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 BCUC RIB RATE REPORT                   
                                               EXHIBIT A-5 

 
 
Mr. Michael Mulcahy 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
FortisBC Inc. 
16705 Fraser Highway 
Surrey, BC   V4N 0E8 
 
 
Dear Mr. Mulcahy: 
 

Re:  Residential Inclining Block Rate Report 
to the Government of British Columbia 

 
Further to the British Columbia Utilities Commission’s October 2, 2015 letter (Exhibit A-3), enclosed please find 
the Commission’s Information Request No. 1 to FortisBC Inc. on its submission on methodology. In accordance 
with the Commission’s Document Filing Protocols, please file your responses electronically with the Commission 
by Friday, December 18, 2015. 
 
 Yours truly, 
 
 Erica Hamilton 
/nd 
Enclosure 
cc: Ms. Jessica McDonald 
 President and Chief Executive Officer 
 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
 bchydroregulatorygroup@bchydro.com 
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BRITISH COLUMBIA UTILITIES COMMISSION 
INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 1 TO FORTISBC INC. 

 
FortisBC Inc. 

British Columbia Utilities Commission Residential Inclining Block Rate Report 
to the Government of British Columbia 

 Reference: FortisBC Inc. (FortisBC) September 30, 2015 Submission, Section I Methodologies, p. 2; 1.0
British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ Organization et al. (BCOAPO) October 16, 2015 
Submission on Methodologies, p. 5; 
Canadian Office & Professional Employees Union 378 (COPE) October 16, 2015 
Submission on Methodologies, p. 5 
Definition of low income customers 

In the British Columbia Utilities Commission (Commission) Residential Inclining Block Rate Report to the 
Government of British Columbia (RIB Rate Report) proceeding, BCOAPO states in its October 16, 2015 
submission: “It is not entirely clear from FortisBC’s submission what, if any, analytics are readily 
available from its 2012 REUS survey that would provide information regarding the distinguishing 
features between low income and non-low income customers versus what information can only be 
obtained through additional work…” 
 
COPE notes in its October 16, 2015 submission: “Energy or fuel poverty is already a growing issue in 
Canada and BC but given the ever steepening curve of energy cost increases in the future, its relevance 
and importance is bound to grow.” 
 
1.1 Please elaborate on the data that is available from the 2012 Residential End Use Survey (REUS) 

that would distinguish between low income and non-low income customers.  

1.1.1 Please comment on the analyses FortisBC may need to undertake and provide an 
estimate of the associated costs.  

1.2 Please provide the detailed steps FortisBC will take to analyze the 2012 REUS data and fill in 
information gaps. Will FortisBC use the exact steps the British Columbia Hydro and Power 
Authority (BC Hydro) will use? If not, please specify the differences in process between 
FortisBC’s process and BC Hydro’s and provide justification for those differences. 

1.3 Does FortisBC agree with COPE’s assertion in the preamble? Please comment on the relevance 
of examining energy or fuel poverty in the RIB Rate proceeding report and the feasibility of 
doing so. 

1.4 Please comment on the usefulness and feasibility of using data from the Ministry of Social 
Development and Social Innovation, such as crisis grant provision data, or other data, to 
respond to the three Minister questions which relate to low income customers. 

 Reference: FortisBC September 30, 2015 Submission, Section I Methodologies, pp. 2–4; 2.0
BCOAPO October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, p. 6 
High energy use 

FortisBC states high energy use is use that results in high bill impacts (greater than 10 percent as a result 
of the adoption of the residential inclining block rates). 
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BCOAPO notes in its October 16, 2015 submission: 

There would appear to be merit in both BC Hydro and FortisBC exploring domestic 
water heating fuel and the presence of other electric high use end-uses, assuming the 
data exists in their respective REUS’s to do so... given that the Minister’s questions focus 
on customers without access to natural gas and low income customers, both Companies 
should seek to refine their analysis to specifically look at which factors lead to high 
energy use for each of these two groups as opposed to the Residential class in general. 

2.1 Please confirm if “high energy use” is synonymous with “high electric use” in FortisBC’s 
definition. In FortisBC’s view, should there be a difference in definition for the purpose of the 
RIB Rate Report? 

2.1.1 If the response to the above question is affirmative, please comment on the feasibility 
of FortisBC reporting on high energy (or electricity) use for residential customers 
without access to natural gas and those with access. 

2.2 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of responding to Minister’s Question 3 for 
total household energy-use (i.e. all fuel sources). 

2.2.1 What data does FortisBC have to examine total household energy use? 

a) data on number and amount of consumption of non-electric end-uses from the 
REUS?; 

b) estimates of the cross-elasticity of demand between electricity and natural gas 
prices?; and 

c) other? 

