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A. Introduction 

1) In this proceeding, the ICG sponsored Testimony of Mr. Cleveland (Testimony of Mr. 

Cleveland) and Mr. Switlishoff (Testimony of Mr. Switlishoff), both filed as Exhibit 

C12-6. (ICG Testimony)  The ICG Testimony was the subject of information requests 

that in large part sought either clarification of, or further support for, the conclusions and 

recommendations of Mr. Cleveland and Mr. Switlishoff. 

2) In these Final Submissions, the ICG relies on the ICG Testimony and information request 

responses of Mr. Cleveland and Mr. Switlishoff to support the conclusion that the 

Proposed Changes1 should not be approved. In these Final Submissions, the ICG will 

limit its comments to material issues raised by FortisBC and BC Hydro, and to where 

further response is necessary.   During this proceeding, the ICG Testimony was left 

unchallenged, and then in final submissions the ICG Testimony was again not challenged 

by FortisBC.   It follows that on the record of this proceeding, the ICG Testimony should 

be accepted by the Commission and the Proposed Changes should not be approved.  

3) FortisBC is seeking Commission approval to change the existing language of RS 101 and 

RS 102 to reflect its current view that RS 101 and RS 102 are being used for a purpose 

that was not contemplated by Order G-12-99.    That is, FortisBC’s justification for the 

change to RS 101 relies on an interpretation of Order G-12-99 that prior to this 

Application it did not follow.  Justification for the change to RS 101 and RS 102 has no 

other foundation – in the Application FortisBC does not justify the change to RS 101 

based on the COSA evidence or any other evidence filed with the Application.   Instead, 

FortisBC relies on its current interpretation of Order G-12-99 to justify the changes to RS 

101 and RS 102.  

4) In these Final Submissions, the ICG will comment on conflicting views of the purpose 

and original intent of Order G-12-99.   In this regard, the ICG believes past and current 

billing practices and FortisBC representations to Celgar, when Celgar was assessing a 

significant investment in self-generation, need to be considered first when interpreting 

Order G-12-99.   The mere fact that FortisBC and BC Hydro interests are aligned, 

resulting in an agreement to a new interpretation of Order G-12-99, should not be 

                                                           
1 In these Final Submissions,  “Proposed Changes” will be as defined by Mr. Cleveland at Exhibit C12-10, FBC IR 1.1 



4 
 

relevant to the Commission Panel decision, which should instead consider the 

Application in a procedurally fair manner and on its merits.   The Proposed Changes will 

result in rate shock, distortion of price signals for self-generation customers, and the 

dilution of BC Energy Objectives, and will significantly reduce the benefits of 

transmission harmonization.  Moreover, the Application does not follow the 

Commission-established Guidelines for reconsideration and variance of Orders.    

5) The ICG will also comment on the purpose of the BC Hydro Evidence – in particular, the 

merits of a broader review of rate harmonization.  The ICG does not believe a broader 

review of rate harmonization is necessary given the success of rate harmonization since 

Order G-12-99 was issued.   Nevertheless, if the Commission determines that rate 

harmonization should be subject of a review process, then the ICG submits that review 

can proceed following a reconsideration and variance application filed by FortisBC and a 

broader rate harmonization application filed by BC Hydro.    

6) In the final sections (J, K, L, M, and N), the ICG will comment on five specific issues 

relevant to this  Application:   

 Revenue to Cost Ratios for RS 37 – the ICG submits that RS 37 should not be 

considered in this proceeding. 

 RS 37 Revenues and R/C Ratios – this section addresses the treatment of RS 37 

revenues in the COSA Model for the calculation of R/C ratios. 

 Rebalancing to Unity – the ICG submits that the Commission should follow 

established practices and rebalance rates for each class.  

 RS 109 and Effective Date – the ICG requests that because there have been 

significant overcharges that cannot be considered to be fair and reasonable, the 

effective date of the proposed changes to RS 109 should be January 1, 2018. 

 Metering Interval – the ICG submits that the FortisBC Electric Tariff should 

include a provision that requires FortisBC to charge customers on a 30 minute 

demand window.    
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B. Procedural Fairness and the Proposed Changes 

7) ICG submits that it is unclear what FBC is requesting. Is FBC asking for a “clarification” 

as was stated in the current Application2? Is FBC asking for a new order to replace or 

override Order G-12-99? FBC’s final submission is not clear.  

