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2730 Ailsa Crescent 

        North Vancouver BC V7K 2B2 
        Reply to: Fred J. Weisberg 
        Telephone:(604) 980-4069 
        Email: fredweislaw@gmail.com 
 
March 23, 2020 
 
BY ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
6th floor, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 
Attention: Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary and Manager Regulatory Services  
 
Dear Mr. Wruck: 
 
Re:  Boralex Ocean Falls Limited Partnership – Application for Rates and Terms and 

Conditions for Service to the British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority   
Project No. 1599046  
Zone 1B Ratepayers Group Information Request No. 2 to Boralex  

We are writing on behalf of our clients the Zone 1B Ratepayers Group (Z1BRG) to file Information 
Request No. 2 to Boralex. 

Yours truly, 
 

 
 
 
Fred J. Weisberg 
Weisberg Law Corporation 
Counsel to Zone 1B Ratepayers Group 
 
 
 
 
  

C2-3

Yvonne.Lapierre
Rates, Terms and Conditions for Service to BCH
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Boralex Ocean Falls Limited Partnership – Application for Rates and Terms and Conditions  
for Service to the British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 

Project No. 1599046 
 

 

Zone 1B Ratepayers Group Information Request No. 2 to Boralex Ocean Falls Limited 
Partnership 

 
  
1.0 Reference: B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 3, Response to BCUC 1.2  

“Boralex LP would note that the 1986 EPA contained fixed power prices and did not 
require Boralex LP to maintain redundant generating capacity, which would have allowed 
Boralex LP (and before it Central Coast Power Corporation) to benefit financially if it was 
able to maintain service levels and reduce costs by idling capacity.” (emphasis added) 

1.1. Please confirm that the 1986 EPA did not specifically require Boralex LP to do anything 
because Boralex LP neither owned nor operated the Ocean Falls Facilities until 2009.   

1.2 Please confirm that at the time it acquired the facilities and transmission lines from 
Central Coast Power Corporation, Boralex LP fully understood that going forward the BCUC had 
the jurisdiction and authority to approve EPAs with different terms and conditions than those set 
out in the 1986 EPA.  If not confirmed, please describe Boralex LP’s contrary understanding at 
the time of acquisition and the underlying basis for that view. 

 
2.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 8, Responses to BCUC 2.3  

“First, virtually all of Boralex LP’s capital and operating costs are required to provide 
service to BC Hydro and the Bella Bella NIA. If Boralex LP had no retail or industrial 
customers, the only costs that Boralex LP would be able to avoid are the relatively minor 
costs associated with the distribution lines in the Ocean Falls town site and Martin Valley. 
Accordingly, while Boralex LP does not incur any significant costs in providing service to 
its retail and industrial customers, the revenue that Boralex LP is able to generate from 
these customers is beneficial to BC Hydro because Boralex LP is able to use that revenue 
to reduce its gross revenue requirement.” (emphasis added) 

2.1 Assume that Boralex LP did not provide service to BC Hydro and the Bella Bella NIA, but 
only to retail and industrial customers in Ocean Falls and Martin Valley.  Under that scenario, 
please confirm that all capital and operating costs, except for the Shearwater Substation and 
Interconnection Line, would be required to serve retail and industrial customers in Ocean Falls 
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and Martin Valley.  If not confirmed, please provide a table identifying the description and 
amount of all costs that could be avoided each year. 

 
3.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 11, Response to BCUC 3.1  
 
In response to a request to apply each of eight Bonbright principles, Boralex LP stated: 

“Fair apportionment of costs among customers (fairness) 
 
This principle is not germane to the proposed rate structure for BC Hydro since BC Hydro 
is the only customer subject to the rate structure. 
 
Avoid undue discrimination (fairness)  

This principle is not germane to the proposed rate structure for BC Hydro since BC Hydro 
is the only customer subject to the rate structure.”  

 
3.1 Please confirm that under Boralex LP’s preferred approach any utility that applied different 
rate structures to different categories of customers could always claim that fair apportionment 
of costs among customers and avoiding undue discrimination are never a legitimate or relevant 
concern.  Please explain. 
 
3.2 Is Boralex LP aware that BC Hydro has different rate structures for different categories of 
customers but is nevertheless required by the BCUC to give consideration to the Bonbright 
principles of fair apportionment of costs among customers and avoiding undue discrimination?  
If not, please explain. 
 

