
 
1. ATCO’s submission indicates that the project will only serve 1/3 of Progress’ energy 

requirements.  Is this 1/3 for the NMPS project only?  If so, do you know where Progress will be 
obtaining the remaining 2/3 power supply they will require?  Subsequent to this, if Progress 
requires more than 1/3 energy requirements, would ATCO be serving this need or would BC 
Hydro? 

 

The remaining 2/3 energy requirements for Progress will be served by gas drives, not electricity.  

Subsequent to this, if Progress requires additional power and Atco has excess capacity, they 

could connect to the Atco system.  Please note that Progress would have had to invest in a gas 

driven solution in the interim so they may not switch to electricity. 

 

 
2. ATCO’s submission is seeking Ministerial exemption under Section 22 based on meeting critical 

timelines.  Can you please confirm if a Final Investment Decision (FID) has been made?  If not, 
when does ATCO expect a FID and how does this fit into your timeline? 

 

A Final Investment Decision (FID) has not been made.  A conditional approval was made in 

June 2015.  This is based on receiving approval by the province of BC (received license approval 

this past summer).  Progress is still waiting on a Federal decision (Environmental Approval) 

which is expected in the first quarter of 2016.  A Progress FID is expected by ATCO in the first 

quarter of 2016. 

 

In terms of fitting the timeline, ATCO is looking at a March 2018 as the in-service date.  The 

long lead-time is required as planning has estimated it will require two winter seasons for 

construction.  If ATCO misses the timeline, it could have an impact on Progress and whether 

they go gas-driven or electrical power. 

 

 
3. ATCO’s submission states that third party interconnections to the system are not being 

contemplated at this time as the risk is prohibitive.  You then state that once certainty is 
achieved you would consider this.  Can you please clarify this in the context of the statement in 
the first paragraph where you would re-engage the BCUC for an appropriate regulatory 
structure once third party interconnections are contemplated? 

 

The decision to not contemplate third party connections at the start, was based on not wanting to 

complicate and therefore slow down the submission process.  Third party connections (i.e., BC 

Hydro serving non-industrial customers could be considered in the future.  There would be a 

physical connection cost but ATCO would not charge a ‘wheeling fee’ for transporting energy.  

It is contemplated under the Exemption that third party connections can be served off the system 

without having to go back to the CPCN. 
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4. ATCO’s submission states that “Substantial components of the CPCN scope are being covered 

through other project permitting processes.  Can you please clarify what these components are 
and how they are being addressed through other project permitting processes?  Is there a time 
frame for those permits being issued? 

 

The other permitting processes include meeting the requirements of FLNRO and First Nations 

consultations.  They would include components such as looking at migratory birds, right of way.  

ATCO is currently working on this.  The consultations do not include meeting with residents.  

The consultations would be the same as BC Hydro or other companies. 

 

 
5. ATCO’s submission states that Atco will serve as an infrastructure intermediary and not own the 

electric power being supplied.  Can you please clarify, ‘Who will invoice Progress (i.e., ATCO or 
BC Hydro)?  In addition, who will have the future responsibility of maintaining the line and the 
need of pole replacement or other maintenance going forward? 

 

Progress will get two invoices.  One from BC Hydro.  This is for the transmission rate charged 

for the electricity used.  Progress will also get an invoice from ATCO for the use of the NMPS 

transmission line – line used to transport energy that is owned by ATCO. 

 

In terms of future responsibility of maintaining the line, Progress is responsible for any 

maintenance costs and ATCO is responsible for the performance of the transmission line.  If 

Progress is taken over by another buyer or the NMPS section is sold to another buyer, the new 

buyer would assume the responsibility of maintaining the line.  

 
6. Under the Project overview ATCO plans to build, own and operate two substations and 

approximately 140 km of transmission and 70 km of distribution.  What is entailed in the 
operations and at whose cost? 

 

The Operations include ensuring the line is safe, system monitoring, responding to any outages, 

reliability, and switching by ATCO.  Progress is solely responsible for these operating costs 

under contract with ATCO.   

 
7. Can you please clarify what is meant by Progress being a counterparty to the Electricity Supply 

Agreement with BC Hydro and ATCO a counterparty to the Facilities Agreement with BC Hydro?  

 

Progress will be responsible to pay for all energy obtained from BC Hydro– pay for the use of 

electricity in the form of an Electricity Supply Agreement.  BC Hydro also has a Facilities 

Agreement with Progress based on the use of BC Hydro interconnection (i.e. GM Shrum sub-

station) and ATCO, as the operator of the NMPS transmission line, is a counter party to the 

Interconnection Agreement with BC Hydro.   
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