8) If FBC is requesting a clarification, ICG submits that a clarification is not appropriate 

given the wording of the original application that led to Order G-12-99, the interpretation 

of Order G-12-99 by FBC since that time, representations made by FBC and relied upon 

by customers, and the amount of time that has elapsed since the Order was issued.  

9) Regarding the changes sought at the time by FBC to FBC’s relevant tariffs, the original 

application that led to Order G-12-99 is not ambiguous. FBC requested that the following 

wording be added to its relevant transmission tariffs: 

The Monthly Rate will be zero ($0.00) where the POD is a point of 

interconnection between the Transmission System and the transmission 

system of B.C. Hydro and Power Authority.3  

10) FBC requested approval for adding this wording to RS 101 and RS 102, and Order G-12-

99 granted approval for adding that wording to RS 101 and RS 102.  

11) FortisBC’s billing practices have aligned with this wording4: generators within 

FortisBC’s service territory exporting power to a point-of-interconnection with the BC 

Hydro system have received the zero rate for transmission service.  

12) FortisBC executives have stated to customers that the tariff will be applied in this way. 

The following specific representations referenced in the evidence of Mr. Switlishoff  

were made by Don Debienne in 2006:  

As mentioned in your email of May 3rd, I can confirm that as the Point of 

Delivery, the Kootenay Interconnection is an interconnection with BC 

                                                           
2 Exhibit B-1, S. 7.2.2, p. 94.  
3 Exhibit B-1, Appendix I-1, 1998 Harmonization Application, Appendix B.  
4 Exhibit B-15,  ICG 1.11.2 and 1.11.5 
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Hydro, provided that 71L rights are not being exercised, and as such, the 

monthly rate under Rate Schedule 101 will be $0.005. 

13) Customers such as Celgar have relied on G-12-99 when making investment decisions. 

The Testimony of Mr. Switlishoff makes it clear that Celgar relied on representations of 

executives at FortisBC when he states: 

The current interpretation of the non-pancaking provision in Order 

G-12-99 has been consistently applied by FBC to Zellstoff 

Celgar’s power exports and was a fundamental assumption in 

Zellstoff Celgar’s 2008 decision to build additional generation for 

the purpose of selling the generated electricity to BC Hydro.6 

 

14) For more than 20 years FortisBC believed Order G-12-99 did not require clarification, 

and FortisBC interpreted Order G-12-99 in accordance with Mr. Debienne’s 

representation.  

15) The changes FortisBC is seeking are not clarifications to Order G-12-99. If FortisBC 

desires the Proposed Changes, FortisBC needs to seek a different Order. 

16) Even if it were appropriate for FortisBC to seek a clarification of Order G-12-99, such a 

request for clarification should be in accordance with the Administrative Tribunals Act 

(ATA).  Section 53(3) of the ATA states:   

“Within 30 days of being served with the final decision, a party 

may apply to the tribunal for clarification of the final decision and 

the tribunal may amend the final decision only if the tribunal 

considers that the amendment will clarify the final decision.”  

If there was any need to clarify the “original intent of the anti-pancaking provisions 

[RS101 and RS102]”, then the time for such a request for clarification has passed.    

17) The only appropriate alternative for FortisBC is to seek a reconsideration and variance of 

Order G-12-99.7  However, the Application that is the subject of this proceeding is not a 

                                                           
5 Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Switlishoff Testimony, p. 3 and Mr. Switlishoff Testimony Appendix B, Mr. Debienne letter 
dated June 30, 2006.  
6 Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Switlishoff Testimony, p. 3 
7 This issue was raised at the first procedural conference, and was addressed in Order G-62-18, Appendix B, p. 7. 
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reconsideration application, and an application for reconsideration has not been filed by 

FortisBC.    

18) In the absence of such an application, it would be procedurally unfair for the Commission 

Panel to approve the Proposed Changes. It is necessary to consider the Commission-

established processes for review of previous Orders.  An application for reconsideration 

by the Commission proceeds in two phases.8  After the first phase evidence has been 

received, the Commission generally applies the following criteria to determine whether a 

reasonable basis exists for allowing reconsideration: 

 

 the Commission has made an error in fact or law; 

 there has been a fundamental change in circumstances or 

facts since the Decision 

 a basic principle had not been  in the original proceedings; 

or  

 a new principle has arisen as a result of the Decision.  

