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Introduction 

1. The City of Dawson Creek (the “City”) is home to approximately 13,000 people.  It is 

a commercial and residential centre for the growing economic activity in the region. The 

regional industries include agriculture, oil and gas, coal, and forestry. The DCAT line is 

essential for the region’s continued growth and vitality.  The City has an important, and 

obvious, stake in these proceedings. 

2. There is extensive evidence before the Commission, but the City submits that the 

issues boil down to two key points:  

 The DCAT line is necessary for Hydro to comply with standard, and legally 

mandated, service levels.  The evidence on this point is not contradicted, and not 

seriously open to dispute. 

 The objections to the DCAT are really an attempt to raise other issues, which are 

beyond the scope of this hearing.  The purported objections to DCAT are really 

objections to something else. 

3. The City respectfully supports Hydro’s application for a Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”), and also its applications under ss. 58(1) and 61(2) of 

the Utilities Commission Act (“UCA”) to amend the Electric Tariff. 
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The DCAT Project is in the public convenience and necessity 

4. The Dawson Creek region has seen a boom in development, most recently in natural 

gas exploration.  Electrical power is clean energy, and is required for continued growth.  The 

DCAT line is warranted on the basis of opportunities it will support, both in the Dawson 

Creek area and for the Province as a whole.   There is no evidentiary or legal basis for the 

Commission to put an end to those opportunities. 

5. However, it is important to understand that the DCAT application does not depend on 

the increased demand from gas exploration.  The DCAT line is required for Hydro to meet its 

legally mandated service standards, whether based on existing or forecast demand.   

 The N-1 reliability standard has been adopted by Commission Orders G-67-09, G-

167-10, G-162-11 and G-175-11. It is the standard which Hydro is legally obliged to 

supply, and which the rest of the Province routinely expects. 

 The present normalized load is 114 MW.  For fiscal year 2013, the load will increase 

to 130 MW, without additional gas producer load.1 

 At the N-1 standard, the existing system can serve only a load of 70MW.2
  The system 

already fails to meet the N-1 standard. 

6. Hydro’s obligation to provide service is statutory, and is set out in s. 39 of the UCA.  

The statute is binding on both Hydro and the Commission:  

“No discrimination or delay in service 

39  On reasonable notice, a public utility must provide suitable service without undue  

discrimination or undue delay to all persons who 

(a) apply for service, 

                                                           
1 Hydro Final Submission, p. 7; Exhibit B-22, Attachment 2. 
2
 Hydro Final Submission, p. 7; Exhibit B-1, Fig. 205. 
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(b) are reasonably entitled to it, and 

(c) pay or agree to pay the rates established for that service under this Act.” 

7. The inadequacy of the present system is even more striking when compared with the 

new industrial demand that is virtually certain to appear in the near-to-medium term.  Hydro 

has received requests for service from five new users totalling 178.5 MW,
3
 which by itself 

exceeds the capacity of the present system.  Within a short period, the existing system will 

not even meet an N-0 reliability standard.  Hydro’s obligation to serve is not limited to 

existing customers.  On the plain wording of s. 39(c) of the UCA, it extends to any new 

customer who pays, or agrees to pay, the established rates.   

8. Hydro considered five additional transmission options, and two local generation 

options.
4
  Hydro is clearly best able to assess these options, and has concluded that none 

provides a suitable alternative to the DCAT Project.  The City submits that there is no basis 

for the Commission not to respect this conclusion.  

9. The residents of Dawson Creek (both present and prospective) have a right to 

electrical service which meets the standards enjoyed by other residents of the Province.  The 

present system does not, and the shortfall in capacity is certain to increase.  The City 

respectfully submits that the Commission cannot refuse this application without abandoning 

the statutory mandate of s. 39.  That alone is sufficient to determine this application, subject 

to Hydro meeting its duty to consult, addressed below. 

                                                           
3 Exhibit B-22, Attachment 2, p. 5, I.-9. 
4
 Hydro final submission, pages 11-14; Exhibit B-22, Attachment 2, pgs. 37-72 (A71-91).  
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The objections of other intervenors do not dispute the need for the DCAT Project 

10. The other intervenors have not yet filed submissions – their positions must be inferred 

from previous arguments and from the evidence they have adduced.  Based on that 

information, the City submits that the stated objections to the DCAT Project do not really 

dispute that it is necessary; they are really attempts to raise other policy issues which are 

outside of the scope of a CPCN application. The City respectfully supports Hydro’s 

submission that the Commission should separate concerns that actually arise in relation to the 

DCAT project from broader concerns that exist whether the DCAT Project proceeds or not.  

