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A. CONTEXT AND CONSIDERATION 

 Reference: RATE DESIGN PRINCIPLES 111.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 3.1, 3.3, 3.5, 4.2 
Customer understanding and acceptance and conservation 

FortisBC Inc. (FBC) states the following in response to British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) 
Information Request (IR) 3.1: 

Ease of understanding and customer acceptance are also critical to a successful 
residential rate structure implementation. The recent customer research surveys 
conducted by BC Hydro and FEI indicate that ease of understanding and customer 
acceptance are ranked most highly by residential customers. FEI’s survey also indicates 
that customers consider the flat rate structure to be easiest to understand. Similarly, 
FBC considered customer feedback received in workshops and letters of comment. 

FBC further states in response to BCUC IR 3.5 that it has not conducted a residential customer survey 
and “relies on the results of similar customer research studies conducted by independent consultants on 
behalf of BC Hydro and FEI.” 
 
111.1 Please explain if the research studies conducted on behalf of FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) included 

customers within FBC’s service territory. 

111.1.1 If no, please explain FBC’s basis for relying on the results of these studies. 

111.2 Please discuss whether FBC considers its residential customer base in terms of demographics, 
weather patterns, etc. to be similar to BC Hydro’s residential customer base and whether 
differences in the utility customer bases may impact customer responses related to ranking of 
rate design considerations and opinions on a tiered versus flat rate. 

111.2.1 Please provide a similar response regarding FEI’s customer base compared to FBC. 
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111.3 Please explain if BC Hydro’s survey, similar to FEI’s survey, indicated that customers consider the 
flat rate structure to be easiest to understand. 

111.4 Does FBC consider there to be value in conducting its own residential customer survey regarding 
customers’ ranking of rate design objectives? Please explain why or why not. 

111.4.1 As part of the above response, please discuss whether the results of a customer 
research survey compared to the feedback received from workshops and letters of 
comment would likely provide information that is more representative of FBC’s overall 
residential customer base. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 3.3, FBC states the following: 

Stability of rates for customers: Compared to flat rates, other rate structures such as 
inclining block rates may provide less stability. Depending on the design of the inclining 
block rate, the impact of volume variances on revenue and rates can be more significant 
than variances under flat rates. 

111.5 Please specifically relate the above statement regarding stability of rates for customers to FBC’s 
experience under the Residential Conservation Rate (RCR). Does FBC consider that the RCR has 
resulted in less stable rates? Please quantify this response where possible. 

In response to BCUC IR 4.2, FBC states the following: 

There is no general rule that transitioning to a flat rate structure will lead to a loss of 
conservation…The reason for this result is that consumption in the lower priced tiers 
faces higher prices and consumption in the higher priced tiers faces lower prices. When 
summed up, these countervailing effects tend to cancel each other out. 

111.6 Based on FBC’s understanding of its residential customers and the conservation data gathered 
since the RCR was implemented, please discuss FBC’s expectations regarding increased, 
decreased, or neutral conservation impacts as a result of transitioning to the proposed flat rate. 

 Reference: RATE DESIGN PRINCIPLES 112.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 3.4, 5.1; Exhibit B-1, Appendix J; Exhibit B-12, Attachment to 
British Columbia Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club BC (BCSEA-SCBC) IR 
15.1 
Government policy 

FBC provides the following response to BCUC IR 5.1 regarding whether it has been collecting the end-use 
information described in the BC Minister of Energy and Mines’ April 10, 2017 letter: 

FBC does not routinely collect such data on individual customers and as such has not 
had the means to compile additional information since the letter was issued. The 
Company does conduct periodic Residential End-Use Survey (REUS) which collect 
detailed end-use and demographic information on a statistical basis and it is through 
this survey that FBC would collect the type of information referred to in the Minister’s 
letter. 

In response to BCUC IR 3.4, FBC states that its most recent Residential End-Use Survey (REUS) was 
performed in 2012. 
 
112.1 Please provide the following information regarding the REUS: 

• How often does FBC conduct its REUS? 
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• When does FBC next expect to undertake and complete a REUS? 

• What was the total time and cost to complete the 2012 REUS (if the totals include FEI-
related costs, please provide the total time and cost and the time and costs attributable 
to FBC only)? 

• Does the information provided in FBC’s most recently completed REUS address all of the 
topic areas outlined in the Minister’s letter? If no, please explain which topic areas are 
not addressed in the REUS and why. 

 
112.2 Please discuss whether there are other options available to FBC which would enable it to obtain 

the information in the Minister’s letter more routinely than through a REUS.  For each option 
identified, please explain the amount of resources/costs which would be required and how the 
amount of resources/costs would compare to the REUS. 
 

FBC filed the April 10, 2017 Minister’s letter to FBC and BC Hydro as Appendix J of the Application. The 
Minister’s letter encourages FBC and BC Hydro to take the following actions, among other things: 

• Consider additional measures to improve the understanding of the impact of specific factors to 
their customers, including through examples of bill impacts of stepped rates for typical examples 
of different types of customers 

• Collect and provide information to utility customers about the potential impact of appliance and 
housing type on their bills, in addition to information currently provided on conservation 
opportunities 

• Extend existing programs to offer energy assessments 

• Leverage and enhance existing programs to mitigate energy consumption for customers without 
access to natural gas and low income customers, including those with high bills 

 
112.3 Please provide an update on the measures, if any, which are being undertaken by FBC to 

address the actions that were encouraged in the Minister’s letter.  

 Reference: CONTEXT AND CONSIDERATIONS 113.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 29–33 and 45; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 8.4, 8.7, 9.1; Exhibit B-13, CEC IR 
8.1, 8.2 
Fixed Cost Recovery   

On page 45 of the Application, FBC states that: 

The system energy change from 2009 to 2017 reflects an average annual increase of 0.7 
percent per year. The number of customers, however, has increased by an average of 
2.3 percent per year. The difference in the customer growth and energy sales growth is 
due in part to a change in the mix of customer types and the average use per customer. 
Wholesale sales also changed significantly (they decreased) due to the FBC purchase of 
the City of Kelowna electric utility 

Further, in response to CEC IR 8.1 FBC states that: 

Generally, FBC does expect customer growth to exceed energy growth in the future. The 
majority of new customers added to the system on an annual basis are residential. 
These customers have relatively small energy loads, therefore increasing the customer 
count but not proportionally increasing the load. 
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In response to CEC IR 8.2, FBC provides the following table of forecast customer growth rates and 
energy sales, net of losses: 
 

 
 
113.1 Please expand the table provided in response to CEC IR 8.2 to include five years of historical (i.e. 

2013-2017) actual customer growth rates and energy sales, net of losses.   

113.1.1 Please explain if the historical and forecast (if applicable) customer growth exceeding 
energy sales in the table above is largely due to the majority of the new customers being 
added to the system on an annual basis being residential, as opposed to other factors. 
Other factors include the emerging trends identified on page 29 of the Application. 

113.2 Please explain if FBC considered increasing the customer charge and demand rate to a class-
specific percentage of COSA-derived values depending on the specific circumstances of each 
class, rather than applying a standard percentage of 55 percent (for the customer charge) and 
65 percent (for the demand rate) to all rate classes. If not considered, please explain why. 

In response to BCUC IR 8.7, FBC states that, “[a]t the current time, it is the residential class that has the 
highest adoption rates of technologies that may pose an issue for fixed cost recovery.” 
 
113.3 Please provide a table with the five year historical and five year forecast customer count, total 

energy sales and average use per customer for the residential class.  

In its response to BCUC IR 4.4, FBC states  

Recovery of fixed costs (whether customer-related  or demand-related) through fixed 
charges (such as basic charges or demand charges) aligns with several of the Bonbright 
principles such as, revenue stability and fair apportionment of costs among customers, 
but may be construed as running contrary to energy conservation and efficiency policies 
by leaving less of a price signal in the energy-based charges. 

With respect to the emerging trends identified on page 29 of the Application, FBC states that it “…is 
monitoring the situation, and no assertion is being made that there is an imminent or significant impact 
on the current rate design.”  
 
113.4 Given that there is no imminent or significant impact on the current rate design from the 

emerging trends identified on page 29 of the Application, please clarify the reasons for making 
the rate design proposals regarding fixed charges at this time.   

 Reference: CONTEXT AND CONSIDERATIONS 114.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 7.1 
Bill impact  

In its response to BCUC IR 7.1, FBC states that it “…has considered two guidelines related to bill impact 
when evaluating residential rate proposals.” 
 
114.1 Please identify and discuss any guidelines which FBC uses to consider bill impact in making rate 

design proposals for customer classes other than residential.  
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B. COST OF SERVICE AND RATE REBALANCING 

 Reference: ALLOCATION 115.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 21.1, 30.5 
2 Coincident Peak allocator 

In response to BCUC IR 21.1, FBC states that there is continued growth in summer peaks, with twice the 
rate of growth compared to winter peaks, and that the 2 Coincident Peak (CP) allocator is moving closer 
to the 1 CP allocator compared to 2009. 
 
115.1 Please discuss whether, if the growth in summer peaks continues, FBC would anticipate utilizing 

a 1 CP allocator (or another allocator such as 4 CP or 12 CP) instead of the current 2 CP allocator 
for allocating demand-related costs in future COSAs. 

115.1.1 As part of the above response, please discuss the factors which FBC would consider in 
the future when determining if a 2 CP allocator is still appropriate. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 30.5, FBC provides the following tables showing the adjusted Revenue to Cost 
(R/C) ratios by class using the 2 CP, 1 CP, 4 CP and 12 CP demand allocators for production and 
transmission: 
 

 

 
 
115.2 Based on the results in the above tables, please discuss which allocator(s) other than the 2 CP 

allocator produce(s) the most reasonable results. In particular, please discuss the merits of 
utilizing a 12 CP allocator compared to the 2 CP allocator. 

 Reference: DISTRIBUTION COSTS 116.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 24.1; Exhibit B-1: Table 5-7, p. 49; Appendix A, Table 4, p. 14 
Jurisdictional review of distribution classifications 

FBC provides the following distribution rate base classifications in Table 5-7 on page 49 of the 
Application: 
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In Table 4 on page 14 of the COSA Study (Appendix A), EES provides a jurisdictional comparison of the 
treatment of distribution system costs. 
 