4.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 13, Response to BCUC 4.5  
 
In response to a request seeking clarification of the use of the Link River bridge, Boralex LP stated: 

“The Link River bridge is a private bridge owned and used by Boralex LP. The bridge is also 
used by Mowi Canada West to access its fish hatchery operation, by Ocean Falls 
Blockchain to access its cryptocurrency mining operation in the space leased from Boralex 
LP in Boralex LP’s workshop/storage building, and occasionally by members of the public 
to access the local landfill. Mowi Canada West contributed $200,000 to the cost of the 
new bridge and supplied the quarry rock required for the bridge construction in exchange 
for its use of the bridge.” 

4.1 How was the amount of Mowi’s $200,000 contribution determined? 
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4.2 Is Mowi expected or required to make any future payments toward operation or 
maintenance costs for the Link River bridge?  If so, please explain. 

4.3 What proportion of the total capital costs of the Link River bridge was covered by Mowi’s 
contribution? 

4.4 Please explain why did Ocean Falls Blockchain (OFB) not make a similar or any other 
contribution?  

4.5 If OFB’s use of the Link River Bridge was intended to be compensated through its lease 
payments to Boralex LP please confirm and quantify the total and annual amounts allocated for 
that cost. 

4.6 Is OFB expected or required to make any future payments toward operation or 
maintenance costs for the Link River bridge?  If so, please explain. 

4.7 Please describe Boralex LP’s methodology for determining a reasonable allocation of 
usage, and therefore costs, of the Link River bridge by Boralex, Mowi, OFB and the public. 

 
5.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 14, Response to BCUC 4.5.1  
 
In response to a request seeking clarification of allocation of the costs of constructing the new 
Link River bridge, Boralex stated: 
 

“Boralex LP cannot safely and economically operate the Ocean Falls Facilities without 
continuous land access between the Ocean Falls town site and the plant, the 
workshop/storage building, the south dam abutment and the intake gatehouse, so it was 
incumbent upon Boralex LP to rebuild the bridge across the river as no other parties 
were willing to do so.” (emphasis added) 
 

Bearing in mind that “the bridge is also used by Mowi Canada West to access its fish hatchery 
operation, by Ocean Falls Blockchain to access its cryptocurrency mining operation … and 
occasionally by members of the public to access the local landfill” please explain: 

5.1  How Mowi could safely and economically operate its fish hatchery operation without 
access by the Link River bridge? 

5.2  How OFB could safely and economically operate its cryptocurrency mining operation 
without access by the Link River bridge? 

5.3  How members of the public could safely and economically make use of the local landfill 
without access by the Link River bridge? 
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6.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 23, Response to BCUC 7.5  

In response to a request seeking clarification of the relationship between future capital 
improvements and system load from its industrial customers, Boralex LP stated: 

“Neither the timeline nor scope of any forecast capital improvements has been affected 
by the historical or forecast increase in system load from Boralex LP's industrial 
customers. The future capital improvements are driven by asset condition and BC Hydro 
interconnection requirements and are necessary in order to maintain safe and reliable 
service to BC Hydro and the Bella Bella NIA.”  

6.1 Please explain why future capital improvements, except for the Shearwater Substation 
and Interconnection Line, are not also necessary to maintain safe and reliable service to Boralex 
LP’s retail and industrial customers. 

 
7.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 52, Response to BCUC 22.3  
 
In response to a request seeking detailed scenario analysis of Boralex’s expectations for Non-BC 
Hydro deliveries and revenue forecasts for the 2019–2022 period, Boralex stated: 

“Boralex LP has not performed a detailed scenario analysis on forecast non-BC Hydro 
deliveries for the following reasons.  

With regard to Boralex LP’s retail customers, this load represent (sic) approximately 5% 
of the Bella Bella NIA load and does not change from one year to the next by amounts 
that materially impacts either Boralex LP operations or revenue. Boralex LP’s retail 
customers have consumed an average of 766 MWh annually between 2010 and 2019 
(please see Boralex LP’s response to BCUC IR 22.4.2). Maximum annual consumption was 
803 MWh in 2017 and the minimum was 689 MWh in 2013. Boralex LP’s retail customer 
base is not expected to grow measurably over the forecast period.  