This established process for review of previous Orders ensures procedural fairness, and 

provides both customers and utilities with predictability and certainty.  

19) Despite these circumstances, in the event that the Commission Panel determines that 

Order G-12-99 should be reviewed, then procedural fairness requires a full process in 

accordance with the guidelines established by the Commission.   The Commission Panel 

has the discretion to not follow its own guidelines but in fairness to the process and to 

participants, ICG submits that the Commission should not.  Before the Commission 

approves the Proposed Changes, which would override an existing Order and abandon 

existing representations and billing practices with material impacts on a customer, Order 

G-12-99 should be the subject of a reconsideration and variance application.     

                                                           
8 A Participants’ Guide to the B.C. Utilities Commission, Reconsideration Criteria  



8 
 

C.  Interpretation of Order G-12-99 

20) Order G-12-99 and the application that led to the Order contemplated a range of scenarios 

involving generators, export, and retail access, as described in Exhibit C12-8, response to 

BCUC IR 1.3.5.  

21) Order G-12-99 and the application that led to it did not include any carve-out or other 

exclusion for transactions in which one utility serves native load by purchasing 

generation from a generator located within the other utility’s service area. The refinement 

proposed by the utilities that a Point-to-Point reservation is required to receive the zero 

rate was never discussed in the harmonization application, and never mentioned in Order 

G-12-99. In this regard, it is noteworthy that the Open Access Transmission Tariff 

(“OATT”), which provides for Point-to-Point reservations, was approved immediately 

prior to when Order G-12-99 was issued. If a Point-to-Point reservation was intended to 

be a condition of harmonization, then Order G-12-99 would have included such a 

condition. It does not. Based on Order G-12-99 and the record of that proceeding, there is 

no clear line of sight to FortisBC’s current interpretation of Order G-12-99 and the 

Proposed Changes.  A great deal would need to be inferred from Order G-12-99 and the 

record of that proceeding for the Commission to accept FortisBC’s current interpretation, 

and that interpretation would need to be accepted in the face of past billing practices and 

express representations of FortisBC.  

22) ICG submits that the central issue regarding the interpretation of Order G-12-99 is not 

whether certain scenarios were or were not contemplated – it is whether the Proposed 

Changes align with the overall intent of Order G-12-99, which approved the License 

Plate approach to harmonization. 

D.  License Plate Approach 

23) With Order G-12-99, the Commission endorsed the license plate approach.  FBC 

considers that the license plate approach remains appropriate.9  The ICG agrees.  

                                                           
9 Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.63.6 
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24) It is therefore necessary in this proceeding for the Commission Panel to consider the 

license plate approach and whether the Proposed Changes are consistent with the license 

plate approach.   

25) An important consideration for the Commission Panel to take into account is that 

depending on the entities involved, any given electricity market transaction may or may 

not attract an explicit, unbundled charge for the use of the transmission system. 

Nevertheless, the ultimate flow of energy from generator to utility to customer may still 

involve a contribution towards the cost of the transmission system, but that contribution 

may be included within bundled rates, and not a separate, unbundled charge.  

26) In his Testimony, Mr. Cleveland states: 

Harmonization approaches such as the license plate approach can 

reduce barriers and promote a more efficient electricity market 

within the geographic area under consideration.10 

In response to an information request, Mr. Cleveland states: 

The intent of the adoption of the license plate approach was to 

eliminate pancaking transmission charges.  I do not see how the 

Proposed Changes would eliminate pancaking transmission 

charges.  As described in the response to BCUC ICG IR 1.7.2, the 

Proposed Changes would require certain end-use customers 

(specifically, those end-use customers who are native load 

customers of either BC Hydro or FBC) to pay the full cost of both 

utilities’ transmission systems for any energy they receive which is 

procured from a generator located within the other utility’s service 

area.  Other end-use customers, such as municipal utilities or large 

customers with retail access, would continue to be able to access 

generation from within the utility’s service area and only pay 

transmission system charges for the utility the customer is 

embedded within.  For this reason the Proposed Changes would 

result in transmission rate pancaking for certain customers.11  

In response to another information request, Mr. Cleveland states: 

 I am not familiar with any principle that would justify establishing the 

license plate approach to transmission harmonization, but specifically 

excluding transactions where utilities within the harmonization area are 

                                                           
10 Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Cleveland’s Testimony, p. 16 
11 Exhibit C12-8, BCUC IR 6.7 



10 
 

purchasing energy to serve native load. Utility ratepayers already pay for 

their own transmission system through bundled rates. 