116.1 For each of the utilities identified in Table 4 of the jurisdictional review in the 2017 COSA study, 

please provide the classification percentages for distribution costs in the same format as Table 
5-7 in the Application. 

 Reference: DISTRIBUTION COSTS 117.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix A, pp. 26-27 
Classification of distribution costs 

On pages 26 and 27 of the 2017 COSA Report (Appendix A), EES summarizes the classification of 
distribution accounts based on the 2017 COSA study and compares these classifications to the 2009 
COSA, and provides a brief explanation for the difference in some cases. 
 
117.1 Please provide the comparison of classification percentages for distribution accounts between 

2017 and 2009 in tabular form. For each distribution account, please explain in detail the cause 
of the difference in classification percentage between 2017 and 2009. 

 

 Reference: DISTRIBUTION COSTS 118.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 26.1, 26.2, 26.2.1; Exhibit B-1, Table 5-7, p. 49; BC Hydro 2015 
Rate Design Application (RDA), pp. 3-28, 3-29, Appendix C-2A 
Minimum system approach 

In response to BCUC IR 26.1, FBC confirms that only two out of the eight utilities surveyed for the COSA 
Study use a minimum system approach. 
 
In response to BCUC IR 26.2, FBC states: “BC Hydro’s consultant recommended 100 percent demand for 
primary, zero-intercept method for transformers, and minimum system for secondary; however, it 
appears the final method was based on stakeholder input and agreement in a negotiated settlement 
process.” 
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On pages 3-28 and 3-29 of the British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) 2015 Rate Design 
Application (RDA), it states the following: 

Generally, there are three approaches to classifying distribution costs: (1) minimum 
system; (2) zero-intercept; and (3) use of professional judgment to separate demand-
related and customer-related distribution costs… 

…The COS Consultants recommended approach (3) on the basis that: the minimum 
system/zero-intercept methods are labour intensive but produce inaccurate results; and 
most utilities surveyed (and their regulators) use professional judgment to separate 
demand-related and customer-related distribution costs rather than relying on 
minimum system or zero-intercept analyses. 

118.1 Please reconcile the statement by EES in the COSA Study regarding BC Hydro to the 
recommendations provided by BC Hydro in its RDA. 

 
In Appendix C-2A of the BC Hydro RDA, BC Hydro provides the Cost of Service Methodology Review 
prepared by Leidos. On page 63 of Appendix C-2A, it states the following: 

Generally, the use of the minimum system studies and zero intercept studies in COS 
studies is declining and sub-functionalized distribution costs are being classified as 
either 100 percent demand-related or 100 percent customer-related. This is in part due 
to the difficulties with collecting the data necessary to accurately complete these 
studies, as well as the complexity of the studies themselves. An approach that has been 
gaining acceptance in the U.S. is to clearly separate, for classification purposes, certain 
identifiable plant in service that (1) provides service only to individual customers, or 
customer-related plant in service, from (2) plant in service that is part of the 
interconnected distribution network, or demand-related plant in service. Typically, the 
customer-related plant in service includes services and meters and the demand-related 
plant in service includes substations, lines, and transformers. 

118.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the statement in the above preamble that the use of 
minimum system studies and zero intercept studies in COS studies is generally declining is an 
accurate representation based on EES’ jurisdictional review. 

118.3 Please explain whether the approach described in the above preamble which is characterized as 
“gaining acceptance in the US” would be a feasible approach for the classification of FBC’s 
distribution costs. 

118.3.1 If yes, please re-calculate the rate base classification splits using this approach and 
provide the results in a table similar to Table 5-7. 

118.3.2 Please explain and quantify, based on the revised classifications, the impacts on each 
customer class. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 26.2.1, FBC states: “A 100 percent demand approach is advantageous for 
residential and other small customers. It does not reflect the fact that one large customer would likely 
require far fewer distribution facilities than a combined group of 100 customers with the same peak 
load. It is a simpler approach with fewer data requirements.” 
 
FBC further states in response to BCUC IR 26.2.1: “A fixed or negotiated split between customer and 
demand components may balance the interests of various stakeholders and reflect some recognition 
that both customers and peak demand are factors in the distribution facilities. It is not data intensive 
and is highly uncertain.” 
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Table 5-7 on page 49 of the Application provides the Rate Base Classification results. 
 
118.4 Please re-calculate the rate base classification splits using the 100 percent demand approach 

and provide the results in a table similar to Table 5-7. 

118.4.1 Please explain and quantify, based on the revised classifications, the impacts on each 
customer class. 

118.5 Please compare the cost and time requirements of completing the current minimum system 
study to the cost and time requirements anticipated from utilizing a judgement-based approach 
to classifying distribution costs. 

118.6 Please discuss whether FBC has considered using a judgement-based approach to classifying 
distribution costs as opposed to a minimum system study. If no, please explain why not. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 26.2.1, FBC states the following: 

FBC’s minimum system approach, with the PLCC adjustment, reflects the theoretical 
advantages of the minimum system and zero-intercept approaches. It does allocate 
more costs to residential and other small customers than the 100 demand approach, 
but less than if the PLCC adjustment had not been included. It does contain some 
uncertainty, but less than that for the fixed or negotiated splits used by many others. 

118.7 Please describe in detail the assumptions required and the data limitations encountered when 
performing the minimum system study and PLCC adjustment and how these issues may lead to 
uncertainty of results. 

 Reference: 2017 COSA REPORT 119.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 24.1, 27.1, 27.2.1 
Demand-side management split 

In response to BCUC IR 27.1, FBC states the following regarding the Demand-side management (DSM) 
split for functionalization and classification: 

The split was based on information used for conservation planning at the time of the 
approved 2009 COSA... 

The current planning for conservation uses a different approach with a flat avoided cost 
for generation that is not split between demand and energy and a separate T&D amount 
of $79.85 per kW-year to reflect the deferred capital expenditure s (DCE). The new 
approach does not lend itself to providing a split in the different components. 

Because the 2009 method was approved and the most recent conservation planning did 
not provide comparable data that could be used for splitting costs, FBC chose to keep 
the split the same as in 2009. 

119.1 In consideration of FBC’s change in approach for planning for conservation, please explain how 
FBC intends to split DSM costs in future COSAs. 

119.1.1 If FBC intends to rely on the split used in the 2009 COSA Report on a go-forward basis 
(i.e. for future COSAs), please explain why such an approach would be appropriate. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 24.1, FBC provides a table comparing different utilities’ treatment of DSM. 
Included in the table is BC Hydro, which is shown as treating DSM as 90 percent Generation, 5 percent 
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Transmission and 5 percent Distribution, compared to FBC’s treatment of DSM as 72 percent Production 
Energy, 17 percent Production Demand, and 12 percent Transmission and Distribution. 
 
119.2 Please compare and contrast FBC’s approach to functionalizing and classifying DSM with BC 

Hydro’s approach. As part of this response, please explain the key differences and the likely 
rationale for these differences. 

 
C. RESIDENTIAL RATES 

 Reference: RESIDENTIAL RATES 120.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 35.2.1, 44.1.3.1 
Bill impacts 

In response to BCUC IR 35.2.1, FBC provides the following table: 
 

 
 
120.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that this table indicates that as a result of moving to the 

proposed flat rate, 76.4 percent of customers will experience a bill increase. 

120.2 Please revise the above table (i.e. the 2017 RDA portion of the table) to include the impact of 
the proposed customer charge increase. 

120.2.1 For both the 2017 RDA scenario provided in the above table where the customer charge 
remains at $16.05/month and the additional requested scenario where the customer 
charge is increased as proposed in the Application, please also provide the Bill Impacts 
in Dollars. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 44.1.3.1, FBC states: 

It cannot be concluded from Table 6-8 that 20 percent of customers will experience bill 
decreases as a result of a change to the rate modelled for the table. 
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The table indicates that there are 20 percent of customers in total in the consumption 
ranges above 15,000 kWh, and that on average, the customers in these ranges have bill 
decreases in the amounts shown. 

This is not the same as saying that all customers within a given range will experience bill 
decreases, and in fact, some customers in those ranges will have bill increases and some 
customers in the lower ranges will have decreases. When customers are considered 
without segmenting by consumption, for the rate shown, as stated at line 10 of page 70, 
over 70 percent of customers would experience higher bills. 

120.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the table provided in response to BCUC IR 35.2.1 and 
the additional information requested in BCUC IRs 118.2 and 118.2.1 provide the information 
necessary to determine the percentage of customers which will experience bill decreases and 
increases as a result of the proposed change from the RCR to the flat rate. 

120.3.1 If not confirmed, please provide a table which shows the percentage of customers which 
will experience annual bill increases and the percentage of customers which will 
experience annual bill decreases as a result of moving to the proposed flat rate 
(assuming no change to the customer charge). Please also show the ranges of bill 
impacts in percentage and in dollars. 

120.3.2 If not confirmed, please provide a table which shows the percentage of customers which 
will experience annual bill increases and the percentage of customers which will 
experience annual bill decreases as a result of moving to the proposed flat rate 
(assuming an increase to the customer charge as proposed in the Application). Please 
also show the ranges of bill impacts in percentage and in dollars. 

 Reference: RESIDENTIAL RATES 121.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 38.12 
Changes to the existing Residential Conservation Rate 

In response to BCUC IR 38.12, FBC outlined the impact of adjusting the RCR to align with the principles 
and rate characteristics approved by Order G-3-12 with an increase to the customer charge as proposed 
in the Application. 
 
121.1 Based on the hypothetical scenario outlined in response to BCUC IR 38.12, please explain how 

FBC would propose to apply annual general rate increases. 

 
D. COMMERCIAL SERVICE AND IRRIGATION RATES 

 Reference: COMMERCIAL SERVICE AND IRRIGATION RATES 122.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 75-76; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 8.7, 49 
RS 20 - Small Commercial Rate and RS 21 - Commercial Rate 

In response to BCUC IR 49.4, FBC states that at “… the same time as making the proposal to shift the cost 
recovery within the rate components, FBC views that the changes are consistent with the other 
principles.” 
 
122.1 Does FBC consider that the proposal to increase the customer charge and decrease the energy 

rate for RS 20 is consistent with rate design principle three: price signals that encourage efficient 
use and discourage inefficient use? Please discuss. 

