unless B.C. Hydro or BCT wi sh to comment on that
10 pr oposal .

11| MR VEAFER Thank you, M. Chairnan.

12| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

13| MR FULTON: M. Canpbel|.

14| MR CAWVPBELL: | concur with M. Gathercole and M.

15 Wl | ace' s submission on the tineframes near February 24'"
16 and April the 2. | was just wondering if there was an
17 opportunity to provide a prehearing conference in other
18 areas other than Vancouver, if that has been considered
19 by the Conmi ssion.

20| THE CHAI RPERSON: VW are going to speak to the issue of the
21 | ocation of the oral phases, including the prehearing

292 conferences in the oral phases of this proceeding. So
23 we will get to that issue.

24| MR CAVPBELL: Ckay, thank you.

o5 | MR FULTON: M. Vit.

26| MR VWAIT: | would agree with M. Wallace that we need a
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little bit nore tinme between the two sets of IRs. And
fromwhat | understood you saying this norning, M.

Chai rman, you had envisioned the first set of IRs to be
open to both the Comm ssion and the intervenors, and M.
Sander son had suggested that it be open only to the
Conmmi ssi on?

CHAlI RPERSON: That's correct, M. VWait, and | then
heard from M. Sanderson as you nentioned, and now | ' ve
heard from M. Wafer with respect to the IRs. And as |
mentioned, | had mssed M. Wafer's comments wth
respect to the April the 8" date. | have not conmented
on the nerits of M. Wafer's suggestion. |'ve only
said I'm-- if he said that before the break I m ssed
it.

So you're now raising the issue of whether or
not the January the 23 IRs as set out in B.C. Hydro's
proposed schedule is confined as M. Sanderson had
suggested, or it's broader. Before the break | asked
for comments with respect to any issues that arose from
the discussions that I had with BCTC and B.C. Hydro, M.
Sanderson and M. Feldberg, and I was of the inpression
because there were no comments that that wasn't an issue
for further consideration or further comment at this
pr eheari ng conference.

But now you're raising the issue of whether

or not the January 23" shoul d be nore open, and I'l]

Allwest Reporting Ltd., Vancouver, B.C.




B.C.H. 2004/05 and 2005/06 Rate Hearing

January 14, 2004 Volume 1 Page: 68

1 tell you now that | thought that there was consi derabl e
2 merit to M. Sanderson's views with respect to that, and
3 I think if you re concerned about that, 1'll give you an
4 opportunity to speak to it.

5 VAI T: Yes, it does concern ne because when an

6 intervenor is taking a certain area that they're | ooking
7 at and they put in their questions, even though you are
8 referred back to sonething that was answered for the

9 Conmi ssion you at | east know exactly where it is. And
10 when you go back to your question you can then go back
11 to what the answer was. |f you have to go studiously

12 t hrough everything that the Comm ssion asks, then you

13 can lose it and | ose track of where you are. | think

14 there's an advantage to having that cross-referenced in
15 t hat stage.

16 | would like to see us, the intervenors, in
17 the first round. As far as the January 23 is

18 concerned, | find it very tight for nyself. | knowin
19 previ ous hearings that Aquila and B.C. Hydro have both
20 been very good to answer questions as |ong as they have
21 the time to do it in four weeks. |If they get in a

292 little bit late, they should have tine to do that. But
23 in between the first and second set | would think at

24 | east a week woul d be reasonable. Because | basically
25 won't get themin the mail, the whole slug of themto be
26 able to go through them for two or three days after
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1 they're actually out, when the other questions again

2 should be in. And the situation is probably even worse
3 for those that can't e-nmail their questions down.

4 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. | do not propose, even though
5 I"ve given M. Weafer and M. Wait sonme latitude with it
6 as it relates to the process steps, | do not propose to
7 reopen the issues wth respect to the process steps.

8 Hopefully that will not raise the ire of anyone here.

9 But | did give everyone an opportunity to coment on the
10 exchange that M. Sanderson and | had with respect to
11 the nature of that first round of IRs.

12 So with that, | hope now to return to issues
13 involving just to the tinetable.

14 M. Fulton?

15| MR FULTON Save B.C. Coalition, M. Turner.