 It seems particularly unusual to me to establish the license plate approach 

to transmission harmonization between two utilities, then specifically 

exclude the energy procurement activities of those same two utilities (and 

therefore, those utilities’ end-use customers) from the benefits of 

harmonization. I do not see how it would serve the public interest to 

exclude BC Hydro’s ratepayers and FBC’s ratepayers from the benefits of 

transmission pricing harmonization, while extending the benefits of 

transmission harmonization to entities with retail access to the 

transmission system, or end-use customers located outside of B.C.12 

 

In the final analysis, Mr. Cleveland states: 

In my view FBC’s Proposed Changes are not a consistent 

application of the license plate approach and are not in line with 

how the license plate approach has been applied in other 

jurisdictions.13 

27) Given FBC’s endorsement of the license plate approach, the ICG submits that the 

evidence of Mr. Cleveland that the Proposed Changes are not a consistent application of 

the license plate approach should be determinative.   If the Commission Panel agrees with 

Mr. Cleveland and finds that the Proposed Changes are inconsistent with the application 

of the license plate approach then it follows that the Proposed Changes should not be 

approved in this proceeding.    

E. Changes to RS 101 and Rate Shock 
 

28) In the Application, FortisBC explains that it is seeking to “maintain the original intent of 

the anti-pancaking provisions but would allow for the collection of appropriate revenue 

from IPPs and self-generating customers selling power to BC Hydro, which would 

provide rate mitigation for all other FBC customers.”14    In this explanation, FortisBC 

does not consider the rate implications for customers currently taking service under 

RS101 with a $0 rate.    

                                                           
12 Exhibit C12-8, BCUC IR 7.4 
13 Exhibit C12-8, BCUC IR 4.1 
14 Exhibit B-1, p. 95 
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29) FortisBC’s reasons for changes to Order G-12-99 are directly aimed at recovering 

revenues from two self-generation customers.15   The revenues to be recovered from one 

of those customers are not material; however, the revenues to be recovered from the other 

customer are material.  Based on 10 MW, which is a low volume for a large industrial 

process, the annual bill increase would be 32% ((786,811-595,645)/595,645) 16.  In that 

regard, the FortisBC changes are a targeted and concerted effort to recover additional 

revenues from a single customer, and the changes are even more focused, they are 

targeted to a single project of that customer.     

30) Evidence regarding that single project was filed by Mr. Switlishoff as follows: 

On the strength of export capability enabled by Order G-12-99 and 

incorporated into the TAA, Zellstoff Celgar considered additional 

generating capacity.   This culminated in the addition of a second 

generator in September, 2010 at Zellstoff Celgar’s pulp mill in 

Castlegar, BC driven by an Electricity Purchase Agreement (EPA) 

with BC Hydro.17  

Critical to the economic analysis associated with the cost of the second generator was the 

transmission cost associated with delivering electricity from the mill to the point of 

interconnection with BC Hydro.18 The Commission should find that it was reasonable for 

Zellstoff Celgar to rely on past billing practices and express representations regarding the 

correct interpretation of Order G-12-99.     

31) In recent proceedings, including in the FortisBC Self Generation Policy proceeding and 

in the Demand Side Management Complaint proceeding, FortisBC has advanced 

positions with material adverse implications for this same investment by Zellstoff Celgar.   

Again, in this proceeding, FortisBC is attempting to erode the value of this customer’s 

investment via increased transmission charges targeted at this project.      