In response to BCUC IR 8.7, FBC states that, “[a]t the current time, it is the residential class that has the 
highest adoption rates of technologies that may pose an issue for fixed cost recovery.” 
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122.2 Considering the statement in the preamble provided in response to BCUC IR 8.7, please clarify 

why the proposal to increase the customer charge for RS 20 and RS 21 are being made at this 
time.  

 Reference: COMMERCIAL SERVICE AND IRRIGATION RATES 123.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 16; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.2; Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO IR 50.1 
Commercial (RS 21) Rate – Transformation Discount 

In response to BCUC IR 1.2, FBC states that  

All of the changes described on pages 11 through 13 of the Application that relate to the 
components of rates applicable to the delivery of power to retail and wholesale 
customers of  FBC are designed to be revenue neutral. 

The exception to this general statement are the changes to the COSA-based 
transformation discounts available to RS 21, RS 30 and RS 40 (proposed) that may result 
in less or more revenue as compared to current rates for the same amount of power 
delivered. 

In response to BCOAPO IR 50.1, FBC confirms that the proposed rates set out in Table 6-15 are revenue 
neutral inclusive of the proposed change in the transformation discount. 

 
123.1 Please reconcile the statement in response to BCOAPO IR 50.1 and the statement in response to 

BCUC IR 1.2 regarding the revenue neutrality of the RS 21 transformation discount.  

 Reference: IRRIGATION RATES 124.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 6.2.6, p. 85; Exhibit B-8 BCUC IR 55; Exhibit B-16, IRG IR 2.0  
Request from Keremeos Irrigation District 

On page 85 of the Application, FBC states that “FBC proposes to further investigate the implementation 
of an off season TOU Irrigation and Drainage rate and to report back to the Commission.” 
 
124.1 Please provide the estimated time that it would take FBC to complete further investigation 

regarding an off season TOU Irrigation and Drainage rate and report back to the BCUC. 

124.2 Please generally outline the potential engagement (including timing of such engagement) FBC 
may conduct with its irrigation customers for an off season TOU irrigation and drainage rate.  

 
E. TRANSMISSION SERVICES 

 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES 125.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 1.2; Exhibit B-1, Section 7.3, pp. 96–97 
Approvals sought 

FBC states the following in response to BCUC IR 1.2: 

Also, the Transmission Service Rates, including the ancillary services, are generally lower 
than current rates. However, whether or not revenues are higher or lower than with 
current rates will depend on the Commission’s determination regarding the 
interpretation of the Point-to-Point rate language as described in Section 7.2 of the 
Application. 
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125.1 Please clarify the statement in the above preamble. In particular, please explain why the impact 
of the proposed changes to the Transmission Services rates proposed in Section 7.3 of the 
Application on revenues is dependent on the BCUC’s determinations regarding the 
interpretation of the Point-to-Point (PTP) rate language in Section 7.2 of the Application. 

 
On pages 96 and 97 of the Application, FBC states the following: 

FBC is seeking two primary revisions to the Transmission Service Rates. The first revision 
is a simplification and update to the pricing attached to the service. The updated prices 
are derived from the 2017 COSA utilizing the Transmission Revenue requirement… 

…The Transmission Services rates have not been adjusted on any basis other than as the 
result of a Revenue requirement related increase since they were first put in place. As 
part of the current Application, a review of the assumptions and cost-based foundation 
of the rates was conducted. 

125.2 Please clarify if the proposed changes to the Transmission rates in Section 7.3 of the Application 
are expected to recover the costs attributable to each Transmission service. 

 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES 126.0
Exhibit B-15, Industrial Customers Group (ICG) IR 11.13, Tables 1, 2, 3; Exhibit B-1, 
Section 7.3.1, Table 7-5, p. 97 
RS 101 Customer Charge 

On page 97 of the Application, FBC states that it is proposing to eliminate the Customer Charge because 
“it is not a feature of typical Open Access Transmission tariff (OATT) rates…” 
 
FBC further states on page 97 of the Application that the Minimum Price remains at $0.002/kW/hour. 
 
In response to ICG IR 11.13, FBC provides three tables comparing the annual, monthly and weekly costs 
of rate schedules 101 through 109 under the current and proposed rates. Included in these tables is a 
row titled “RS 101 – Customer” which shows an annual cost of $38,220 and a monthly/weekly cost of 
$3,185. 
 
126.1 Please clarify what the RS 101 – Customer charge is related to given that FBC states it has 

eliminated the Customer Charge as part of its proposed changes. Please provide the supporting 
calculations for the annual and monthly/weekly costs of $38,220 and $3,185, respectively. 

 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES 127.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 69.2, 69.3.1 
RS 104 – Reactive Supply and Voltage Control 

In response to BCUC IR 69.2, FBC states the following: 

The COSA does not provide sufficient detail to determine costs for Reactive Supply and 
Voltage Control. This service is dependent upon very specific components within 
production plants and those costs are not broken out in the COSA. Further, as stated 
above, since FBC does not receive a specific MVAR entitlement, it is not possible to 
determine the costs associated with that product. 
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In response to BCUC IR 69.3.1, FBC states the following: 

FBC was not able to determine the method used by BC Hydro to derive its Reactive 
Supply and Voltage Control rate…since FBC does not track where this service is being 
provided from and there is no defined MVAR entitlement under the CPA, it simply is not 
possible to know to what extent FBC resources are being used as it is managed by BC 
Hydro on a provincial basis. Therefore, even if FBC had the BC Hydro methodology, it 
would almost certainly not be applicable to FBC. 

On page 99 of the Application, FBC states: “The charge for Reactive Supply and Voltage Control is based 
on the BC Hydro rate. FBC believes it is appropriate to use a provincially calculated number since there is 
no calculated entitlement MVAR availability under the Canal Plant Agreement with BC Hydro.” 
 
127.1 Please further explain why FBC’s proposed approach to setting the Reactive Supply and Voltage 

Control charge is appropriate in consideration of FBC’s statements that it is not able to 
determine the method used by BC Hydro to derive its rate and that services are dependent on 
very specific components within production plants. 

127.2 Did FBC consider any other alternatives for determining the appropriate rate for RS 104? Please 
discuss. 

 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES 128.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 71.1, 71.2 
RS 106 – Energy Imbalance Service 

In response to BCUC IR 71.1, FBC states: “The proposed changes to RS 106 will be similar to what FBC 
would pay to BC Hydro for imbalances under the Imbalance Agreement.” 
 
128.1 Please explain why it is important for FBC’s RS 106 rate to be similar to what FBC would pay to 

BC Hydro for imbalances under the Imbalance Agreement. As part of this response, please 
clarify whether there are any linkages between energy imbalances that an FBC Transmission 
Customer incurs on FBC’s system and energy imbalances that FBC incurs vis-à-vis BC Hydro.   

 
In response to BCUC IR 71.2, FBC compares BC Hydro’s and FBC’s proposed rates for Energy Imbalance in 
the following table: 
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128.2 Please explain FBC’s rationale for crediting the lower of either the Tranche 1 Energy Price set out 
in BC Hydro Rate Schedule 3808 or the hourly Powerdex Mid-Columbia (Mid-C) index price for 
Transmission Customers during positive energy imbalances. 

128.3 Please explain how FBC arrived at the price of energy for hourly negative energy Imbalance 
Service greater than 4 MW, including the greater of $50/MWh and 150 percent of the hourly 
Powerdex price. 

 
FBC states that a primary difference between the two rates is that BC Hydro has “imbalance periods” for 
both positive and negative imbalances; whereas FBC only has “imbalance periods” for negative 
imbalances. 
 
128.4 Please explain why FBC does not propose to include the same 4 MW threshold for positive 

imbalances. 

128.5 If FBC were to propose separate rates for volumes above or below 4 MW for positive 
imbalances, please explain how these rates would be designed/priced (i.e. would the rates be 
the same as the negative imbalance rates?) 

 
FBC further states in response to BCUC IR 71.2 that “BC Hydro also factors in BPA wheeling charges 
under all scenarios, whereas FBC excludes them from positive imbalance credits.” 
 
128.6 Please explain why FBC excludes BPA wheeling charges from positive imbalance credits. As part 

of this response, please explain the differences between negative and positive imbalances which 
would support the proposed different treatment of BPA wheeling charges. 

 
FBC further states in response to BCUC IR 71.2 that it “charges a 10 percent administrative fee on all 
imbalance charges, whereas BC Hydro does not.” 
 
128.7 Please explain why it is necessary for FBC to charge a 10 percent administrative fee on the 

imbalance charges. As part of this response, please provide the cost basis for the 10 percent 
administrative fee, including all supporting calculations and assumptions. 
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128.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FBC’s proposed RS 106 rate is consistent with the 
standard practices under OATT. 

128.8.1 If not, please highlight the differences between FBC’s proposed rate and the OATT 
standard and explain the rationale for these differences. 

 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES 129.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 73.1 
RS 109 – Loss Compensation 

FBC states the following in response to BCUC IR 73.1: 

Where the Application notes at page 104 that the loss percentages as used in the 2017 
COSA are “as provided by FBC Engineering Services”, it was intended to convey that the 
loss percentages developed for the COSA were developed through discussions with FBC 
Engineering Services and confirmed to be within an acceptable range. FBC has not 
conducted a loss study for the purposes of this COSA that would provide actual losses 
for the various parts of the system, but is of the view that the loss percentages 
developed for the COSA are reasonable estimates. 

129.1 Please explain what was considered to be an “acceptable range” for loss percentages and how 
this range was determined to be reasonable. 

129.2 Please further elaborate on how the estimates for loss percentages were determined to be 
reasonable (i.e. on what basis was reasonableness assessed). 

129.3 Please further explain how the transmission losses of 2.86 percent were determined. 

 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES 130.0
Exhibit B-15, ICG IR 12.2 
Transmission customer discounts 

In response to ICG IR 12.2, FBC states the following: 

The discounting of transmission services is available in a consistent manner to all 
customers only in a situation where all of the following conditions exist:  

• The customer can demonstrate that an alternative transmission path with 
another Transmission Provider is available at a lower cost;  

• The lack of a discount would result in curtailment of transmission use for 
economic reasons; and  

• The increased usage will not add to system costs over the term requested.  

If all of these conditions are met then the discount would be negotiated with the intent 
of maximizing the revenue generated. Considered in the calculation would be factors 
such as the likely price on the alternate path, and the load carrying capability of both 
paths over time. 

