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1. Reference:  Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Cleveland page 2 and 3

1.1 What does Mr. Cleveland propose for FBC rates in this proceeding to address the 
problem he identified in this section of his evidence. 

Response: 
The following response was provided by Mr. Cleveland. 

The section of my evidence titled “Impacts on Power Exporters” discusses several 
different types of impacts from the Proposed Changes. I am not clear on what specific 
issue the question refers to. I was not asked to develop a proposal for FBC rates. For 
additional information on my views on the license plate approach and the Proposed 
Changes, see the responses to BCUC ICG IRs 1.7.2 and 1.7.4.  

2. Reference:  Exhibit C12-6, Mr. Cleveland pages 6 and 7
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2.1 If FBC’s principle is to recover costs does Mr. Cleveland submit that what is ‘not clearly 
supported in principle’ is the discriminatory collection of this cost recovery from 
different customers?  Please explain.  
 

Response: 
The following response was provided by Mr. Cleveland.  
 
The quote reads “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.” 
Given the adoption of the license plate approach to transmission harmonization between 
BC Hydro and FBC, there is no principle I am familiar with which supports excluding 
certain types of export from the benefits of the license plate approach, as would be occur 
under the Proposed Changes. Please see the responses to BCUC ICG ICRs 1.7.2 and 
1.7.4.  
 
 

3. Reference:  Exhibit C12-6, page 12 
 

 

 
 

3.1 Does Mr. Cleveland support BC Hydro’s proposition for a ‘future process’ to deal with 
harmonization on a ‘broader basis’?  Please explain why or why not.  

 

Response: 
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The following response was provided by Mr. Cleveland.  

I was not asked to opine on BC Hydro’s evidence and I take no position on BC Hydro’s 
statement that “a broader review of rate harmonization may be warranted”1.  

 
4. Reference:  Exhibit C12-6,  Mr. Switlishoff 

 

 
4.1 Does Mr. Switlishoff expect that terms for an EPA from a utility may change after the 

expiry of that EPA, and that upon expiry of the EPA legal obligations to provide those 
terms also expire?   

 

Response: 
The following response was provided by Mr. Switlishoff.  

 Yes. 

 

                                                
1 Exhibit C1-3, p. 5, lines 23-24.  
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4.2 Does Mr. Switlishoff understand and accept that the BC Utilities Commission may make 
different decisions on any given aspect of its regulation of utilities and is not bound by 
precedence when making those decisions? 

 

Response: 
The following response was provided by Mr. Switlishoff.  

 Yes. 

 

4.3 Does Mr. Switlishoff support BC Hydro’s proposition for a ‘future process’ to deal with 
harmonization on a ‘broader basis’?  Please explain why or why not. 

 

Response: 
The following response was provided by Mr. Switlishoff.  

 BC Hydro states that “there have been a number of changes to the electricity sector in the 
 past 20 years that bear on the rate harmonization provisions that might well warrant a 
 broader review.”  Review of rate harmonization provisions should be a component of a 
 broader review of provincial transmission policies that have as an objective a level 
 playing field for all participants seeking access to the transmission systems in the 
 province. 

 

 

 