16| MR TURNER Not hing at this tine.

17 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

18| MR FULTON That concl udes the people on ny list, M.

19 Chai rman, who had spoken earlier on the first issue. So
20 unl ess there is soneone here who did not speak on the
21 first issue who wishes to address the second issue, the
292 mke w |l then be back to M. Sanderson.

23| THE CHAl RPERSON Yes.

24| MR SANDERSON: M. Chairnman, three points arising, |

25 t hi nk.

26 The first is in response, | think, to M.
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1 Wal | ace' s suggestions wherein he identified what he saw
2 as tight portions in the schedule. And it seens to ne
3 that there are two ways to acconmobdate his concerns.

4 One was suggested by M. Gathercole, | think, which is
5 to effectively delay the hearing cormencenent and accept
6 t he possible but not necessary consequence that we may
7 slipinto July. | don't disagree with what M.

8 Gat hercol e had to say about that. | nmean, | think the
9 end of June is a desirable objective but I don't think
10 it's a hard deadline by any means.

11 | do think we need to sort of keep nomentum
12 going and an end point in mnd. Major hearings |like

13 this have a way of sort of drifting off into the ether
14 if people don't have a sense urgency associated wth

15 them The demands on everybody are intense and so

16 there's al ways good reason to delay, but the trouble

17 with that is you never get finished. So one or two

18 weeks into July is not the end of the world, but much
19 beyond that may be. So |I'd be unhappy to see a del ay of
20 t he hearing comencenent nuch nore than say a week, but
21 that would accormodate, | think, M. Wallace's concerns.
292 And if we had an extra seven days providing additional
23 time to intervenors in the way that M. Wllace was

24 inmplying is perfectly acceptable to Hydro.

25 A second option, if you want to stick with
26 May 10'", night be these nminor variations. If | could
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ask you to |l ook at the proposed schedule, M. Wallace's
first concern was with respect to IRs being issued to
Hydro by intervenors by February 24'" if the responses to
the Commi ssion weren't received till February 20'". Now,
| made the point first that really, usually in the past,
I think I"mcorrect in saying the intervenors have only
had BCUC s questions. They haven't had the responses.
So this actually is nore accommobdating to the
i ntervenors' concerns than is perhaps typical

Having said that, | think that's a good idea
and fair, and I accept M. Wallace's point that if it's
going to work, then intervenors need the tine to read
those responses. And if that 24'" becane the 27'", that
woul d give intervenors all of that week. So they would
have got it the previous Friday; they'd have a week then
to read and di gest what the Comm ssion had to say. In
essence what | would see is themhaving identified their
own areas of concern fromthe reading of the
application, which by this tine they'll have had for in
excess of two nonths, strike things off the list so to
speak, to the extent they're covered by what the
Conmi ssion -- the responses to the Comm ssion's requests
have done, and to take a week to do that and then get
their refined questions out in response strikes nme as
quite achi evable. So February 27'" for that woul d be

perfectly reasonable from Hydro's perspecti ve.
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Then Hydro's response, simlarly three days
later, March 22" that woul d have Hydro working through
that weekend but it would give it the same anount of
time. It would just mean that that was a weekend, which
is why -- that's why the timng wasn't suggested that
way in the first place, to avoid that consequence. But
if that's what's needed in order to acconmodate M.

Wal | ace's concern, then that's certainly an option.

And then that could slip intervenor evidence
fromApril 2" to April 6'". It's inportant that that
evidence be filed before the prehearing, but if that
were done by the 6'" then at | east Hydro has the
opportunity to see what the intervenor evidence is
bef ore the prehearing the next day. So that's tight and
it's sort of fine-tuning, but if the Comm ssion is
concerned about noving this hearing start date then
maybe that's a practical solution to M. Wallace's
concern.

M. Chairman, | think your last remark with
respect to not revisiting this norning s issues, deals
with certainly the response that | mght have ot herw se
made to M. Wait and perhaps M. Wafer. 1'll just say
this about M. Weafer's conments, is that the tinme to
make the subm ssions, ny position was, just to clarify,
is at the April 7'" prehearing. That's when we'll know
whet her M. Weafer is right, that all these additional
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1 suppl enmentary rights are required or not, and | think

2 that's just repeating what | said this norning.

