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REQUESTOR NAME:    BCOAPO 
INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO:  #2 
TO:  BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO & POWER 

AUTHORITY 
DATE:      October 6, 2011 
PROJECT NO:     3698640 
APPLICATION NAME: CPCN – Dawson Creek/Chetwynd Area 

Transmission Project 
 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
1.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR’s 1.2.1, 1.2.2, 1.13.1 and 1.13.2 

1.1 Please confirm that that provision has been made in the proposed capital costs 
of the project for the First Nations’ consultation cost including capacity funding 
described in the (non-public) responses to these IRs. 

2.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR’s 1.7.3, 1.8.2, 1.9.2 and 1.10.3 

2.1 Please explain why it was deemed necessary to file the responses to BCUC 
1.9.2. and 1.10.3 regarding the West Moberly First Nation and the Blueberry First 
Nation in confidence when full public responses were filed to similar questions 
regarding the McLeod Indian Band and the Saulteau First Nation. 

3.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR’s 1.36.2 and 1.38.1 

3.1 Please comment on the relative economics for gas producers of electric vs. 
natural gas driven compression assuming:  i) the cost of  electric compression 
was based on BC Hydro’s long-run avoided costs (as opposed to its current 
tariffs) and ii) the cost of natural gas driven compression reflects the current 
carbon tax level. 

4.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR 1.38.3 

4.1 Does the current calculation of capital contributions required by BC Hydro for 
transmission expansion “cost” the energy required by the customer at BC 
Hydro’s avoided cost and include this as part of the contribution calculation? 

4.2 Please explain in more detail the last sentence in the response to BCUC 1.38.3. 

5.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR 1.39.3 

5.1 Are there any circumstances (e.g., a high customer credit/bond rating) under 
which one of these producers would not be required to supply an irrevocable 
letter of credit? 

 
 



6.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR’s 1.39.1 and 1.46.1 

6.1 Rather than basing the split between existing customers and new (gas producer 
customers) on the relative MW of additional capacity required to satisfy the N-1 
criteria for existing customers, what would be the percentage if the “split” was 
based on the costs required to meet simply existing customers’ needs (per 
BCUC 1.46.1) relative to the total costs of the proposed project? 

6.2 Please explain why such approach to apportioning the costs would not be more 
appropriate than that proposed by BC Hydro. 

7.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR 1.48.2 

7.1 Please explain the basis for the 0.135 factor used in the denominator of the 
equation. 

7.2 Why is only half of the annual depreciation charge included in the calculation? 

8.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR’s 1.54.2 and 1.54.3 

8.1 Please confirm that the 4.5% and 5.3% average cost of debt values are a 
“nominal cost” and that (based on a 2% inflation rate) the real cost of debt is 
2.5% and 4.3% respectively. 

8.2 In BCUC 1.54.2 and 1.54.3, were the PVs of the Total Project costs under the 
4.5% and the 5.3% options calculated using a 4.5%/5.3% real or nominal 
discount rate and why. 

9.0 Reference: Exhibit B-5-2 BCUC IR 1.38.2.1 
Exhibit B-5 BCUC IR1.39.1 
Exhibit B-6 BCOAPO IR 1.5.1 

9.1 BCUC 1.39.1 suggests that the 5 new customers are contributing towards 73 
MW of the increase in capacity.  However, BCOAPO IR 1.5.1 indicates that the 
expected load for these 5 customers is 176 MW.  Please reconcile. 

9.2 Please reconcile the load associated with the 5 large customers in 2014 as 
reported in BCUC 1.38.2.1 (92 MW) and BCOAPO 1.5.1 (176 MW). 

10.0 Reference: Exhibit B-6 CEC IR 1.1.6 

10.1 Please explain the relationship between the two tables in the response - e.g., are 
they additive? 

11.0 Reference: Exhibit B-6 CEC IR 1.1.16 

11.1 Please identify when the loads identified/committed in 2009/2010 were/will 
actually be connected. 

 
 



 
 

12.0 Reference: Exhibit B-6 CEC IR 1.13.1 
Exhibit B-6 BCOAPO IR’s 1.6.1 and 1.6.2 

12.1 Please replicate the responses to BCOAPO 1.6.1 and 1.6.2 for each of the three 
area load forecasts set out in CEC 1.13.1. 
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