130.1 Based on FBC’s conditions and electrical system and existing interconnects to BC Hydro’s 
electrical system, please discuss the likelihood that Transmission Customers would be able to 
qualify for the discount. As part of this response, please explain whether any of FBC’s current 
Transmission Customers would qualify for the discount. 
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F. OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 131.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 91.2 
Context and considerations  

In response to BCUC IR 91.2 FBC states that “[g]enerally, TOU rates are provided to encourage reduced 
consumption in on-peak periods in order to reduce utility costs and to better reflect cost causation 
within each class.” 
 
131.1 Does FBC consider the proposed optional TOU rates to be conservation rates? Please discuss 

why or why not.  

On page 109 of the Application FBC provides the number of customers on the each of the 
optional TOU rates currently offered by FBC. Further, on page 108 FBC states that the “rate for 
residential customers has been closed to new participants since 2012”. 
 

131.2 Does FBC expect that the proposed redesign of the optional TOU rates will have an impact on 
the number of customers enrolled in each of the TOU rates currently offered by FBC? Please 
discuss why or why not.  

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 132.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108-116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.4.1, 78.1.1 
Current Time of Use rates  

In its response to BCUC IR 76.4.1, FBC states with respect to the existing Time of Use (TOU) rates that 
“the anticipated market reforms aimed at spurring retail options for customers with the potential for 
market-based pricing were never fully realized in BC. As such, the pricing signals did not end up being 
reflective of costs that could be influenced by customer participation in the TOU rate regime.” 
[Emphasis added] 

 
132.1 Please elaborate on how the pricing signals of the current TOU rates did not end up being 

reflective of costs that could be influenced by customer participation.   

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 133.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix G, Rate Schedules 2A, 22A, 23A, 32, 33, 42, 43, 61; Exhibit B-8, 
BCUC IR 76.10 
Electric tariff 

133.1 Please explain if FBC customers that take service under the AMI radio-off option or customers 
that do not have an AMI meter  can sign up for optional TOU rates. If yes, please explain if there 
are any concerns or incremental costs associated with this. If not, please explain if there is any 
specific wording regarding this restriction in the Electric Tariff.  

In its response to BCUC IR 76.10, FBC provides an example of the eligibility criteria for the TOU 
customers from RS 22A, which states “… is applicable to customers with satisfactory, as determined by 
the Company, load factors.” 

 
133.2 Please elaborate on what is meant by “satisfactory, as determined by the Company, load 

factors.” If this criterion is different for the various TOU customer classes, please indicate the 
specific load factors for each customer class.  
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 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 134.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 56.7, 79.1.4 
Benefits 

On page 110 of the Application, FBC states that that the objective of the optional TOU rates is to “incent 
customers to shift the time of consumption in a manner that would allow FBC to reduce costs or general 
incremental revenue such that a rate benefit will accrue to all customers.” 
 
134.1 Please explain how the proposed optional TOU rates may generate incremental revenue to the 

benefit of ratepayers and discuss the amount of any incremental revenue that is expected. 

 
In its response to BCUC IR 79.1.4, FBC states that 

The TOU break-down of these cost components is derived from FBC’s existing power 
supply resources. The analysis reflects the fact that in the short term FBC does not have 
the need for new resources and has sufficient capacity to meet load growth for several 
years. Any consumption variances would relate to energy and could be met with 
increases or decreases in the purchases from RS 3808 and the market. 

134.2 With respect to power supply resources, please explain what FBC considers to be the short-term 
and long-term planning horizons.  

134.2.1 Does FBC expect that there will be any capacity constraints and/or a need for new 
resources to meet load growth over the long-term planning horizon? Please discuss and 
provide supporting data and timeframes.  

In response to BCOAPO IR 56.7, FBC states that  

Shifting usage from the on-peak and mid-peak hours may result in some short-term 
capacity savings under the BC Hydro PPA and/or Waneta Expansion. However, the real 
savings potential for a TOU rate would be as follows: if sufficient consumption were to 
be shifted away from the peak with certainty, it may, over the long-term, result in a 
reduction in power purchase expenses and at some point, result in deferred investment 
into new generation requirements  that would otherwise be required to meet growing 
peak demand. At the current time, however, FBC is not anticipating the addition of new 
generation resources over the planning horizon. 

134.3 Please provide an estimate of the amount of usage that would need to be shifted from the on-
peak and mid-peak hours to result in short-term capacity savings under the BC Hydro PPA 
and/or Waneta Expansion. Please provide the corresponding dollar value savings. 

134.3.1 Please provide an estimate of the number of residential customers with mean 
consumption that would need to sign up for optional TOU rates and shift consumption 
in accordance with the elasticity factors on page 114 of the Application in order to 
achieve short-term capacity savings under the BC Hydro PAA and/or Waneta Expansion. 

134.4 Please clarify how much consumption shifted away from the peak with certainty would be 
considered “sufficient” in order to result in real savings potential for the optional TOU rate and 
explain why. 

134.4.1 Please clarify over what time period sufficient consumption would need to be shifted 
away from the peak in order to result in real savings potential for the optional TOU rate 
and explain why. 
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134.4.2 What amount of costs related to power purchase expense savings and deferred 
investment in new generation resulting from the optional TOU rate would FBC consider 
to be “real savings potential”? Please discuss.  

134.5 Please clarify the benefit in the short-term of the proposed optional TOU rates for FBC and its 
customers. Specifically, please explain if there are any financial benefits for ratepayers or the 
Company related to purchases from RS 3808 and the market and quantify, if possible. 

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 135.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.5.2, 79.1.6, 90.2 and 90.3; 
Exhibit B-8-1 
Costs to implement  

In its response to BCUC 90.2, FBC states that it: 

… anticipates that much of the work can be completed during the normal course of 
business activities and would be recovered through the normal revenue requirement 
determination. If significant additional resources are required (for example, the 
engagement of consultants or additional infrastructure). FBC is actively working to 
complete a preliminary estimate of the costs, both internal and external, with the goal 
of being able to provide it to the Commission within 30 days. Once such costs are 
incurred, FBC would advise the Commission and address the recovery of such costs at 
that time. [Emphasis added] 

In response to BCUC IR 90.3.3, FBC states that it “expects that the primary method by which customers 
will obtain TOU information will be through the web portal, which will be available at no charge for a 
customer to use.” 

 
135.1 Please clarify if the underlined sentence from the response to BCUC IR 90.2 above is complete. 

In response to BCUC IR 90.3 FBC states that it “…intends to provide customers with the ability to connect 
in-home displays they purchase (at a cost of $100-$400 per customer) and to provide web-based access 
to TOU period consumption information. The information provided through these services will help 
customers on TOU rates clearly understand their consumption.” 

 
135.2 Please provide details of the specific information that will be provided to customers through 

both the in-home displays and web-based access and if there are any pros and cons associated 
with each option. For example, would the displays show the per KWh pricing at any given point 
in time, or would it show only whether the current rate is on-peak, mid-peak or off-peak? 

135.3 Will the in-home displays at a cost of $100-400 per customer be available to customers in all 
optional TOU rate classes, not just residential? If the different optional TOU rate classes have 
different technology required to understand both the TOU period and TOU rate applicable to 
consumption, please provide details of the technology for each rate class and the associated 
cost for both FBC and the individual customer.  

135.4 Please account for the range of $300 for the in-home display costs. 

135.4.1 What is the range in costs for in-home displays in other jurisdictions that have 
implemented TOU rates? Please provide a comparison table, if possible. 

135.4.2 Please discuss if FBC has any vendors lined up for the supply of customer in-home 
displays and when the products will be available to customers. If not, please discuss the 
timeline to secure vendors for the products.  

135.4.3 Please discuss whether FBC has investigated lower cost range of in-home displays 
currently on the market. If so, please discuss the results. 
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135.5 Has FBC considered a mobile application capability which may allow more interactive customer 
pricing signals? (e.g. customer notifications of the TOU pricing throughout the day) 

135.6 Has FBC considered providing customers with in-home displays or any other technology 
identified in the preceding IR response at no charge to the individual customer? Please discuss 
why or why not.  

 
FBC provides its preliminary estimate of the costs to implement the proposed TOU rates in Exhibit B-8-1 
and states: 

The preliminary estimate of the costs to implement the proposed TOU Rates related to 
the AMI and billing systems totals approximately $166 thousand, which is based on a 
combination of internal resources and minimal outsourcing, with implementation taking 
approximately nine months. FBC expects that 50 percent of this work would be 
completed by internal resources and related costs would not therefore fall to the 
account of ratepayers.  

In addition, the work required to make TOU related information available to customers 
on the FBC web portal, (as discussed in the response to BCUC IR 1.90.3.1) could be done 
concurrently with the general TOU related work, but would add $25 to $50 thousand to 
the cost, split evenly between internal and external resources. 

Further, FBC states that the estimate of $166,000 has a range of +/-50 percent. 
 
135.7 Please confirm or explain otherwise that the underlined statement from Exhibit B-8-1 in the 

preamble means that the costs related to the work completed by internal resources will be 
included in FBC’s existing revenue requirements and no incremental costs associated with the 
work completed by internal resources will be recovered from ratepayers. 

135.8 Please provide a breakdown of the total cost estimate provided in Exhibit B-8-1 (i.e. $166,000 
plus $25 to $50 thousand for work related to the web portal) by cost category.  

 
In its response to BCUC IR 76.5.2, FBC outlines the actions it will take to provide information to 
customers regarding the optional TOU rates.  
 
Further, in response to BCUC IR 79.1.6 FBC states that it  

…plans to develop a TOU implementation and customer communication strategy to 
increase customer awareness and understanding. This strategy may range from low cost 
action items such as the increased presence of TOU rate options highlighted on the 
www.fortisbc.com website and increased promotion by FBC customer service 
representatives, to more costly measures such as community information sessions and 
individual billing analysis. 

135.9 Please explain if the total cost estimate provided in Exhibit B-8-1 (i.e. $166,000 plus $25 to $50 
thousand for work related to the web portal) includes the costs associated with a customer 
communication strategy. If not, please provide an estimate of these costs.  

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 136.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108-116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.1, 76.5.2, 76.6, 79.1.6 
Time of Use rates reporting  

In its response to BCUC IR 79.1.6, FBC states that it: 
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… is proposing to track and review the results of the optional TOU program (Including 
customers’ awareness of the rates) and after a period of three years, to provide a 
recommendation to the Commission regarding the continuation of the rates. 