32) The ICG respectfully submits that the changes to RS 101 should be denied because such 

rates are discriminatory.   In the event that the Commission disagrees, then the ICG 

                                                           
15 Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.64.1 
16 Exhibit B-15-1, ICG 1.11.13  (Note that FBC errata still contains errors.  Table 1 – Total Annual Cost of Proposed 
Changes should be $786.611 and not $825,030) 
17 Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Switlishoff Testimony, p. 4 
18 Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Switlishoff Testimony, p. 4 
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respectfully submits that the changes to RS 101 should be denied because such changes 

will result in rate shock.   As FortisBC acknowledged: 

 The percentage change in the total customer bill is and should be 

the key consideration in bill impact assessment.19 

What constitutes rate shock is not universally agreed upon, but a 

common metric to assess rate shock is an increase in rates greater 

than 10 percent over a short period of time. 20 

The annual bill increase resulting from the Proposed Changes, including other changes 

for service, far exceed 10% and is approximately 32%.   Although there is no reason to 

assume that FortisBC is concerned about bill increases to Zellstoff Celgar, the actual per 

customer calculation should be performed by FortisBC to ensure that no customer is 

subject to rate shock.  In the event that a customer is subject to rate shock, then the 

Proposed Changes need to be changed so as to avoid rate shock to all customers.   In 

addition to the other considerations noted above, the ICG respectfully submits that the 

Commission should not approve the Proposed Changes because such changes will result 

in rate shock. 

F. Scenario Analysis 

33) Analysis of scenarios reflecting the requirements for transmission services and the 

potential application of harmonization principles to each scenario was filed in this 

proceeding by FortisBC, the ICG, and BC Hydro.  In this Section, the ICG will compare 

and contrast the three sets of scenario analysis.  

34) In response to a BCUC information request21, FortisBC provided a diagram to illustrate 

three separate scenarios discerned from the information request.  The first two of the 

three scenarios are distinguished only by the effects of harmonization.  The third scenario 

merely reflects the FortisBC view that Order G-12-99 is conditional on a Point-to-Point 

reservation.   As a result, the scenario analysis prepared by FortisBC is not helpful.   

                                                           
19 Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.7.1.1 
20 Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.7.1 
21 Exhibit B-8, BCUC 1.62.1 
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35) In order to be helpful to the Commission Panel, the ICG sponsored evidence by Mr. 

Cleveland that responded to the information requests (scenario analysis requests) that 

FortisBC failed to respond to and that was helpful to the Commission.  The Testimony of 

Mr. Cleveland was the focus of BCUC second round information requests to the ICG, BC 

Hydro, and FortisBC.     

36) The conclusion of Mr. Cleveland as illustrated by his scenario analysis is that the 

FortisBC proposed changes are discriminatory.   First, Mr. Cleveland’s analysis makes it 

clear that the Proposed Changes do not impact all generators in FBC’s service territory 

that export power.  The Proposed Changes only impact those generators that export 

power to BC Hydro, e.g. Independent Power Producers selling to BC Hydro.22  Second, 

Mr. Cleveland’s analysis clearly identifies the consequences of the Proposed Changes.23  

Third, Mr. Cleveland opines that the additional charges under the Proposed Changes may 

“be sufficient to distort generation procurement decisions.”24  Fourth, Mr. Cleveland 

opines that “FBC has requested different rate treatment for exporters to the BC Hydro 

system based on a distinction that is not clearly supported by any principle.”   

37) BC Hydro agrees with Mr. Cleveland’s evidence, but for his characterization of BC 

Hydro’s Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS) and how such service is 

related to Point to Point (PTP) Transmission Service.25   As BC Hydro explains, NITS 

and PTP are separate and distinct transmission services.  However, for the purposes of the 

scenario analysis the differences are not relevant – and are best characterized as “a 

distinction without a difference.”   What is relevant is that both utilities have transmission 

charges that apply to the same transaction.   That is, the transmission charges of BC 

Hydro and FortisBC would otherwise affect the fundamental economics of the 

transaction.    It is for that reason that the Commission approved by Order G-12-99 

harmonization and the license plate approach to harmonization.    

38) In all other respects, the BC Hydro scenario analysis is consistent with Mr. Cleveland’s 

scenario analysis.  Moreover, BC Hydro’s analysis and narrative does not challenge Mr. 

                                                           
22 Exhibit C12-6, p. 2-3 
23 Exhibit C12-6, p. 4 
24 Exhibit C12-6, p. 4 
25 Exhibit C1-4, BCUC IR 1.2.1 
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Cleveland’s opinion that the Proposed Changes will result in discriminatory rates.  It 

merely assumes as noted above that Order G-12-99 is conditional on a Point-to-Point 

reservation, which it is not.  