2.2.2 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of modelling total energy use from all 
sources by converting energy use into a common measure (e.g. GJ or kWh) and 
comparing the cost of total energy consumption between those with and those without 
access to natural gas. Furthermore, given that natural gas prices are at historically low 
levels, please provide comment on the usefulness of modelling three comparisons; one 
with natural gas rates in 2008, another using 2012 rates and another using current 2015 
rates. If not useful, please provide any other alternative approaches. 

2.2.3 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of the Commission requesting 
FortisBC’s comment in the report on the Minister’s questions about the impact of 
natural gas prices on electricity consumption for those with access to natural gas. 

2.3 Please comment on the feasibility of FortisBC reporting on other “factors” that lead to high 
energy use such as various end-uses, including, but limited to, water heating fuel, pools, hot 
tubs, etc. 

2.3.1 What specific end-use data does FortisBC have from its 2012 REUS? 

 Reference: FortisBC September 30, 2015 Submission, Section I Methodologies; 3.0
BCOAPO October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, p. 12; 
B.C. Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club of British Columbia (BCSEA) 
October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, p. 4 
Definition of access to natural gas 

FortisBC does not provide a definition for access to natural gas. 
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BC Hydro proposes adopting a community approach to define access to natural gas. 
 
BCOAPO submits: “In our view, an equally valid definition of ‘access to natural gas’ could include 
residential customers who cannot afford to switch from electricity to natural gas or are unable to switch 
for other reasons, even if they could connect to natural gas service in their homes.” 
 
BCSEA states in its submission:  

BCSEA-SCBC recommend that the Commission elaborate the definition of ‘with and 
without access to natural gas’ to deal with customers in communities such Revelstoke 
(which has access to piped propane), and customers who are outside of both the 
communities listed by FEI as having natural gas service and the communities listed by BC 
Hydro (and FBC in due course) as not having natural gas service. 

3.1 Please comment on the feasibility of adopting the definition of access to natural gas as proposed 
by BC Hydro. 

3.2 Please comment on the feasibility of adopting the definition of access to natural gas as proposed 
by BCOAPO. Can this aspect of the access be reported on in any way? 

3.3 Please comment on the feasibility of adopting the definition of access to natural gas as proposed 
by BCSEA. 

 Reference: FortisBC September 30, 2015 Submission, Section I Methodologies, p. 3; 4.0
BCOAPO October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, pp. 7, 14–15; 
Marty, Teresa and Nick (Mr. Marty) October 13, 2015 Stakeholder Submission, p. 2 
Cross-subsidy 

FortisBC states “that whether or not a cross-subsidy exists between groups of customers is inherently 
related to cost-of-service considerations.” Accordingly, “it will be necessary to determine whether there 
are cost differences in serving the two groups – those with and without natural gas.” 
 
BCOAPO notes in its submission: “Both companies’ COS analyses require detailed load data, including 
not only customer counts and energy use but also non-coincident peak (NCP) and coincident peak (CP) 
data for each of the groups being assessed.” 
 
BCOAPO further notes:  

BCOAPO assumes that [the Minister] refers to intra-class cross-subsidy. BCOAPO 
considers it most likely that such cross-subsidy will exist within many residential rate 
classes… should the Commission determine that the RIB rates do actually cause cross-
subsidy between customers with and without access to natural gas, and that the cross-
subsidy is significant, BCOAPO wonders what relevance such a finding would have. 

Mr. Marty submits in his October 13, 2015 submission: “Question 1 can only be answered by comparing 
the revenue flows under the Residential Conservation Rate, as currently structured, with a theoretical 
two-tier pricing system in which each and every resident experiences the same percentage of electricity 
consumption in Block 2.” 
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4.1 Please confirm that FortisBC will examine intra-rate class cross-subsidy based on “with” and 
“without” access to natural gas in its report for the Minister’s Question 1, using a cost of service 
approach, including examining demand and energy costs. 

4.1.1 Please comment on the usefulness of FortisBC, including in the report on Question 1, a 
discussion of intra-class subsidy in general and the usefulness and relevance of any 
finding on intra-class subsidy from the report. 

4.1.2 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of the Commission requesting 
FortisBC’s comment in the report on the Minister’s questions about potential cross-
subsidy created by the impact of natural gas prices on electricity consumption for those 
with access to natural gas. 

4.2 Please provide FortisBC’s position on BCOAPO’s submission on the cost of service analysis 
required and specifically the use of CP and NCP. Please explain if adequate data regarding NCP 
and CP is available. 

4.3 Please explain the extent to which costs of service information is limited and any possible ways 
to provide a meaningful response to the question regarding cross-subsidy with the limited 
information that is available. 