3 That | eaves ne with one last point and that's
4 the remarks of M. Wallace with respect to an interim

5 B.C. Hydro filed its appli- --

6 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Just before you get there --

7 | MR SANDERSON: Yes.

g | THE CHAI RPERSON: -- | want to nake sure that there's a

9 clear distinction between discussion of the tinetable

10 and that issue.

11| MR SANDERSON Yes.

12| THE CHAI RPERSON: I"d like to hear fromM. Feldberg first
13 with respect to the tinetable, then we'll turn to the

14 interim

15| MR SANDERSON O course. | have nothing nore then on the
16 schedul e.

17| THE CHAI RPERSON.  Ckay.

18| MR FELDBERG This won't take long. W listened to M.

19 Wal | ace and we listened to M. Sanderson, and we agree
20 with the solution that M. Sanderson is recomendi ng

21 with respect to the tinetable.

2o | THE CHAlI RPERSON: Thank you.

23 Before we -- | think that's the closure of
24 the discussion with respect to the tinetable. Let's

25 move on With respect to location first, then we'll close
26 off the regulatory agenda. And then we will return
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1 cautiously to M. Wallace's conmments with respect to the
2 interim

3 | asked for comments with respect to the

4 | ocation in nmy opening statenent, and | asked if -- |

5 said that if there were any objections to the |ocation

6 bei ng a downt own Vancouver |ocation, then I'd like to

7 hear those. |'mhoping at the break that M. Fulton had
8 an opportunity to provide you with sone details with

9 respect to the location that M. Fulton and M. Bemnister
10 are recommendi ng, so | amnot anticipating any conments
11 as part of the record here with respect to the logistics
12 of that venue.

13 | would therefore only like to hear from

14 t hose peopl e who object to the oral phases of this

15 proceedi ng being | ocated i n downtown Vancouver.

16 Hearing none, with that I will be speaking to
17 M. Fulton and M. Bemister after this proceeding, and
18 our regul atory agenda, subject to some |ogistics that

19 may be outstanding, will hopefully indicate the venue

20 for the oral phases of the proceeding.

21 Now let's turn to the issue of interim and |
292 want to enter into this discussion cautiously. As |

23 said, | don't want to get to the issues involving the
24 merits of the interimuntil we have had a full

25 di scussion with respect to whether or not it should be
26 part of this prehearing conference, and then whether or
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not the Comm ssion Panel should sinply make the decision
wi t hout hearing fromparties. And M. Fulton, | welcone
your comrents before | hear fromanyone with respect to
any ot her recommendati ons that you m ght nmake as to how
we shoul d proceed.
FULTON: In ny subm ssion, M. Chairman, you ought not
to decide the interimapplication today as a result of
what you hear today in terns of giving people -- you're
presunmably going to give people an opportunity to be
heard at | east as to what further steps the Comm ssion
nmust take, if any, before they make the decision on the
interimorder. | can point out that generally what the
Conmi ssion has done in the past, as | understand it, is
relied on Section 89 of the Act to nmake a deci sion on
interimrelief in the context of a revenue requirenent
application subject to refund at the end of the hearing.
And t hat approach nmakes good sense in the context of
there not being the need to inpose, for exanple, rate
riders if at the end of the day the Conm ssion agrees
that the full amount of the revenue requirenment shoul d
have been ordered in the first instance, there has to be
some catch-up fromthe tinme of the application to the
time of the hearing of the decision.

So that's generally, on ny understandi ng,
what the Comm ssion has done in the past. There haven't

been subm ssions. They may have been one or two
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exceptions to that, the particulars of which don't
particularly come to ny mnd at the present tine. But
generally the orders for interimrelief have gone
subject to refund at the end of the hearing.
CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. 1'd like to hear fromB. C
Hydro and BCTC and then I'mgoing to give them an
opportunity of reply.
SANDERSON: M. Chairman, | fully concur with M.
Fulton's sense of the history of interimapplications
before this Conm ssion. The Act clearly contenpl ates,
in ny respectful subm ssion, that the Conm ssion can
order interimincreases subject to refund, which is what
i s being sought here, wi thout any process at all.

