
Robert Hobbs 

Email: rhhobbs@shaw.ca 

Phone: 778-887-1991 

October 5, 2017 

Via Email 

Mr. Patrick Wruck 

Commission Secretary and Manager, Regulatory Support  

British Columbia Utilities Commission  

Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street, Box 250 Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 

Dear Mr. Wruck: 

Re:  Fortis BC Inc. – Self-Generation Policy Stage II Application- Project No. 1598895 

By letter dated August 10, 2017 (Exhibit A-6), the Commission sought comments from 

participants regarding “the best process moving forward” (emphasis added).  By letter dated 

September 7, 2017, FortisBC responded to the Commission letter with comments.     

Celgar agrees with the following FortisBC comments: 

“… In light of this basic fact,  FBC does not view Section 2.5 

restrictions as necessary in protecting the ratepayers of BC Hydro 

(which includes FBC).1  

“… the Company is of the opinion that any impact stemming from 

the removal of the restriction, in the highly unlikely event that any 

impact occurred, would be so minor that it could be effectively 

considered nil.”2 

“In the view of FBC, the current process should be allowed to 

proceed.”3 

Given agreement on the “best process moving forward”,  Celgar believes the Commission should 

now establish a process that continues the process established by Order G-14-17 (Exhibit A-2) 

with new dates.   For the record,  Celgar strongly disagrees with many other FortisBC comments; 

however, Celgar’s view is that given agreement regarding the “best process moving forward” its 

1 Exhibit B-3, p. 2, middle of page 
2 Exhibit B-3, p. 3, top of page 
3 Exhibit B-3, p. 6, middle of page, in particular agreement on the response to question 1 of Exhibit A-6, p.2 

C6-2

mailto:rhhobbs@shaw.ca
markhuds
FBC Self-Gen Policy Stage II



submissions regarding  other FortisBC comments are best addressed later in this proceeding,  

especially given the agreement on the “best process moving forward”.     

In the Commission letter (Exhibit A-6), the Commission quotes a response to a Commission 

information request in which FortisBC suggested that this proceeding should not proceed 

because it “does not believe more can be done in the SGP to address this issue reasonably”.     

The Commission then suspended the regulatory process and requested comments for the most 

effective means to address issues identified by the Commission arising from the FortisBC 

information response.    Given that FortisBC has now clarified that it believes this process should 

be allowed to proceed, Celgar does not believe that comments regarding the most effective 

means to address those issues is necessary.   However, FortisBC did make a process comment 

that Celgar will now address.    

That comment is:    “FortisBC has concerns about the reopening of issues that the Commission 

has already addressed.”4    FortisBC then goes on to advance positions related to the obligation to 

serve.   Celgar continues to disagree with FortisBC’s position relevant to the obligation to serve.  

However, as long as the Commission does not restrict the scope of this proceeding at this time, 

Celgar’s view is that those issues are best addressed later in this proceeding as they are directly 

relevant to the SGP.    

In summary,  Celgar believes the next steps in the proceeding should be Commission IR2 and 

Intervener IR1 followed by participant comments about further process.5    Celgar’s view is that 

the Commission should not restrict the scope of this proceeding now or at any time later in this 

proceeding.  If the Commission disagrees, then Celgar submits that the time for the Commission 

to consider the scope of this proceeding should follow comments about further process from 

participants after interveners have had the benefit of responses to the second round of 

information requests.     

Yours truly,  

(original signed) 

Robert Hobbs 

                                                           
4 Exhibit B-3, p.3 bottom of page 
5 Exhibit A-6, p. 2, given agreement regarding the “best process moving forward”,  Celgar has not responded to 
questions 2 and 3;  however,  Celgar does confirm that there should be no ruling regarding the scope of this 
process. 