11. A major issue for several intervenors is the application of the TS-6 to five new 

customers. For example, AMPC has complained that the TS-6 is not sufficiently robust or 

well defined to address high-growth scenarios
5
; it has recommended that the Commission 

refuse Hydro’s application pending a revision of TS-6 to provide an effective and consistent 

contribution policy.6   

12. The City respectfully submits that: 

 to the extent that intervenor submissions are really a complaint about the TS-6 

generally, those submissions should have no bearing on the Commission’s 

consideration of the DCAT application; 

 any general review of TS-6 (or other ratemaking principles) should only take place in 

a broader form properly designed to address those issues. 

                                                           
5 AMPC Exhibit No. C3-10, p. 9, L 18-19.  
6 AMPC Exhibit No. C3-10, p. 15, L 14-16. 
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 the Provincial government has publicly acknowledged the need for a policy review, 

and has advised that it intends to initiate one.  The proposed review will expressly 

include retail access and rate design issues;7 and   

 finally, simple reasons of practicality make the position of AMPC untenable.  With 

the clear need for new capacity, it is simply not fair to ask the residents of Dawson 

Creek to wait out a long delay in needed service, so that other parties can jockey for 

position in a debate over cost allocation.  

13. The City submits that the Commission’s consideration of evidence and argument in 

relation to TS-6 must be limited to the application of the TS-6 to the DCAT Project, as set out 

in Order No. G-56-12.  The City also submits that Hydro has sufficiently responded to 

concerns about the TS-6 in its final submission, and that any broader policy concerns raised 

by intervenors are not relevant to a consideration of whether the DCAT Project is in the 

public interest.  

Hydro has fulfilled its duty to consult 

14. Similar comments apply to much of the evidence led on behalf of the West Moberly 

First Nation (“WMFN”).  The slides presented by Chief Wilson at the oral hearing included 

several graphic images, including: 

 oil spills in the Gulf of Mexico and in the Pine River pipeline; 

 the overall proliferation of natural gas wells in north-eastern B.C.;  

 waste wood accumulating in dam reservoirs; and 

 threats to the caribou (a species not present in the DCAT area).  

However, little of the evidence from WMFN addressed the DCAT line directly. 

                                                           
7
 Ministry of Energy and Mines Exhibit No. C16-2.  
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15. A general indictment of the environmental practices of North American industry (and 

society) may be justified.  It may also be that development in the North over the last 50 years 

has not struck the right balance between growth and the environment.  But those issues are 

beyond what the Commission can decide on this application.   

16. The City was not party to the consultation process, and must defer to Hydro on the 

particulars of the communications with WMFN, and exchange of information concerning the 

project.  However, it is clear that Hydro has designed the DCAT Project to minimize its 

environmental footprint, within the range of economically feasible alternatives. 

 The DCAT line is not new service.  It will upgrade and replace an existing line, which 

will be decommissioned when the DCAT line goes into service. 

 The proposed route largely utilizes existing ROWs, which accords with the preference 

of First Nations.8
  

 80% of the proposed transmission line would be located on privately owned farmland, 

while only 20% would be located on Crown land.9
  

 Potential impacts to fish, wildlife and wetlands are low.10  

 The area in question already contains a number of forest service roads, public and 

private roads and access trails, providing the benefit of existing access for 

construction and maintenance.11
  

                                                           
8 Exhibit B-1, pp. 6-11 to 6-11; Hydro Final Submission, page 31.  
9 Hydro final submission, p. 31. 
10 Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-11 to 5-16.  
11 Hydro final submission, p. 31.  
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17. The submission of Hydro sets out the applicable legal principles governing the duty to 

consult, as well as the Commission’s role in adjudicating consultation issues.  The City 

respectfully submits that: 

 Hydro’s statement of the law is correct.  

 Hydro continues to solicit input from WMFN, and has properly acknowledged that 

the consultation process will be ongoing.  

 Given the minimal impact of the DCAT Project, remaining concerns can be addressed 

through normal mitigation procedures.  

 In all of the circumstances, Hydro has accurately assessed (and complied with) its 

duty to consult.  

Conclusion 

18. In its procedural submission, the City emphasized the time constraints facing the 

DCAT Project.  Those constraints remain.  Specifically, when its application was filed, 

Hydro estimated an “in service” date of October 2013. Now, the best case scenario is for an 

“in service” date of April 2014. Hydro estimates that by that date, several customers will 

already be “waiting” for service.12 

19. The residents of Dawson Creek have a right to electrical service which meets the 

standards enjoyed by other residents of the Province. It is a right expressly conferred under 

the UCA and is a principal factor for the Commission to consider on this application, 

particularly given the expected load growth in the area.  

                                                           
12 Hydro submission, p. 14.  
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20. The City submits that the evidence on record overwhelmingly supports a conclusion 

that the DCAT Project is necessary, and in the public interest, and that the DCAT Project 

should proceed without further delay.  

 

  