Boralex LP’s industrial customers already operate at levels close to their power capacity 
limits. The industrial customers are not subject to large swings in year over year 
consumption unless they encounter operational problems, in which case they would 
consume less electricity than forecast. The industrial customers have not informed 
Boralex LP that they intend to expand their operations or to increase their electric loads 
over the forecast period. Therefore, the high consumption scenario is not materially 
different than the expected mid consumption scenario, whereas a lower than forecast 
consumption scenario is a possibility, which represents a revenue risk to Boralex LP.” 
(emphasis added) 
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7.1 The Response makes it impossible to readily compare the significance and implications of 
retail vs. industrial deliveries.  Why did Boralex LP choose to provide specifics  only with regard 
to its retail customers but not provide equivalent numbers for its industrial customers? 

7.2 For Boralex LP’s industrial customers, this load represents approximately what 
percentage of the Bella Bella NIA load? 
 
7.3 What was Boralex LP’s industrial customers’ average annual consumption (MWh) 
between 2010 and 2019? 
 
7.4 What was Boralex LP’s industrial customers’ maximum and minimum annual 
consumption between 2010 and 2019, and in what years?  
 
 
8.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 53, Response to BCUC 22.4.2 
 
8.1 Please provide a table in the same format as that provided in Response to BCUC 22.4.2, 
but showing the equivalent customer load data from 2008 to 2019 for Boralex LP’s industrial 
customers.  
 
 
9.0 Boralex’s February 24, 2020 Response to BCUC 22.3 stated: 

“The industrial customers have not informed Boralex LP that they intend to expand their 
operations or to increase their electric loads over the forecast period.”  

Boralex’s September 30, 2019 Application at page 43 stated: 

“Boralex LP has had discussions with Ocean Falls Blockchain regarding a possible 
expansion of Ocean Falls Blockchain’s cryptocurrency facility and an increase in electrical 
load, but there are no definitive agreements between the parties in this regard.” 

Boralex’s February 24, 2020 filing also included this Request and Response: 

“22.7 Please provide details of the forecasted increase in electrical load if the possible 
expansion Ocean Falls Blockchain’s cryptocurrency facility were to take place.  

RESPONSE:  

Based on recent discussions with Ocean Falls Blockchain, Boralex LP now does not expect 
Ocean Falls Blockchain to expand its cryptocurrency facility or to increase its electricity 
load over the forecast period.” 
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9.1 The above quoted excerpts appear contradictory.  On what date(s) did Boralex LP have 
“recent discussions” with OFB regarding its expectations of expansion of the cryptocurrency 
facility or increased load? 

9.2 What timing of possible facility expansion and/or load increases were previously 
discussed by Boralex LP and OFB?  What magnitude of load increase(s) was discussed by Boralex 
LP and OFB? 

9.3 Did the recent discussions between Boralex LP and OFB include consideration of how an 
OFB facility expansion or load increase might inform the question of fairness in cost allocation 
between Boralex LP’s industrial/retail customers and BC Hydro’s Bella Bella NIA customers? 
Please explain. 

 
10.0 B-6-Boralex-response-to-BCUC-IR1.pdf  PDF 54, Response to BCUC 22.9 

Clarification of who would receive the benefit if additional industrial load materializes over the 
forecast period was addressed in:  

“22.9 If additional load materializes during the test period, for example from either new 
industrial or retail customers or from increased load from Ocean Falls Blockchain, please 
explain if the incremental revenue will be to the account of Boralex LP’s shareholder.  

RESPONSE:  

Any increase in industrial revenue from that forecast over the forecast period would be 
for the account of Boralex LP’s shareholder. However, Boralex LP sees little likelihood of 
this occurring. Please see Boralex LP’s response to BCUC IRs 21.2 and 22.2”  

10.1 Please reconcile Boralex LP’s seeking a cost of service approach for Bella Bella NIA 
customers while simultaneously seeking to retain any incremental revenue from its industrial or 
retail customers over the forecast period. 

10.2 Does Boralex LP agree that if incremental revenues result from industrial and/or retail 
load increases over the forecast period, then those customers’ fair allocation of Boralex LP’s costs 
should also proportionately increase?  If not, please explain.  

 

 
 
 
 
 