In response to BCUC IR 76.1, FBC states that “actual customer behaviour will not be known without 
experience. Also, the power supply impacts that the resulting shifts in load may provide also need to be 
assessed with operational experience.” 
 
In response to BCUC IR 76.5.2, FBC states that “[w]ith the implementation of AMI, the Company can 
provide a bill analysis utilizing hourly data to assess potential TOU bill impacts for customers.” 

 
136.1 With the AMI project complete, could FBC have sufficient information to provide an annual 

evaluation of TOU customer uptake and load profiles, and determine if the TOU structure and 
price levels offer the correct signal to encourage FBC’s goal for load shifting and the effect this 
has on baseload, variable and capacity costs? Please discuss. 

136.2 Please provide details of the specific results that FBC proposes to track with respect to optional 
TOU rates for each customer class. 

136.2.1 Please explain the pros and cons of reporting on these items to the BCUC on an annual 
basis, rather than only after three years.  

136.3 Does FBC have load profile and consumption data for the existing TOU customers in each class, 
so that any changes in load profile and consumption patterns over time can be reported? Please 
discuss.   

136.4 Will FBC be able to access the current load profile and consumption data for new customers in 
each class at the time of signing up for optional TOU rates, so that any changes in load profile 
and consumption patterns after signing up for the optional TOU rates can be reported over 
time? Otherwise, does FBC plan to evaluate the results on a whole class basis? Please discuss.   

136.4.1 Can FBC use AMI to provide sufficient information, such as historical consumption 
patterns, to prospective TOU customers to allow them to make an informed decision to 
opt for TOU rates? Please discuss.  

136.5 Please provide a list of the key success factors and objectives related to the proposed optional 
TOU rates.  

136.5.1 For each key success factor and objective identified, please provide a related key 
performance measure that would allow FBC to evaluate the success of the optional TOU 
rates. 

In response to BCUC IR 76.6, FBC states that “[a]dditionally, any analysis of consumption patterns would 
be complicated by rate changes, appliance changes and numerous other customer changes over the 
duration.” 

136.6 During the three-year evaluation period, how will FBC attribute changes in consumption levels 
to the TOU rate structure and resulting changes in customer behaviour and/or efficiency 
changes to appliances, or any other reason? Please discuss. 

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 137.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC 79.1.3, 87.2.1, 87.3, 88.2; Exhibit 
B-12, BCSEA IR 34.3; Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO IR 59.2; BCUC Inquiry into the Regulation of 
Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Service, BCUC IR 24.3 
Revenue neutrality 

In its response to BCUC IR 87.3, FBC states that “For clarity, for each rate class, the proposed TOU rates 
are designed to be revenue neutral with the existing TOU rates, assuming in both cases that all 
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customers are enrolled in the program.” 
 
On page 113 of the Application, FBC states that the “proposed off-peak rate would  be set so that the 
total forecast revenues collected are revenue neutral with the proposed non-TOU  rates and the 
revenue requirement for each class.” 

 
137.1 Please provide an illustrative example representing the proposed revenue neutral design of the 

TOU rate proposal. 

137.1.1 Please clarify which year was used for the revenue requirement and rates in 
determining the revenue neutrality of the TOU proposal. 

 
137.2 Should the underlined statement in the preamble read “proposed non-TOU rates” for each 

class, rather than “the existing TOU rates”? If not, please clarify.  

137.2.1 Please confirm the “proposed non-TOU rate” (i.e. Year 5 flat rate, current RCR or other) 
for the residential class specifically that was used to determine revenue neutrality for 
the proposed residential TOU rates.   

137.2.1.1 In the event that the Year 5 flat rate was used to determine revenue 
neutrality for the proposed TOU rate for the residential class, please provide 
revised proposed TOU rates using the current RCR to determine revenue 
neutrality. 

Further, in response to BCUC IR 79.1.3, FBC states that  
 

…the proposed TOU rates are set so that the total forecast revenues collected are revenue 
neutral with the proposed non-TOU rates and the revenue requirement for each class under the 
assumption that the entire class is participating. Partial participation may lead to an over-
collection or under-collection as compared to the default rate. 
 

In response to BCUC IR 87.2.1, FBC states that  
 

To the extent that there may be a concern that only those customers that may benefit from the 
TOU rate  would choose to enroll, thereby leading to a revenue deficiency, the Company notes 
that this issue could arise under any phase-out schedule (or no phase-out) so this alone would 
not prevent the concurrent implementation of TOU rates. 
 

Further, in response to BCUC IR 88.2, FBC states that “It is expected in some cases that customers that 
inherently have a greater level of off-peak use would switch to TOU rates and not actually change 
consumption.” 

 
137.3 How would partial participation in TOU affect (i) the proposed TOU periods and (ii) TOU pricing? 

Please discuss. 

137.4 How would partial participation in TOU affect the reduction in on-peak consumption? Is the 
relationship between TOU participation and on-peak consumption linear? Please discuss. 

 
In response to BCSEA IR 34.3 FBC states that, “…it was estimated that roughly 19 percent of customers 
would be better off financially with TOU rates with no changes in their consumption patterns. Based on 
the sample, if all of the customers with potential savings opted into the TOU rate, and assuming no 
other residential customers opted into the TOU rate, the lost revenues would be $9.4 million out of 
$185 million in total. In terms of rate impact, this would result in an added cost of $0.001 per kWh for 
customers in the residential class (or $0.003/kWh if applied to all customer classes).” 
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137.5 Does FBC have consumption data for each rate class to indicate the number of customers that 

would experience a bill benefit, no bill change and a bill increase under the proposed optional 
TOU rates as compared to the proposed standard rates?   

137.5.1 If the answer to the preceding IR is yes, please provide, by rate class, the number of 
customers that would experience a bill benefit, no bill change and a bill increase under 
the proposed optional TOU rates as compared to the proposed standard rates. For the 
residential class, please provide the analysis as compared to both the current RCR and 
the Year 5 flat rate.  

137.5.2 If the answer to the preceding IR is no, please provide an estimate, by rate class, of the 
number of customers that would experience a bill benefit, no bill change and a bill 
increase under the proposed optional TOU rates as compared to the proposed standard 
rates. For the residential class, please provide the analysis as compared to both the 
current RCR and the Year 5 flat rate.  

137.5.3 In the event that only those customers that would benefit from the proposed TOU rates 
choose to opt-in to the TOU service, please provide the approximate annual revenue 
deficiency by rate class.  

137.5.3.1 Given that this analysis requested in the preceding IR was provided in 
response to BCSEA IR 34.3 for the residential class, please indicate if the 
information provided in response to the BCSEA IR compares the optional 
TOU rates to the current RCR or the Year 5 Flat Rate and provide a revised 
response under both the current RCR and the Year 5 Flat Rate.  

137.5.4 In the event that only those customers currently enrolled in FBC’s TOU rate programs 
stay on the TOU rates and no additional customers enroll, please provide the 
approximate annual revenue deficiency by rate class. For the residential class, please 
provide the analysis as compared to both the current RCR and the year 5 flat rate.  

137.6 In the BCUC’s Inquiry into the Regulation of EV Charging Service, FBC states in response to BCUC 
IR 24.3 that “TOU rates provide a simple incentive for EV owners to shift charging to off peak 
times.” Assuming that all EV owners charge their electric vehicles during off peak times, please 
discuss the impact this would have on FBC’s proposal for revenue neutrality in the residential 
rate design. Please list all assumptions.  

137.7 Please provide three separate analyses to demonstrate the residential forecast and actual 
revenue variance that will result if 25 percent, 50 percent and 75 percent of residential 
customers take service under the proposed TOU rates, using the following assumptions: 

• All customers taking service under the proposed TOU rates have mean consumption 
prior to opting for TOU rates  

• The actual shift in consumption is in accordance with the elasticity factors included on 
page 114 of the Application.  

 
Please provide the supporting calculations and the explanation for any residential forecast and 
actual revenue variance or lack of variance, where applicable.  

 
137.8 Please provide three separate analyses to demonstrate the residential forecast and actual 

revenue variance that will result if 25 percent, 50 percent and 75 percent of residential 
customers take service under the proposed TOU rates, using the following assumptions: 

• All customers taking service under the proposed TOU rates have mean consumption 
prior to opting for TOU rates  

• The actual shift in consumption varies by +/- 10 percent as compared to the elasticity 
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factor on page 114 in the Application  
 

Please provide the supporting calculations and the explanation for any residential forecast and 
actual revenue variance or lack of variance, where applicable.  

 
In response to BCUC IR 79.1.4, FBC states that “Partial participation may lead to an over-collection or 
under-collection as compared to the default rate.” 

 
137.9 Please provide details of the circumstances under which partial participation will lead to an 

over-collection of revenue as compared to the default rate and provide an illustrative example.  

137.10 Please provide details of the circumstances under which partial participation will lead to an 
under-collection of revenue as compared to the default rate and provide an illustrative example.  

137.11 Please explain how the number of actual participants in the optional TOU rate program will 
impact revenue neutrality, given that the rates were set to be revenue neutral with all 
customers on the TOU rate versus all customers on the standard rate. Please provide an 
illustrative example to support the response.  

 
In response to BCOAPO IR 59.2, FBC states that “[i]t is expected that customers with more than average 
off-peak consumption will be more likely to opt for TOU rates.” 

 
137.12 Please discuss if the expectation that customers with more than average off-peak consumption 

will be more likely to opt for TOU rates has been built into the proposed rate design  and 
revenue neutrality assumptions for the optional TOU rates. If not, please explain why not.  

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 138.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 75.2, 76.4.2, 76.5, 79.1.3 
Revenue requirement recovery 

In its response to BCUC IR 75.2, FBC states that  
 

As the adoption of TOU rates grows over time, the TOU loads and revenues will be included in 
the load and revenue forecasts which are usually updated annually, so the effects of TOU 
adoption will be reflected in the revenue deficiencies or surpluses in the annual revenue 
requirements process. Revenue variances from forecast are currently captured in the flow 
through deferral account and recovered from or refunded to customers in subsequent periods. 
 

138.1 Please clarify if FBC plans to update the load and revenue forecasts on an annual basis for the 
forecast TOU loads and revenues, regardless of the number of customers that adopt TOU rates.   