The Act in Section 89 requires that there be
a hearing except in cases of urgency. The case of
urgency made out in B.C. Hydro's letter of Decenber 15'"
is that B.C. Hydro will significantly underearn its
revenue requirenent in fiscal '04, and while it doesn't
seek any relief fromthat, any continuation after Apri
1%, '04 will yield a significant underearning in the
subsequent year, '05, and that we can't get the hearing
done in time and therefore interimrate relief is
required.

That | think | can characterize as the
traditional justification for interimrate relief. It

really deals with the regulatory lag issue. W' ve done
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our best to anticipate that. This application was
brought together very rapidly indeed in light of the
timng of the Heritage Contract determ nation. And so
we find ourselves in a situation where interimrelief is
necessary.

| don't want to get in beyond that to just as
a general background just describing or arguing the
nmerits. It's just saying this is the typical situation
in which interimrelief is sought. As M. Fulton says,
typically the Comm ssion hasn't had process because the
i ntervenors have the confort if you will, that should
t hey persuade the Conm ssion the interimwas unjustified
in sone way, it's subject to full refund.

The flip of that of course is not true here.
That is, if the application is not granted and the rates
are not established at the | evel the Conm ssion
ultinmately determ nes they shoul d have been, then the
ability for Hydro to recover, in future periods, rates
fromthe past is nuch |l ess clear under the Act. And so
thi s approach of seeking approval at the outset is in ny
respectful subm ssion nuch to be preferred to any
vari ant.

In terns of process, Hydro's views | think in
this respect were clearly articulated on Decenber 15'"
Hydro asked that the Comm ssion -- and I'lI|l quote here

at the bottom of page 1, Hydro said:
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1 "Over the next few weeks, B.C. Hydro proposes

2 that the Conmm ssion, consistent withits

3 normal practice, conduct a summary revi ew of

4 the application with a view to naking an

5 interimorder by the end of January 2004 and

6 setting out a detailed tinetable for the full

7 review of the application while the rates

8 remain interim"”

9 And in ny respectful subm ssion, all of the main

10 intervenors -- and when | say the main intervenors,

11 those that were on the list to which the application was
12 i medi ately provided, and that list is -- | think it was
13 attached to the letter to the Commi ssion Decenber 15,
14 i ncluded the JIESC specifically -- basically was saying
15 that's what Hydro's seeking. And it woul d have been,

16 t hi nk, reasonable for any party who wi shed to resist

17 that and nake sone argunent that the circunstances here
18 are special in sonme way, thus requiring a process within
19 the process to deal with the interim to have cone

20 forward by now and said that. And the first that

21 certainly I think we've heard of any concerns in that

292 respect about the interimwere M. Vallace's comments

23 t hi s norni ng.

24 From Hydro' s perspective, this issue is one
25 that needs to be resolved right away. | agree with M.
26 Fulton that today's prehearing isn't the place where I
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1 woul d expect that to happen. On the other hand I woul d
2 have expected any subm ssions anyone had to nake with

3 respect to an interimprocess to have been made by now.
4 And certainly Hydro's position is the Comm ssion is

5 fully within its power to nmake an interimorder w thout
6 any further process, and that's exactly what Hydro woul d
7 have it do.

g | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. Any comments, M. Fel dberg?
9 | MR FELDBERG | have no comments to nake.

10| THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Fulton? | think we want to go

11 through the schedule now or the list of coments unless
12 we will hear from-- | nean M. Wallace is next but we
13 m ght as well follow your schedul e.

14| MR FULTON Thank you. Kenmess Mnes. O |'msorry,

15 probably there was a crossfire here. Wuld you like M.
16 Wal l ace to be next or do you want himto address at the
17 end then foll owed by Hydro agai n?

18| THE CHAI RPERSON: I"I'l give M. Wallace that election. |
19 see what you're suggesting. Usually the proponent

20 follows close to last. Fair enough. |If M. Vallace

21 wants to speak now he has that opportunity. If he wants
292 to wait until you' ve gone through the list, he has that
23 opportunity too.

