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Robert Hobbs 

Email: rhhobbs@shaw.ca 

Phone: (778) 887 1991 

May 18, 2018 

Mr. Patrick Wruck 

Commission Secretary and Manager, Regulatory Support 

British Columbia Utilities Commission 

Suite 410, 900 Howe Street 

Vancouver, BC 

V6Z 2N3 

Dear Mr. Wruck: 

Re:  FortisBC Inc. (FBC) 2017 Cost of Service Analysis and Rate Design Application Project 

No. 1598939 

By letter dated May 7, 2018 (Exhibit A-8), the Commission suspended the regulatory timetable 

established by Order G-62-18 and requested submissions on further process.   Specifically, the 

Panel requested the parties address the following three issues highlighted in bold below:  

A. What the appropriate timing of intervener evidence is and why.

The ICG believes the appropriate timing of intervener evidence is after responses to the second 

round of information requests are filed.   Intervener evidence should be filed after the second 

round of information requests because the second round of information requests will provide an 

opportunity for the ICG to develop a record that will be relevant to the issues that ICG expect to 

address in intervener evidence (see next issue identified by the Commission).    

B. Whether or not parties intend to file intervener evidence.  Parties must specifically

indentify the nature of the evidence and explain how this evidence is relevant to the

issues in this proceeding.

The ICG intends to file intervener evidence, and may file intervener evidence from two expert 

witnesses.  The ICG includes members that rely on transmission services for both purchases 

from FortisBC and sales to third parties.  Therefore, the ICG will focus its participation in this 

proceeding on issues related to the cost of transmission service for both FBC purchases and third 

party sales, and considers it too early in the proceeding to narrow the scope of issues that may be 

of concern to the ICG.  Nevertheless, the ICG identifies three issues below that are expected to 

be the subject of intervener evidence and that are relevant to the evidence filed by FBC (a 

reference to the FBC evidence for each issue is provided in a footnote).  The nature of the 

evidence relevant to each issue follows the identification of each issue. In this manner, the ICG 

believes both the nature of the evidence and the relevance of that evidence to this proceeding is 

established.    
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The ICG expects to file evidence and also make submissions in final argument to support the 

conclusion that FortisBC proposed clarification of Order G-12-99 is in fact not a clarification 

request but a reconsideration and variance request and should not be considered by the 

Commission Panel in this proceeding.   In the event that the Commission concludes that the 

request by FBC is not a reconsideration and variance request, then the ICG expects to rely on the 

record of this proceeding, including intervener evidence, to support its position that the requested 

“clarification” and changes to RS 101 and RS 102 are not in the public interest.  

 

The ICG expects to file evidence that will address relevant issues, including to:  

 

Issue #1 – Transmission Rate Request 1 – Clarification to the Existing Point-to-Point (PTP) Rate 

Language - FBC Proposed Addition to RS 101 and RS 1021 

 

1. identify the economic consequences of proposed changes   to RS 101 and RS 102 for 

existing self-generation customers and future self-generation customers;  

2. support the conclusion that an un-level playing field amongst self-generation customers 

in BC is going to be one of the consequences of the proposed additions to RS 101 and RS 

102 and that such consequences are not in the public interest and are contrary to the 

Clean Energy Act;  

3. support the conclusion that investors in self-generation correctly relied on Order G-12-99  

when making investment decisions to build self-generation; 

4. demonstrate the FBC proposal to make additions to RS 101 and RS 102 is not supported 

by cost causation principles and will collect incremental additional revenues with no 

incremental costs to FBC; and 

5. demonstrate that BC Hydro rate design for transmission services provide competitive 

advantages for its self-generation customers  as compared to FortisBC rate design for 

transmission services. 

 

Issue #2 – 1998 Harmonization Order G-12-99 and the EPA2 

 

1. demonstrate that FBC is incorrect when it states:  “It is clear from [the] 1998 

harmonization application that a situation whereby BC Hydro would be purchasing 

power to serve its native load from within the FBC service territory was not addressed”3; 

and 

2. demonstrate that EPA between BC Hydro and Celgar is based on a point of delivery 

assuming non-pancaking of transmission service rates. 

  

                                                           
1 Exhibit B-1, section 7.2, p. 92 
2 Exhibit B-1, section 7.2.1, p. 92 
3 Exhibit B-1, p. 93 
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Issue #3 – Transmission Rate Request 2 – Updates to the Pricing of Transmission and Ancillary 

Services4 

 

1. demonstrate that the FortisBC approach to discounting   of the posted maximum rates for 

transmission services lacks certainty and is inappropriate; and 

2. demonstrate that the FortisBC’s three principle requirements do not address customer 

concerns related to how a discount is to be negotiated. 

 

 

C. Whether or not a second round of IRs is necessary and why if a second round of IRs 

is required, please identify any topics which do not need to be included in IR No. 2 

and can proceed to written argument.  

 

The ICG has reviewed the responses to IR No. 1, and believes a second round of IRs is 

necessary.  In particular, the ICG believes the responses to IR No. 1 do not provide adequate 

evidence regarding the issues identified by the ICG when identifying the nature of intervener 

evidence to be filed.  For example, the responses to ICG IR 1.3.1, 1.4.1, 1.5.1, 1.5.2, 1.5.3, 1.5.4, 

1.7.1, 1.7.2, and 1.8.1 were referred by FortisBC to EES.  Although such a referral is not 

necessarily a concern, further evidence is required from FortisBC as well as EES regarding these 

IRs.  In IR No. 2, the ICG anticipates asking IRs to confirm evidence that was provided by 

FortisBC to EES and then inputted by EES into the COSA model.   

 

By ICG 1.11.1, the ICG  asked FortisBC to confirm that proposed changes to RS 101 and RS 

102 are not based on cost causation principles.  In IR No. 2,  the ICG expects to request a more 

detailed response to IR 1.11.1.  By ICG IR 1.11.2,  FortisBC states that RS 101 and RS 102 are 

not being used for a purpose that was contemplated when they were originally approved.  In IR 

No. 2, the ICG expects to request a more detailed response to IR 1.11.2.  

 

The ICG does not believe that for reasons related to regulatory efficiency or effectiveness that it 

is necessary for topics to be excluded from IR No. 2.  After reviewing responses to IR No. 2, the 

ICG may be in a position to identify topics that can proceed to written argument. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

(original signed) 

 

Robert Hobbs 

                                                           
4 Exhibit B-1, section 7-3, p. 96 