138.2 With respect to the method of refund / recovery for revenue variances from forecast related to 
optional TOU rates, please clarify the following and explain the rationale for the approach: 

• Does FBC propose to recover/refund optional TOU revenue variances to all customers or 
only optional TOU customers, or through all customers within the rate class? 

• Does FBC propose to recover/refund optional TOU revenue variances related to specific 
customer classes from all customer classes or only from customers in the specific 
customer class? 

 
138.2.1 Would FBC consider any alternatives to the flow through deferral account to 

refunding/recovering revenue variances related to optional TOU rates to customers? 
Specifically, please discuss if FBC would consider refunding /recovering revenue 
variances to optional TOU customers only and/or to the specific customer class that the 



FBC 2017 COSA & RDA BCUC IR No. 2 24 of 30 

variance is attributable to. Please discuss why or why not. 
 
The table provided in response to BCUC IR 76.5 shows an increase of 23 RS2A customers in January 2012 
compared to January 2011.  
 
138.3 Does FBC consider that that the increase in RS 2A customers in January 2012 can likely be 

attributed to the introduction of the RCR in 2012? Please discuss. 

138.4 In the event that the proposal in the current Application to flatten the residential rate over a 
period of five years approved, please provide an estimate of the impact, if any, FBC expects this 
will have on the number of new customers that will sign up for the optional residential TOU 
rate. 

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 139.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.4.2, 82.2, 82.2.1, 82.2, 
90.3.4 
Bill impact  

In its response to BCUC IR 82.2, FBC provides a comparison of the annual bill under the current RCR rate, 
the FBC residential rate proposal and the proposed TOU rate for the “average customer”.  
 
Further FBC states in response to BCUC IR 82.2.1 that “…In comparing bills under the TOU rates to the 
flat rate, the analysis demonstrates that TOU rates, with no change in customer consumption, will 
produce annual bills approximately $30-$40 above the flat rate bills at the same annual consumption. In 
order to achieve bill savings under the TOU rates, these customers would need to take measures to shift 
load.” 
 
139.1 Please provide an updated bill estimate, based on the elasticity assumptions of -0.16 for block 2 

(on-peak proxy) and -0.07 elasticity for mid-peak and off-peak periods provided in BCUC 88.1 
and BCUC 88.1.1 and the annual average load shapes provided in BCUC 80.1, showing an 
average customers potential savings under TOU. 

139.2 Please provide an estimate of the amount of load that would need to be shifted in order for 
customers to realize a financial benefit from the optional TOU rates, assuming the $30-40 bill 
difference and the cost of an in-home display ($100-$300). 

 
In response to BCUC IR 90.3.4, FBC states “Customers will have to make the choice to shift their 
consumption, which may require behavioural changes or investment in new equipment.” 

 
139.3 Please clarify and discuss if the reference to “investment in new equipment” in response to 

BCUC IR 90.3.4 refers to the investment of an in-home display or the investment in new 
appliances with programmable functions etc. or both. 

139.3.1 What type of new equipment is available for customers that would impact their load 
shifting capabilities under TOU rates? Please discuss and provide estimates of the load 
shifting capabilities associated with the new equipment. 

139.4 Please provide a revised table in the same format as provided in response to BCUC IR 82.2 
assuming that the customers are able to shift consumption in accordance with the elasticity 
factors on page 114 of the Application. 

139.5 Please identify the amount of load that would need to be shifted from on-peak to mid- or off-
peak in order to achieve bill neutrality (i.e. approximately $30-40 in annual savings) between the 
proposed flat rate and the optional TOU rate.  
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139.5.1 Please identify the amount of load that would need to be shifted from on-peak to mid or 
off peak in order to achieve bill neutrality between existing RCR and the optional TOU 
rate.  

139.6 Please provide the same analysis as that provided in response to BCUC IR 82.2 for customers 
with high annual consumption and low annual consumption.  

139.7 Please provide the same analysis as that provided in response to BCUC IR 82.2 for all other 
proposed TOU rates as compared to the proposed standard rate. 

139.7.1 For each rate class, please identify the amount of load that would need to be shifted 
from on-peak to mid- or off-peak in order to achieve bill neutrality between the 
proposed standard rate and the optional TOU rate.  

 
In its response to BCUC IR 76.4.2, FBC states that: 

…given the relatively low participation rates over the last 20 years it would appear that 
customers have a preference for a simple, stable rate structure. In the past decade, the 
general level of rates has risen, and the introduction of the RCR has raised the overall 
cost of energy for high consuming customers. This has raised interest in the availability 
of TOU rates, but it appears more as a bill mitigation opportunity than as a conservation 
measure. 

139.8 Please clarify if the underlined statement in the preamble from the response to BCUC IR 76.4.2 
refers to high consuming residential customers or residential customers in general. 

139.9 Please explain how FBC determined that the interest in TOU rates is due to bill mitigation 
opportunities rather than a conservation measures. 

139.9.1 Did this finding impact the current design of the proposed residential TOU rates? Please 
discuss. 

139.10 Please explain how high consuming customer will benefit from the proposed optional TOU rates 
as compared to low consuming customers. 

 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES 140.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 114, Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.1, 56.2; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 78.1.1, 80.7, 
88.10, 91.3 
Time Of Use pricing  

In response to BCUC 88.10, FBC states that “The decrease in the ratios occurred because of changes in 
the price of power supply costs over time, the addition of a mid-peak TOU period, the fact that 
transmission costs were all placed in the on-peak TOU periods in the past, and the increasing level of 
distribution costs on the system relative to power supply and transmission costs.” 
 
In response to BCUC IR 91.3, FBC states that “Early versions of TOU pricing by utilities were typically 
based on putting all fixed costs (such as demand-related production, transmission and distribution) costs 
into the on peak period and putting variable costs into the off-peak period. This resulted in very high on 
peak to off-peak differentials and the ability for customers to avoid the fixed costs of the system.” 
 
In response to BCUC IR 78.1.1, FBC states that “In the 1997 Application the transmission costs were also 
added to the on-peak periods, while in the current Application they were not.” 
 
140.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that transmission costs are spread evenly over the three 

TOU off-peak, mid-peak and on-peak time periods.  
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In BCOAPO IR 56.1, FBC provides the following table: 
 

 
 

In response to BCOAPO 56.2, FBC states that: 

The demand charges for BCH 3808 purchases, the charges for the Waneta Expansion 
project (which is a capacity only resource), and a portion of costs for the Kootenay River 
Plants classified as demand-related in the COSA, were considered capacity-related costs 
and used to develop the on-peak cost differential. The energy charges for the BCH 3808 
purchase and the net market purchases were considered variable energy charges and 
were used to develop the mid-peak cost differential. All other power supply costs were 
considered baseload costs, including the energy-related portion of FBC-owned 
generation and purchases under the Brilliant Power Purchase Agreement. 

140.2 Please provide an update to the table in the preamble to include baseload costs, clearly 
differentiating costs attributed to the Brilliant Power Purchase Agreement and FBC owned 
generation. 

In response to BCUC IR 80.7, FBC states that “The daily peak load is used as the metric to determine TOU 
periods, as opposed average daily load.” 
 
140.3 Please explain why the daily peak load and not the average daily load is used to determine TOU 

periods. 

140.4 Considering the off-peak rate is, on average, approximately one-third the on-peak rate, how 
does FBC ensure that peak period is not shifted towards the off-peak period? Please explain. 

 
Page 114 of the Application FBC states that an “elasticity factor was applied to the load in each time-
period to account for the assumed impacts in usage associated with TOU rates.” 
 
140.5 Please clarify the “load” that the elasticity factors outlined on page 114 of the Application were 

applied to. Specifically, were the elasticity factors applied to the Energy Amounts in Table 8-8 in 
determining the cost differential per kWh, or some other load amount? 

 
In response to BCUC IR 88.9 FBC provides Attachment 88.9 with an excel model used to perform the rate 
calculations in Table 8-9 and 8-10 of the Application. 
 
140.6 Please provide a fully functioning Excel model used to derive the off-peak rate for each TOU rate 

class. For example, $0.0928 for the residential TOU rates. 

Page 114 of the Application FBC states that “the reduced power supply cost associated with overall 
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reduced consumption was applied as an offset to the revenue when looking at revenue neutrality. The 
savings was based on the variable energy rate of $0.04863 per kWh from the BC Hydro RS 3808 PPA. 
 
140.7 Please explain why the market purchases were not included in the reduced power supply costs 

and the impact that including pricing at both market purchases and the BC Hydro RS 3808 PPA 
would have on the TOU pricing. 

 
G. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

 Reference: GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 141.0
Exhibit B-1, Chapter 10, p. 126; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 97 
AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account 

In response to BCUC IR 97.1 FBC states that it “…proposes to increase the per-read fee by $1.50 to 
$19.50 [for all radio-off customers] in order to recover the existing balance in the Radio-off Shortfall 
deferral account over a period of five years, beginning in 2019.” [Emphasis added] 
 
In response to BCUC IR 97.3, FBC states that:  

In order to recover the balance in the deferral account from residential customers only, 
FBC would either have to apply a rate rider for the period of recovery, or have to 
increase the basic charge temporarily. FBC’s billing system currently does not have the 
capability to apply the increased cost to the residential class by way of a rate rider, and 
would need to incur programming costs to effect this method of recovery. A temporary 
increase to the basic charge, followed by a reduction later, would be less transparent 
and potentially confusing to customers and is therefore not recommended. [Emphasis 
added] 

141.1 Please identify any issues related to transparency and customer understanding with the 
proposal to recover the AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account by increasing the per-read fee, 
as opposed to some other method.   

141.1.1 Please discuss any other available methods for recovering the balance of the AMI Radio-
off Shortfall Deferral Account and the pros and cons of each method. 

141.2 Please provide an estimate of the programming and other costs that would be incurred to 
create a rate ride to recover the balance of the AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account.  

141.2.1 Would the costs be different to create a rate rider to recover the costs from radio-off 
customers only as compared to all residential customers? If so please provide a cost 
estimate for each scenario. 

Directive 1 of Order C-7-13 states that “The incremental cost of opting-out of the AMI program will be 
borne by the individuals choosing to opt-out.” 
 
141.3 Please discuss if FBC would consider the recovery of the balance of the AMI Radio-off Shortfall 

Deferral Account from all residential customers to be contrary to directive 1 of Order C-7-13.   