24| MR WALLACE: M. Chairman, I'd like to go first because |
25 really didn't address the notion at all other than raise
26 the issue in ny first representation.
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1 | THE CHAlI RPERSON: Let me -- just before you proceed though
2 M. Vallace, M. Sanderson hinted at the nerits of the

3 interimapplication because they related to the issue of
4 urgency. | gave himthat latitude but | -- except as it
5 mght relate to the issue of urgency, | don't intend to
6 give you the sane latitude to speak to the nerits.

7 | MR WALLACE: | don't want to speak to the nerits.

g | THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay, thank you.

9 | MR VALLACE No. | originally asked that sinply a tinme be
10 set for addressing that issue, the issue of the interim
11 relief and the appropriateness and the level of it. And
12 I"maquite surprised to hear M. Sanderson say today

13 that, well, gee, you should have done that before now.
14 This is the first prehearing conference we've had. W
15 have had the application since Decenber 15'" through the
16 hol i day period. W knew this prehearing conference was
17 comng up. And in any event, the interimrelief isn't
18 to take place until April 1%, so there is not a sense of
19 urgency, or at least critical urgency, in dealing with
20 interimrelief. It has to be dealt with. | think it's
21 appropriate it be dealt with. But there is no reason

292 that the Conmm ssion cannot institute a process to deal
23 withit.

24 | agree with M. Sanderson and M. Fulton. |
25 think what | take fromit that the nerits should not be
26 addressed today. |It's a conplex issue and there are
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1 parti es who were not here today who nay wi sh to address

2 it, and | see no reason that it cannot be addressed by a
3 fairly expedited witten process and that should take no
4 nore than a couple of weeks and still |eave plenty of

5 time for everything to be in place for April 1°.

6 Wth respect to the conmments of both M.

7 Sanderson and M. Fulton of what's typical, | would

8 concur that in many cases the Conm ssion has not granted
9 -- or has not given an opportunity for input on interim
10 applications. However, in sone cases it has, and while

11 | again don't recall the specific circunstances, | think
12 general ly they are circunstances where you face a

13 difficult situation and a conpl ex application where the

14 ram fications could be serious. And | would suggest to

15 you that's exactly what we have here.

16 The relief that is being sought is 7.23

17 percent on an interimbasis. The issues are conplex,

18 and without going into them!l would submt that some of

19 them are novel, and | woul d agai n suggest that

20 Conmmi ssi on practices where novel issues are raised, that
21 interimrelief is not necessarily granted. And | think

292 it, inthis particular case, is appropriate for the

23 Conmi ssion to hear fromthe parties with respect to

24 t hose i ssues.

25 M. Sanderson has raised the matter of

26 urgency and interimrelief being granted, where the
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final relief cannot be granted before the party w shes
it to take effect. That's fine and that goes to whether
there should be an interimorder granted, but it doesn't
go to whether parties should be heard on interimrelief.
And in nmy submssion, it sinply is very inportant that
it be heard.

The total interimrelief being sought by --
or not interimrelief, but the total relief being sought
by B.C. Hydro is in the hundreds of mllions of dollars.
It's going to have a very strong econom c inpact on the
provi nce, and the customers should be able to cone
forward and at | east speak to the appropriateness of
that relief.

That concl udes ny conmments unl ess you have
any questions.

CHAI RPERSON: Thank you

FULTON: Keness M nes?

HALI PCHUK: M. Conmm ssioner, | received a letter from
my key account manager from B.C. Hydro on Decenber 22"
of which | was already -- ny schedule with the m ne had
already ended. | actually received this letter on
January 4'". The letter was dated Decenber 22™
concerning the interimrate increase. | could submt
that as evidence to M. Fulton if required. 1t goes to
the point of M. Sanderson that perhaps we shoul d have

spoken earlier on this matter. W were not aware of
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that until receipt of the docunent here.