G. Discounting 

39) FortisBC has not defined the methodology it would use to calculate discounts of 

transmission services under RS 101.   Instead, FortisBC has advanced principles it 

considers when assessing eligibility for a discounted transmission rate.26  

40) Mr. Cleveland opines that there is a range of eligibility standards that can be applied and 

recommends an alternative to one of the FortisBC eligibility principles.  Namely, that 

“the customer can demonstrate that an alternative transmission path with another 

Transmission Provider is available at a lower cost” be replaced with “the customer can 

demonstrate that it has a viable and economical alternative to using the transmission 

path.”27 

41) This change to eligibility criteria would then permit an approach to discounting based on 

“bypass rates”.   As Mr. Cleveland opines “offering bypass rates when customers have a 

feasible but unbuilt alternative is to avoid unnecessary investment in redundant 

infrastructure when a bypass rate is a more economical solution for all parties.”28 

H. BC Hydro Business Practices 

42) BC Hydro believes that the Proposed Changes align with the language contained in 

section 7.2.3 of the Application.   BC Hydro issued a business practice to address two 

issues.  The first of the issues relates to concerns where a “customer could 

inappropriately monopolize transmission capacity” 29 which is not relevant to the 

Proposed Changes.   The second issue is relevant to the language contained in section 

7.2.3 and the business practices.  The second issue merely reflects the view, shared by 

both utilities, that the correct interpretation of Order G-12-99 is that a Point-to-Point 

reservation on both utilities’ transmission systems is a condition of Order G-12-99.  

Previously in these submissions, the ICG has addressed the merits of inferring such a 

                                                           
26 Exhibit B-15, ICG IR 1.10.1 
27 Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Cleveland’s testimony, p. 18 
28 Ibid., p. 18 
29 Exhibit C1-4, BCUC IR 1.1.1 
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condition from Order G-12-99.   It would be an easy matter to address BC Hydro’s first 

concern that prompted the business practice, without inferring such a condition from 

Order G-12-99.      

43) The business practice, by design and for the reasons identified by BC Hydro, affects rates 

to be charged to customers.  Rate-making is a core authority of the Commission and 

cannot be delegated.  The business practice that is the subject of this proceeding ought to 

have been the subject of a Commission Order.  It was not, and BC Hydro should now 

seek Commission approval for the matters considered in the business practice.  

44) As BC Hydro and FortisBC have stated, the business practice and the Proposed Changes 

have the same effect on rates.   At the same time, it cannot be that the business practice 

does not require Commission approval and the Proposed Changes do require Commission 

approval.30  

I. A Broader Review of Rate Harmonization 

45) BC Hydro believes a broader review of rate harmonization may be warranted for several 

reasons.31  FortisBC disagrees.   Due to this disagreement, BC Hydro filed evidence with 

respect to the continued applicability and appropriateness of rate harmonization 

provisions in Order G-12-99.  BC Hydro believes that a broader review of rate 

harmonization could include BC Hydro and FortisBC32, and BC Hydro does not seek an 

end to rate harmonization.33 

46) The ICG believes that the Commission should deny approval of the Proposed Changes.  

In the event that the Commission accepts the utilities’ interpretation of Order G-12-99 

that rate harmonization should be conditional on Point to Point reservations on both 

utilities’ systems, then the ICG submits that a broader review of rate harmonization will 

be warranted for the reasons identified by BC Hydro and because rate harmonization 

should include self-generation sales by customers in the FortisBC service area to BC 

Hydro. As FortisBC has stated in its recent LTERP proceeding, it does not intend to 

                                                           
30 Exhibit C1-5, ICG 1.2.1,   BC Hydro is of the view that the Proposed Changes to not require Commission Approval.  
The ICG disagrees.   
31 Exhibit C1-4, BCUC IR1.1.3 
32 Exhibit C1-3, cover letter 
33 Exhibit C1-3, p. 5 
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purchase power from self-generation.   In the absence of such purchases, broader issues 

regarding market distortions as identified by Mr. Cleveland34 would need to be 

considered as well as the reasons for a broader review of rate harmonization as raised by 

BC Hydro.  Rate harmonization may foster economic transactions, and as noted by Mr. 