4.4 Please provide comment on Mr. Marty’s submission above. 

 Reference: FortisBC September 30, 2015 Submission, Section I Methodologies, p. 4; 5.0
BCSEA October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, p. 6; 
Mr. Marty October 13, 2015 Stakeholder Submission, p. 3 
Minister’s Question 3 – High energy use and bill impacts 

In its October 16, 2105 submission, BCSEA states:  

BCSEA-SCBC recommend that the Commission clarify or confirm that there are two 
subject groups in question 3: (a) customers, regardless of income, without access to 
natural gas, and (b) low income customers without access to natural gas. If confirmed, 
note that this is different than in question 2, where the subject group is low income 
customers with and without access to natural gas (i.e. low income customers in all areas 
of the utility’s service territory). 

Mr. Marty submits in his October 13, 2015 submission:  

…it is essential that FBC incorporate the other major factors affecting the electricity 
consumption of these two end-uses for which they have data; particularly, outside 
temperatures, water heating fuel and secondary home heating fuel… FBC should be 
directed to examine samples of residences that consume around 30,000 kWh/year, 
20,000 kWh/year and 10,000 kWh/year and explain, to the fullest extent possible, the 
differences in electricity consumption among them. In addition to responding to the 
Minister's Question 3, such analysis could shed light on how much of the differences in 
electricity use among customers might be due to the level of household energy 
efficiency, which is important for addressing Questions 4 and 5. 

5.1 Please confirm that FortisBC will use 2015 rates as one comparison group in its analysis of bill 
impacts. 
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5.2 Please confirm that FortisBC will report on Minister’s Question 3 using the two groups as 
defined by BCSEA and that FortisBC will report on the factors that lead to high energy use for 
each of these two groups. 

5.3 Please comment on the feasibility or usefulness of reporting on factors such as temperature, 
water heating fuel and secondary heating fuel as suggested by Mr. Marty. Does FortisBC have 
these data? 

5.4 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of FortisBC examining sample residences that 
consume 30,000 kWh/year, 20,000 kWh/year and 10,000 kWh/year. 

5.4.1 Will FortisBC be able to make any general observations about residences with the 
consumption levels suggested by Mr. Marty? If not, why not? 

5.4.2 Please comment where the analysis suggested by Mr. Marty could shed light on how 
much of the differences in electricity use among customers might be due to the level of 
household energy efficiency. 

5.5 Please confirm whether FortisBC will provide actual numbers of low income customers that 
would be worse off under a flat rate, in addition to percentages. 

 Reference: FortisBC September 30, 2015 Submission, Section I Methodologies, p. 5; 6.0
BCSEA October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, p. 6; 
Mr. Marty October 13, 2015 Stakeholder Submission, p. 3; 
BCOAPO October 16, 2015 Submission on Methodologies, p. 13 
Minister’s Questions 4 and 5 – Demand-Side Management (DSM) programs 

FortisBC states:  

The Company proposes to provide a list and brief description of existing programs that 
customers can participate in that can impact the factors identified in response to 
question 3 above that lead to high energy use…The Company will provide a discussion of 
any potential additional DSM programs, or potential modifications to existing programs, 
that could be undertaken within the existing regulatory environment. 

In its October 16, 2015 submission, BCSEA notes: “BCSEA-SCBC recommend that the Commission clarify 
that the core of question 4 is what is the potential for existing DSM programs to reduce electricity usage 
and hence customer bills. For example, what is the potential for an existing DSM program to be ramped 
up, say with higher incentives, in order to achieve increased energy savings?” 
 
Mr. Marty states:  

The potential for FBC's existing DSM programs to mitigate the electricity bill impacts of 
the RCR depends on two factors: 

• energy inefficiency must account for a significant portion of the 
household's higher electricity consumption; and 

• the household must be contemplating a renovation or replacement of 
aging energy-using equipment (such as the hot water heater or space 
heating system). 
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In its October 16, 2015 submission, BCOAPO submits: “…it would be helpful for the companies to 
comment on whether DSM measures that they each propose would run contrary to the prescribed fuel 
switching guidelines.” 
 
6.1 Please comment on BCSEA’s recommendation above. 

6.2 Please confirm whether FortisBC will report on the Minister’s Question 4 using the two groups 
proposed by BCSEA: “(a) customers, regardless of income, without access to natural gas, and (b) 
low income customers without access to natural gas.” 

6.3 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of an analysis of the two factors suggested by 
Mr. Marty. 

6.4 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of FortisBC indicating which of its existing or 
potential DSM programs could result in fuel switching from electricity to natural gas. 

6.5 Please comment on the feasibility and usefulness of the Commission requesting FortisBC to 
identify in its report on the Minister’s questions any population(s) that have no access to natural 
gas, high electricity use and: a) no access to DSM programs; and b) no access to DSM programs, 
and are low income. 
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