The operating budget and the forecast of
Kemess M nes, the production forecast of Kenmess M ne,
was established in Novenber and was approved by its
board of directors and shareholders in the first week of
Decenber. And that forecast included the energy
conponent, which is a critical part in our operation.
The energy conponent was based on conversations held
with senior executive officers of B.C. Hydro and seni or
managenent of B.C. Hydro, which provided indications of
what could be expected in terns of rate increases over a
t hree-year period, which were substantially nore nodest
than what was presented in the letter | have of Decenber
22", So the level of the interimrate increases causes
some considerable difficulty in that it is not a
recover abl e cost and we cannot alter our forecasts that
have been published to the sharehol ders of the conpany.

M/ last point on the matter is we tal k about
a subject to a refund, depending on how t he Conm ssi on
views the evidence provided by B.C. Hydro and the
validity of the rate increase. W were just wondering
if there would be interest paid on that. W're talking
of a considerabl e anount of noney here, and Keness or
its shareholders in Northgate Exploration are not really
interested in financing the activities of B.C. Hydro if

not deerned valid by the Comm ssi on.
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1 | THE CHAlI RPERSON: Thank you.

2 | MR FULTON In terns of the interest issue, M. Chairman,
3 it's ordinarily at a rate of interest consistent with

4 that of the principal bank with which the utility deals.
5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: I"mreally trying to just speak to -- to
6 hear fromthe parties with respect to process at this

7 stage, not the nerits or the particulars of what the

8 interimorder would | ook Iike. But thank you for your
9 conment s.

10 The letter that you spoke to, you have

11 submtted it to the Conm ssion?

12| MR HALI PCHWK No, | haven't submitted it. It's available
13 here.

14| THE CHAI RPERSON: |"msorry, | msunderstood. You can nake
15 it available to M. Fulton for the first time this

16 mor ni ng.

17| MR HALIPCHUK:  Yes.

18| THE CHAI RPERSON: Ckay. And it speaks to the issue of the
19 interimapplication?

20| MR HALI PCHUK: Yes.

21| THE CHAlI RPERSON: Yes. Let's wait until the Commi ssion

292 Panel nmakes a decision with respect to process before
23 you nake that avail abl e.

24| MR HALI PCHWK Very good. Thank you.

o5 | THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

N
»

MR FULTON: El k Vall ey Coal Corporation, M. New ands.
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1 | MR NEW.ANDS: El k Vall ey supports the position of M.

2 Wal |l ace with regard to process, M. Chairman.

3 | MR FULTON: B.C. dd Age Pensioners et al.

4 | MR GATHERCOLE: It'11 be brief, M. Chairman. Those of us
5 who have been around for all those many years, | do

6 recall a couple of situations where a process was

7 established. M recollection is the intervenors were

8 not successful in either one.

9 | think it's fair to say that the process
10 that the Comm ssion generally follows is a very

11 supportabl e process. Usually what happens however is
12 the timng between the application and when the rates
13 woul d cone into effect is fairly short, so it would be
14 very difficult to have any process.

15 In this case there is a little nore tine, so
16 | would submt that it is open to the Conmi ssion to have
17 a limted process with respect to the interim

18| THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

19| MR FULTON The Sierra dub, M. Jones?

20| MR JONES No submi ssi ons.

21| MR FULTON Commerci al Energy Consuners, M. Wafer?

20| MR WEAFER | support the subm ssions of M. Wllace, M.
23 Chai r man.

24 FULTON: Thank you. Janes Canpbel | ?

25 CAVPBELL: | support the subm ssions of M. Wl ace.
26 FULTON: Al an Wit?
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1| MR WAIT: | support M. Wallace.

2 | MR FULTON Save B.C. Coalition, M. Turner?

3 | MR TURNER | support M. Wall ace.

4 | MR FULTON Al right, is there anyone el se who | haven't
5 call ed out who has a subm ssion they wish to make on

6 this issue? There are none, M. Chairnan.