141.4 Please discuss whether FBC considers any cross-subsidization between AMI customers and 
radio-off customers to be “unduly” discriminatory under the Utilities Commission Act. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 97.1 FBC states the following, among other things: 

• on a forward-looking basis the existing per-read fee of $18.00 is expected to recover costs and 
that no adjustment to the-per read fee is required (other than that required to recover the 
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existing deferral account balance); 

• the Radio-Off Shortfall Deferral Account should continue to be utilized until the termination of 
the current Performance Based Ratemaking (PBR) Plan on December 31, 2019; and 

• FBC proposes to cease recording the net costs and read fees as of December 31, 2019, and to 
amortize the balance of the deferral account over a five-year period from 2019 to 2023. 
 

141.5 Given that the per-read fee is expected to recover costs on a forward-looking basis, please 
explain the rationale for the proposal to continue to use the Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account 
until the termination of the PBR as of December 31, 2019, as opposed to an earlier or later date.  

 Reference: GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 142.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 6.2, 103.1; Exhibit B-1, Appendix G 
Security deposit for payment of bills 

FBC states in response to BCUC IR 103.1 that it “believes that $50 represents a reasonable minimum 
amount given that the Basic Charge itself is $19.40 per month ($38.80 per two-month period) and the 
average monthly bill for an FBC Residential customer for 2017 is approximately $120 (for FEI gas 
customers, the average monthly bill approximately $65).” 
 
142.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the current Basic Charge is $16.05 per month, not 

$19.40 per month. 
 
FBC’s proposed revisions to the security deposit terms and conditions are provided in Section 2.5 of the 
General Terms and Conditions (GT&Cs) in Appendix G as follows: 
 

 
 
BC Hydro’s terms and conditions related to security deposits are as follows: 
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142.2 Please explain why FBC considers it necessary to base the maximum security deposit amount on 

the two highest consecutive months of consumption as opposed to basing the amount on two 
months of average consumption (similar to BC Hydro’s approach). 

142.2.1 As part of this response, please compare the impact on the maximum security deposit 
under the two scenarios (i.e. FBC’s proposed wording compared to the use of average 
monthly bill consumption) using an actual residential customer’s consumption data. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 6.2, FBC states that it is “actively pursuing other ways to support low income 
customers that do not require changes to rate structures or design” and that it “may adjust charges 
where there is flexibility in the applicable tariff provisions and there is a reasonable basis to do so.” 
 
142.3 Please discuss whether FBC’s proposed changes to the security deposit terms and conditions 

may result in less flexibility for customers due to the imposition of the minimum deposit amount 
of $50. 

 Reference: CONNECTION CHARGES 143.0
Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 109.2, 109.6, Attachment 109.1 
Overhead loadings 

In response to BCUC IR 109.2, FBC compares the current and proposed connection charge rates, which 
includes a change in the overhead loadings percent from the current 15 percent to the proposed 33.4 
percent. 
 
In response to BCUC IR 109.6, FBC explains that the proposed overhead loadings are based on 2017 
values and are the sum of Capitalized Overhead (19.5 percent) and Direct Overhead (13.9 percent). 
 
FBC further states the following in response to BCUC IR 109.6: 

Capitalized overhead is pre-determined by the BCUC as a percentage of operating and 
maintenance (O&M) costs and is currently 15 percent of approved O&M costs. This 
value is then applied to FBC’s approved formulaic capital budget to determine the 
Capitalized Overhead rate, meaning the loading rate in capital can fluctuate depending 
on the approved capital budget. 

143.1 Please clarify if the current overhead loadings rate of 15 percent represents only Capitalized 
Overhead. 
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143.2 Please explain why FBC has changed the calculation of overhead loadings to include both 
Capitalized Overhead and Direct Overhead. 

143.3 Please provide the supporting calculations for the 19.5 percent Capitalized Overhead and the 
13.9 percent Direct Overhead. 

143.4 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the proposed change in the Capitalized Overhead 
component of Overhead loadings of 19.5 percent does not represent a change to FBC’s 
approved Capitalized Overhead rate of 15 percent. 

143.4.1 If not confirmed, please explain why it is appropriate to request a change to the 
Capitalized Overhead rate as part of this Application as opposed to requesting the 
change in a revenue requirements application. 

143.5 With reference to FBC’s explanation of the calculation of Capitalized Overhead provided in the 
above preamble, please clarify FBC’s statement that the overhead loading rate can fluctuate (i.e. 
19.5 percent) given that the current rate for overhead loadings is exactly 15 percent. 

143.6 Based on the last five years of approved capital budgets, please provide the annual loading 
rates. Please provide all supporting calculations. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 109.2, FBC shows that it is proposing to increase the Material Loadings 
percentage from 7 percent to 10 percent. 
 
143.7 Please explain how the Material Loadings percentage is determined and why it is increasing 

from 7 percent to 10 percent. As part of this response, please provide the supporting 
calculations for the current and proposed percentages. 
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	128.7 Please explain why it is necessary for FBC to charge a 10 percent administrative fee on the imbalance charges. As part of this response, please provide the cost basis for the 10 percent administrative fee, including all supporting calculations a...
	128.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FBC’s proposed RS 106 rate is consistent with the standard practices under OATT.
	128.8.1 If not, please highlight the differences between FBC’s proposed rate and the OATT standard and explain the rationale for these differences.


	129.0 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 73.1 RS 109 – Loss Compensation
	129.1 Please explain what was considered to be an “acceptable range” for loss percentages and how this range was determined to be reasonable.
	129.2 Please further elaborate on how the estimates for loss percentages were determined to be reasonable (i.e. on what basis was reasonableness assessed).
	129.3 Please further explain how the transmission losses of 2.86 percent were determined.

	130.0 Reference: TRANSMISSION SERVICES Exhibit B-15, ICG IR 12.2 Transmission customer discounts
	130.1 Based on FBC’s conditions and electrical system and existing interconnects to BC Hydro’s electrical system, please discuss the likelihood that Transmission Customers would be able to qualify for the discount. As part of this response, please exp...


	F. OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES
	131.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 91.2 Context and considerations
	131.1 Does FBC consider the proposed optional TOU rates to be conservation rates? Please discuss why or why not.
	131.2 Does FBC expect that the proposed redesign of the optional TOU rates will have an impact on the number of customers enrolled in each of the TOU rates currently offered by FBC? Please discuss why or why not.

	132.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108-116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.4.1, 78.1.1 Current Time of Use rates
	132.1 Please elaborate on how the pricing signals of the current TOU rates did not end up being reflective of costs that could be influenced by customer participation.

	133.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Appendix G, Rate Schedules 2A, 22A, 23A, 32, 33, 42, 43, 61; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.10 Electric tariff
	133.1 Please explain if FBC customers that take service under the AMI radio-off option or customers that do not have an AMI meter  can sign up for optional TOU rates. If yes, please explain if there are any concerns or incremental costs associated wit...
	133.2 Please elaborate on what is meant by “satisfactory, as determined by the Company, load factors.” If this criterion is different for the various TOU customer classes, please indicate the specific load factors for each customer class.

	134.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 56.7, 79.1.4 Benefits
	134.1 Please explain how the proposed optional TOU rates may generate incremental revenue to the benefit of ratepayers and discuss the amount of any incremental revenue that is expected.
	134.2 With respect to power supply resources, please explain what FBC considers to be the short-term and long-term planning horizons.
	134.2.1 Does FBC expect that there will be any capacity constraints and/or a need for new resources to meet load growth over the long-term planning horizon? Please discuss and provide supporting data and timeframes.

	134.3 Please provide an estimate of the amount of usage that would need to be shifted from the on-peak and mid-peak hours to result in short-term capacity savings under the BC Hydro PPA and/or Waneta Expansion. Please provide the corresponding dollar ...
	134.3.1 Please provide an estimate of the number of residential customers with mean consumption that would need to sign up for optional TOU rates and shift consumption in accordance with the elasticity factors on page 114 of the Application in order t...

	134.4 Please clarify how much consumption shifted away from the peak with certainty would be considered “sufficient” in order to result in real savings potential for the optional TOU rate and explain why.
	134.4.1 Please clarify over what time period sufficient consumption would need to be shifted away from the peak in order to result in real savings potential for the optional TOU rate and explain why.
	134.4.2 What amount of costs related to power purchase expense savings and deferred investment in new generation resulting from the optional TOU rate would FBC consider to be “real savings potential”? Please discuss.

	134.5 Please clarify the benefit in the short-term of the proposed optional TOU rates for FBC and its customers. Specifically, please explain if there are any financial benefits for ratepayers or the Company related to purchases from RS 3808 and the m...

	135.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.5.2, 79.1.6, 90.2 and 90.3; Exhibit B-8-1 Costs to implement
	135.1 Please clarify if the underlined sentence from the response to BCUC IR 90.2 above is complete.
	135.2 Please provide details of the specific information that will be provided to customers through both the in-home displays and web-based access and if there are any pros and cons associated with each option. For example, would the displays show the...
	135.3 Will the in-home displays at a cost of $100-400 per customer be available to customers in all optional TOU rate classes, not just residential? If the different optional TOU rate classes have different technology required to understand both the T...
	135.4 Please account for the range of $300 for the in-home display costs.
	135.4.1 What is the range in costs for in-home displays in other jurisdictions that have implemented TOU rates? Please provide a comparison table, if possible.
	135.4.2 Please discuss if FBC has any vendors lined up for the supply of customer in-home displays and when the products will be available to customers. If not, please discuss the timeline to secure vendors for the products.
	135.4.3 Please discuss whether FBC has investigated lower cost range of in-home displays currently on the market. If so, please discuss the results.

	135.5 Has FBC considered a mobile application capability which may allow more interactive customer pricing signals? (e.g. customer notifications of the TOU pricing throughout the day)
	135.6 Has FBC considered providing customers with in-home displays or any other technology identified in the preceding IR response at no charge to the individual customer? Please discuss why or why not.
	135.7 Please confirm or explain otherwise that the underlined statement from Exhibit B-8-1 in the preamble means that the costs related to the work completed by internal resources will be included in FBC’s existing revenue requirements and no incremen...
	135.8 Please provide a breakdown of the total cost estimate provided in Exhibit B-8-1 (i.e. $166,000 plus $25 to $50 thousand for work related to the web portal) by cost category.
	135.9 Please explain if the total cost estimate provided in Exhibit B-8-1 (i.e. $166,000 plus $25 to $50 thousand for work related to the web portal) includes the costs associated with a customer communication strategy. If not, please provide an estim...