Cleveland harmonization can help meet British Columbia’s Energy Objectives under the 

Clean Energy Act.35    

47) The ICG submits that an interpretation of Order G-12-99 that changes current bulling 

practices raises two items to include in the scope of a broader review of rate 

harmonization. These scope items are a review of how harmonization can address market 

distortions and enable economic transactions, and an assessment of rate harmonization 

against British Columbia’s Energy Objectives. Nevertheless, provided that the 

Commission denies approval of the Proposed Changes, the ICG does not believe a 

broader review of rate harmonization is necessary at this time.  

J. Revenue to Cost Ratios for RS 37 

48) In a BCUC information request,  FortisBC was requested to calculate the “fully 

embedded cost and $/kWh resulting from the COSA for RS 37”36.   In these Final 

Submissions, the ICG will comment on the FortisBC response without disclosing the 

confidential information in the FortisBC response (Confidential Response).  

49) RS37 has been the subject of many regulatory decisions, and is a unique service that 

should not have been, and, as noted by FortisBC, was not included in the COSA.   

Arguably in an effort to be responsive to this information request,  FortisBC calculated a 

R/C ratio for RS 37 that neither follows cost causation principles, nor is consistent with 

the many regulatory decisions that established the rates for RS 37 service.    However, the 

information request provided FortisBC with an opportunity to once again raise its 

concerns about RS 37 charges.   So it is necessary to comment on the previous regulatory 

decisions, which should make it clear that this Commission Panel should not consider the 

rate structure of RS 37 and should not consider the Confidential Response.   

                                                           
34 Exhibit C12-6, Testimony of Mr. Cleveland, p. 4 
35 Exhibit C12-6, Testimony of Mr. Cleveland, p. 12 
36 Exhibit C12 



17 
 

50) By Order G-156-10, the Commission determined that Celgar is ineligible to take service 

under RS 33, and the Commission determined that Celgar was to take service under RS 

31.37   Celgar sought relief from this decision, and the Commission concluded that the 

criteria for advancement to the second phase of the reconsideration application had not 

been met by the submissions of Celgar.38 

51) In the Order G-156-10 decision,  the Commission recommended that: 

FortisBC and Celgar reconsider the options available for designing 

a practical and workable rate schedule for Celgar.   For instance, a 

stand-by rate similar to that offered by BC Hydro might still be an 

option.39 

52) By Order G-188-11 dated March 25, 2011, the Commission stated that it will determine 

whether Celgar’s proposed “stand-by rate” appropriately reflects the cost of obtaining 

and delivering this supply.40  In the same Order, the Commission directed FortisBC to bill 

Celgar in accordance with RS 31 on an interim and refundable basis.41   Service to Celgar 

was to continue to be on an interim and refundable basis for almost five years, until the  

Stage V Decision dated December 24, 2015.  Given the significant time and expense of 

all interested parties and the Commission to approve RS 37, this Commission Panel 

should not now review RS 37 service and rates.   

K. RS 37 Revenues and R/C ratios 

53) As noted in the previous section, RS 37 was not included as a rate class in the COSA.  

However, the revenues from RS 37 are included in the R/C ratios that are calculated in 

the COSA.  The RS 37 revenues are included in the calculation of the R/C ratios for all 

customer classes.   However, only RS 31 customers are eligible to take RS 37 service  

and although RS 31 service is “firm service” and RS 37 service is “stand-by service” the 

use of those services is integrated to provide “full service”.   Moreover, the rates are 

integrated through the application of demand charges from RS 31 to RS 37.  For these 

reasons, the ICG submits that the RS 37 revenues should be included in the revenues for 

                                                           
37 Order G-156-10, item 8 
38 Order G-3-11, p. 3 of 12, section 1.2 
39 Order G-156-10 
40  Order G-188-11, p. 42 
41 Order G-188-11, p. 5 
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the purpose of the R/C ratio calculations of RS 31 customers only.  The ICG requests that 

the Commission direct FortisBC to recalculate the R/C ratios in the COSA on this basis.  