7 | THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Sanderson?

g | MR SANDERSON: M. Chairman, with respect to process, it

9 is ny respectful subm ssion that M. Wllace and those
10 follow ng himin naking their subm ssions haven't really
11 identified anything that is distinctive about this

12 process -- sorry, this application and a reason to

13 depart fromthe Conm ssion's normal practice of sinply
14 issuing its own order with respect to the interim It's
15 hard to see what woul d be gained by -- in the mddl e of
16 what |'massumng is going to be an i ntense process

17 anyway, spending two or three weeks in a sideshow

18 dealing at sunmary level, and |I'mnot sure with what but
19 at some summary |evel, with sone overviewidea as to

20 whet her or not the application is on its face sensible
21 or not. | nean, that's all | can think you'd be dealing
292 with and I don't know how you'd do that w thout starting
23 to get into the very issues that the IRs are supposed to
24 get out and the whol e process of getting us ready for

25 the main hearing is designed to get at.

26 And | think that's probably why there's --
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1 that m ght be an explanation to M. Gathercole as to why
2 when these processes, on the rare occasions they have

3 occurred, haven't benefited the intervenors ultimtely
4 anyway. Because the Comm ssion, faced with those

5 t hi ngs, has probably reached simlar conclusions. That
6 is, we can't nmake up our mnd here without going to the
7 full hearing process, so -- and we're headed there in

8 the fullness of tine.

9 So ny first point is that I don't think a

10 case has been nade as to why we should deviate fromthat
11 normal practice.

12 The second point | think as to -- and maybe
13 the only caveat on what |'ve just said, was the only

14 exceptional circunstance here is the last point M.

15 Gat hercol e nmade; that is, there's a two-nonth gap

16 bet ween when the application for the interimis sought
17 -- aruling on it is sought, and when the interimrates
18 could conme into effect, and that isn't typical. And

19 that's so. | think there is a 60-day period there,

20 which is alittle atypical.

21 What |'d say about that is that the remarks
292 made on behal f of Kenmess Mnes really nmake the point

23 with respect to why it would be desirable for the

24 Commi ssion to nake its decision now. B.C Hydro's bil
25 for a nunber of industrial clients in particular is very
26 significant, and that's accepted, and al so from any
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residential or commercial customers it's a significant
conponent of their nonthly expenses. To give as nuch
notice as possible as to what they're going to face this
year, whether on a final basis or not, is a useful

thing. And so for the Comm ssion to be -- well that
drove Hydro to bring its application as far forward and
get it filed as soon as it could, and for the Conm ssion
to follow through and provide formal notice to parties
that this is what you can expect as of April -- sure,
it'll be subject to refund but nevertheless you' re stil
going to have to budget to be able to pay it in the
interim-- is a useful thing. To |eave that decision
until March the 31° and then present the bill on Apri
the 1% is much less useful. And we can do that here, in

ny respectful subm ssion, and therefore we shoul d.

CHAI RPERSON: M. Fel dberg.
FELDBERG | have no comment.
CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. The Conm ssion Panel wll

make a decision with respect to process within a
reasonabl e length of tinme, and ny guess is that'll be
within the next week. Thank you, M. Willace, for

rai sing the issue.

| think at this point in this prehearing

conference, | would like to hear from anyone who w shes
to raise issues that we have not yet spoken to. |If
there are any, I'mgoing to nake a determ nation as to
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1 whether -- a ruling as to whether or not they're within
2 t he scope of the prehearing conference. But not to

3 intimdate anyone, if you wish to raise any issues |I'd

4 be delighted to hear from you.

5 Heari ng none, let nme -- just before we cl ose
6 I want to nmake sure that I'mnot mssing any issues that
7 | wanted to raise. No, | think that brings us to the

8 end of our agenda for the prehearing conference.

9 M. Weafer.

10| MR WEAFER M. Chairman, the Conmmi ssion is presently

11 reviewi ng participant funding guidelines, and this is a
12 very significant proceeding we're enbarking on. Wuld
13 the Chair be able to comment as to whether the Panel

14 antici pates the new guidelines applying to this

15 proceeding in ternms of a timng of inplenentation of the
16 new gui del i nes?

17 | THE CHAI RPERSON: | can. M anticipating is that the new
18 guidelines will be the guidelines that will apply to

19 thi s proceeding.

20 Hearing no further issues, thank you for your
21 attendance at the prehearing conference, and that closes
292 this matter. Thank you.

23 ( PROCEEDI NGS ADJOURNED AT 11:50 P. M)

24

25

26
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