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Acting Commission Secretary 

BC Utilities Commission 

6th Floor 900 Howe Street 

Vancouver, BC   V6Z 2N3 

 

Dear Mesdames/Sirs: 

 

Re: British Columbia and Power Authority Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity Application for the Dawson Creek/Chetwynd Area Transmission Project  

Project No.3698640 

Request for Reactivation of Hearing Process 

 

We continue to represent BCOAPO et al in this proceeding. BCOAPO is a coalition of fixed and low 

income residential ratepayers and was an active intervener in this process until it was suspended at 

BC Hydro’s request on November 30, 2011 (A-23). 

 

Further to your letter of March 27, 2012 (A-25), BCOAPO provides the following comments in 

response to BC Hydro’s letter dated March 23, 2012 (B-22) on how to conduct the balance of the 

hearing. 

 

Intervener evidence 

BCOAPO does not intend to file intervener evidence at this time. Our position on the timing of 

intervener evidence follows below. 

 

Scope 

In B-22, BC Hydro argues that  

[T]his CPCN application has to be considered in light of the current tariff which governs BC 

Hydro's relations with its customers. That is, because, with one exception noted below there 

is no complaint or BCUC motion seeking to amend the tariff, the policy issues that are raised 

by the DCAT Project must be considered in the context of the tariff as it is. Any other 

approach would be entirely speculative and would result in the DCAT Project decision being 

made in the context of a regulatory environment that does not currently and may never exist. 

(p.2) 
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However, BC Hydro also acknowledges in B-22 that there are issues of fairness concerning the 

existing tariff as it treats new transmission vs. distribution customers relative to existing customers. 

BC Hydro makes specific proposals for changing the current tariff to address this inequity.1 

Effectively, what BC Hydro appears to be saying is that there is a problem but that their proposed 

solution is the only one that should be considered to be within scope. 

 

If there is an apparent problem, as BC Hydro acknowledges, then BCOAPO submits that there are 

three legitimate questions that should be within the scope of this proceeding: 

1. Is there a problem or issue with the way transmission vs. distribution customers are treated 

by the current tariff and with the treatment of new vs. existing customers? Section 2.8 

indicates that BC Hydro’s answer to both of these is yes. BCOAPO agrees with this 

conclusion. 

2. What is the scope of the problem? BC Hydro contends that the scope is the extent to which 

transmission and distribution customers contribute to the costs of system reinforcement.  

Furthermore, BCH seeks to limit the scope of the problem definition to this area.  If there is a 

problem, as BC Hydro acknowledges, then it should be legitimate to ask whether the 

problem has been clearly defined.  To the extent this brings in some of the other “policy” 

issues that were raised in the IRs, this would seem a legitimate area for discussion.  For 

example, is the fact that these customers (while not >150 MVA) will impose new generation 

costs on the system and existing customers be viewed as a problem? And if so, should it be 

addressed as well? 

3. Once the problem has been identified, the question then becomes what is the appropriate 

solution. Again, BC Hydro proposes a solution that involves changing the existing tariffs but 

at the same time is saying that other possible tariff changes should not be considered. In 

BCOAPO’s submission, this approach is too restrictive. If there is a problem, and we believe 

there is, then we should have the opportunity to explore all possible solutions. 

 

BCOAPO agrees in principle that a CPCN hearing is not the ideal proceeding to set rate design 

issues, but reviewing this project in isolation from the rate design issue is impossible. Issuing a 

CPCN before the problematic rate issue is resolved means that the Commission cannot properly 

determine whether a project is in the public interest. 

 

BCOAPO therefore does not support any restrictions on the scope of information requests and 

supports a procedural order which provides for responses to IR3 and sets a fourth round of IRs on 

the new evidence, in addition to IRs on any intervener evidence. 

 

BCOAPO’s serious concerns about stranded assets and unfair subsidies resulting from the rate 

structure have not been addressed by the supplemental evidence and our position will continue to 

reflect those concerns. Furthermore, while it appears that there has been some progress in BC 

Hydro’s discussions with the West Moberly First Nation, we note that the Impact Assessment Study 

will not be finalized until the end of June. In the interest of having a fulsome evidentiary record to 

                                                           
1
 B-1, Application, Chapter 2.8, page 2-20 
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assess this project, BCOAPO strongly supports a date for submitting intervener evidence in mid-

July to allow for WMFN and the multitude of new interveners to present their evidence. 

 

Procedural Conference 

Given that there are a number of new interveners and that agreement on the scope and timing of 

this proceeding is unlikely, BCOAPO submits that holding a procedural conference prior to a 

determination of the reactivation request would be useful for BC Hydro, the BCUC and interveners 

alike.  We are not opposed to the proposed date of April 16, 2012. 

 

Yours truly, 

BC Public Interest Advocacy Centre  

Original on file signed by: 

 

 

Eugene Kung 

Barrister & Solicitor 