54) In the Application, FortisBC stated that RS 37 Revenues are treated as an offset to the 

cost of service to all classes in proportion to the allocated rate base.42 In response to an 

information request, FortisBC stated: 

The revenues associated with RS 37 are related to service from 

generation and transmission facilities.  The revenues are intended 

to compensate all customers for use of the fixed system, and are 

allocated to all customers that contributed to the fixed costs of the 

utility.  If the COSA was changed to allocate the revenues only on 

the basis of the generation and transmission rate base, the RC ratio 

for the RS 31 class would change from 107.0 percent to 107.2 

percent.43 

55) In a subsequent information request, the ICG asked for the updated COSA spreadsheet to 

show the calculation of the per cent change from 107.0 to 107.2.44  The response suggests 

that FortisBC has distributed RS37 revenues across the entire rate base, and has not 

allocated the RS 37 revenues on the basis of the generation and transmission rate base as 

FortisBC stated in the first information request.  

L. Rebalancing to Unity 

56) FortisBC proposes that the two classes of customers with R/C ratios outside the range of 

reasonableness  (95:105) be rebalanced to the range of reasonableness and not to unity.  

FortisBC justifies this approach because it does not consider it equitable or logical to  

rebalance only two classes to unity while leaving other classes untouched.45 

57) FortisBC’s proposed rebalancing strategy is not in accordance with Commission 

decisions regarding rebalancing.   The Commission has previously decided that when the 

R/C ratio of one or more customers is outside the range of reasonableness then 

rebalancing to unity is required for all customer classes.46  

                                                           
42 Exhibit B-1, p. 48 
43 Exhibit B-15, ICG IR 1.4.1 
44 Exhibit B-26, ICG IR 2.12.3 
45 Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.20.1 
46 Order G-130-07, Decision, p. 71 and Order G-156-10 item 10 
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The ICG respectfully submits that FortisBC be directed to rebalance all customer classes 

to unity. 

M. RS 109 and Effective Date 

58) RS 109 charges have been unfair to customers for many years.  In this Application, 

FortisBC finally has proposed to revise the RS 109 loss compensation charges from 6.08 

per cent to 2.76 per cent.   

59) The ICG expects that transmission losses are less than assumed in the RS 109 service 

charges, even at 2.76 per cent, because the RS 109 service is for wheeling that is counter 

flow to FortisBC purchases.     The ICG has requested revisions to RS 109 charges and an 

update to the loss study for several years, and raised this issue during the 2018 Annual 

Review established in 2017.47  The evidence in this proceeding confirms that RS 109 loss 

compensation charges have exceeded fair and reasonable rates since at least January 1, 

2018, and in order to be fair to customers taking service under RS 109, the effective date 

should be January 1, 2018.   

N. Metering Interval 

60) The provision related to metering of demand has been deleted in the FortisBC Electric 

Tariff, when, prior to 2010, such provisions were included. The BC Hydro Electric Tariff 

bases demand on an average value over a period of not more than 32 minutes. The ICG 

has in the past requested and once again48 requests that the Commission direct FortisBC 

to revise its Electric Tariff terms and conditions to include provisions that once again 

address the basis for metering of demand and that such terms and conditions be consistent 

with the BC Hydro methodology for metering of demand.   

61) FortisBC is charging customers, without approval of the Commission, based on a 15 

minute demand window and not a 30 minute demand window.   

62) The ICG requests that the Commission direct FortisBC to file an amendment to its 

Electric Tariff that once again expressly establishes the demand window.   In the event 

                                                           
47 2018 Annual Review,  Exhibit  B-8, ICG 1.4.1, and Transcript Volume 1, p. 119  
48 Order G-8-17, Appendix A, where the Commission Panel notes that “FortisBC submits “this topic may be more 
appropriately addressed in a rate design proceeding.” 
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that FortisBC does not adopt a 30 minute demand window, then the Commission should 

establish a process to consider this issue. 

O. Summary of Recommendations 

63) The ICG recommends the following: 

1. The Proposed Changes should not be approved.  

2. FortisBC should modify its eligibility criteria for transmission discounts.  

3. RS 37 revenues should be fully allocated to RS 31 service, and the adjusted R/C ratio 

for RS 31 service should be accepted by the Commission for the purposes of 

rebalancing the rates. 

4. RS 109 loss compensation rates should be effective from January 1, 2018.  

5. The rates for all customer classes should be rebalanced to unity.    

6. FortisBC should expressly establish the demand window used in its Electric Tariff.  