	136.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108-116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.1, 76.5.2, 76.6, 79.1.6 Time of Use rates reporting
	136.1 With the AMI project complete, could FBC have sufficient information to provide an annual evaluation of TOU customer uptake and load profiles, and determine if the TOU structure and price levels offer the correct signal to encourage FBC’s goal f...
	136.2 Please provide details of the specific results that FBC proposes to track with respect to optional TOU rates for each customer class.
	136.2.1 Please explain the pros and cons of reporting on these items to the BCUC on an annual basis, rather than only after three years.

	136.3 Does FBC have load profile and consumption data for the existing TOU customers in each class, so that any changes in load profile and consumption patterns over time can be reported? Please discuss.
	136.4 Will FBC be able to access the current load profile and consumption data for new customers in each class at the time of signing up for optional TOU rates, so that any changes in load profile and consumption patterns after signing up for the opti...
	136.4.1 Can FBC use AMI to provide sufficient information, such as historical consumption patterns, to prospective TOU customers to allow them to make an informed decision to opt for TOU rates? Please discuss.

	136.5 Please provide a list of the key success factors and objectives related to the proposed optional TOU rates.
	136.5.1 For each key success factor and objective identified, please provide a related key performance measure that would allow FBC to evaluate the success of the optional TOU rates.

	In response to BCUC IR 76.6, FBC states that “[a]dditionally, any analysis of consumption patterns would be complicated by rate changes, appliance changes and numerous other customer changes over the duration.”
	136.6 During the three-year evaluation period, how will FBC attribute changes in consumption levels to the TOU rate structure and resulting changes in customer behaviour and/or efficiency changes to appliances, or any other reason? Please discuss.

	137.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC 79.1.3, 87.2.1, 87.3, 88.2; Exhibit B-12, BCSEA IR 34.3; Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO IR 59.2; BCUC Inquiry into the Regulation of Electric Vehicle (EV) Chargin...
	137.1 Please provide an illustrative example representing the proposed revenue neutral design of the TOU rate proposal.
	137.1.1 Please clarify which year was used for the revenue requirement and rates in determining the revenue neutrality of the TOU proposal.

	137.2 Should the underlined statement in the preamble read “proposed non-TOU rates” for each class, rather than “the existing TOU rates”? If not, please clarify.
	137.2.1 Please confirm the “proposed non-TOU rate” (i.e. Year 5 flat rate, current RCR or other) for the residential class specifically that was used to determine revenue neutrality for the proposed residential TOU rates.
	137.2.1.1 In the event that the Year 5 flat rate was used to determine revenue neutrality for the proposed TOU rate for the residential class, please provide revised proposed TOU rates using the current RCR to determine revenue neutrality.


	137.3 How would partial participation in TOU affect (i) the proposed TOU periods and (ii) TOU pricing? Please discuss.
	137.4 How would partial participation in TOU affect the reduction in on-peak consumption? Is the relationship between TOU participation and on-peak consumption linear? Please discuss.
	137.5 Does FBC have consumption data for each rate class to indicate the number of customers that would experience a bill benefit, no bill change and a bill increase under the proposed optional TOU rates as compared to the proposed standard rates?
	137.5.1 If the answer to the preceding IR is yes, please provide, by rate class, the number of customers that would experience a bill benefit, no bill change and a bill increase under the proposed optional TOU rates as compared to the proposed standar...
	137.5.2 If the answer to the preceding IR is no, please provide an estimate, by rate class, of the number of customers that would experience a bill benefit, no bill change and a bill increase under the proposed optional TOU rates as compared to the pr...
	137.5.3 In the event that only those customers that would benefit from the proposed TOU rates choose to opt-in to the TOU service, please provide the approximate annual revenue deficiency by rate class.
	137.5.3.1 Given that this analysis requested in the preceding IR was provided in response to BCSEA IR 34.3 for the residential class, please indicate if the information provided in response to the BCSEA IR compares the optional TOU rates to the curren...

	137.5.4 In the event that only those customers currently enrolled in FBC’s TOU rate programs stay on the TOU rates and no additional customers enroll, please provide the approximate annual revenue deficiency by rate class. For the residential class, p...

	137.6 In the BCUC’s Inquiry into the Regulation of EV Charging Service, FBC states in response to BCUC IR 24.3 that “TOU rates provide a simple incentive for EV owners to shift charging to off peak times.” Assuming that all EV owners charge their elec...
	137.7 Please provide three separate analyses to demonstrate the residential forecast and actual revenue variance that will result if 25 percent, 50 percent and 75 percent of residential customers take service under the proposed TOU rates, using the fo...
	137.8 Please provide three separate analyses to demonstrate the residential forecast and actual revenue variance that will result if 25 percent, 50 percent and 75 percent of residential customers take service under the proposed TOU rates, using the fo...
	137.9 Please provide details of the circumstances under which partial participation will lead to an over-collection of revenue as compared to the default rate and provide an illustrative example.
	137.10 Please provide details of the circumstances under which partial participation will lead to an under-collection of revenue as compared to the default rate and provide an illustrative example.
	137.11 Please explain how the number of actual participants in the optional TOU rate program will impact revenue neutrality, given that the rates were set to be revenue neutral with all customers on the TOU rate versus all customers on the standard ra...
	137.12 Please discuss if the expectation that customers with more than average off-peak consumption will be more likely to opt for TOU rates has been built into the proposed rate design  and revenue neutrality assumptions for the optional TOU rates. I...

	138.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 75.2, 76.4.2, 76.5, 79.1.3 Revenue requirement recovery
	138.1 Please clarify if FBC plans to update the load and revenue forecasts on an annual basis for the forecast TOU loads and revenues, regardless of the number of customers that adopt TOU rates.
	138.2 With respect to the method of refund / recovery for revenue variances from forecast related to optional TOU rates, please clarify the following and explain the rationale for the approach:
	 Does FBC propose to recover/refund optional TOU revenue variances to all customers or only optional TOU customers, or through all customers within the rate class?
	 Does FBC propose to recover/refund optional TOU revenue variances related to specific customer classes from all customer classes or only from customers in the specific customer class?
	138.2.1 Would FBC consider any alternatives to the flow through deferral account to refunding/recovering revenue variances related to optional TOU rates to customers? Specifically, please discuss if FBC would consider refunding /recovering revenue var...

	138.3 Does FBC consider that that the increase in RS 2A customers in January 2012 can likely be attributed to the introduction of the RCR in 2012? Please discuss.
	138.4 In the event that the proposal in the current Application to flatten the residential rate over a period of five years approved, please provide an estimate of the impact, if any, FBC expects this will have on the number of new customers that will...

	139.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, Section 8, pp. 108–116; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 76.4.2, 82.2, 82.2.1, 82.2, 90.3.4 Bill impact
	139.1 Please provide an updated bill estimate, based on the elasticity assumptions of -0.16 for block 2 (on-peak proxy) and -0.07 elasticity for mid-peak and off-peak periods provided in BCUC 88.1 and BCUC 88.1.1 and the annual average load shapes pro...
	139.2 Please provide an estimate of the amount of load that would need to be shifted in order for customers to realize a financial benefit from the optional TOU rates, assuming the $30-40 bill difference and the cost of an in-home display ($100-$300).
	In response to BCUC IR 90.3.4, FBC states “Customers will have to make the choice to shift their consumption, which may require behavioural changes or investment in new equipment.”

	139.3 Please clarify and discuss if the reference to “investment in new equipment” in response to BCUC IR 90.3.4 refers to the investment of an in-home display or the investment in new appliances with programmable functions etc. or both.
	139.3.1 What type of new equipment is available for customers that would impact their load shifting capabilities under TOU rates? Please discuss and provide estimates of the load shifting capabilities associated with the new equipment.

	139.4 Please provide a revised table in the same format as provided in response to BCUC IR 82.2 assuming that the customers are able to shift consumption in accordance with the elasticity factors on page 114 of the Application.
	139.5 Please identify the amount of load that would need to be shifted from on-peak to mid- or off-peak in order to achieve bill neutrality (i.e. approximately $30-40 in annual savings) between the proposed flat rate and the optional TOU rate.
	139.5.1 Please identify the amount of load that would need to be shifted from on-peak to mid or off peak in order to achieve bill neutrality between existing RCR and the optional TOU rate.

	139.6 Please provide the same analysis as that provided in response to BCUC IR 82.2 for customers with high annual consumption and low annual consumption.
	139.7 Please provide the same analysis as that provided in response to BCUC IR 82.2 for all other proposed TOU rates as compared to the proposed standard rate.
	139.7.1 For each rate class, please identify the amount of load that would need to be shifted from on-peak to mid- or off-peak in order to achieve bill neutrality between the proposed standard rate and the optional TOU rate.

	139.8 Please clarify if the underlined statement in the preamble from the response to BCUC IR 76.4.2 refers to high consuming residential customers or residential customers in general.
	139.9 Please explain how FBC determined that the interest in TOU rates is due to bill mitigation opportunities rather than a conservation measures.
	139.9.1 Did this finding impact the current design of the proposed residential TOU rates? Please discuss.

	139.10 Please explain how high consuming customer will benefit from the proposed optional TOU rates as compared to low consuming customers.

	140.0 Reference: OPTIONAL TIME OF USE RATES Exhibit B-1, p. 114, Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.1, 56.2; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 78.1.1, 80.7, 88.10, 91.3 Time Of Use pricing
	140.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that transmission costs are spread evenly over the three TOU off-peak, mid-peak and on-peak time periods.
	140.2 Please provide an update to the table in the preamble to include baseload costs, clearly differentiating costs attributed to the Brilliant Power Purchase Agreement and FBC owned generation.
	140.3 Please explain why the daily peak load and not the average daily load is used to determine TOU periods.
	140.4 Considering the off-peak rate is, on average, approximately one-third the on-peak rate, how does FBC ensure that peak period is not shifted towards the off-peak period? Please explain.
	140.5 Please clarify the “load” that the elasticity factors outlined on page 114 of the Application were applied to. Specifically, were the elasticity factors applied to the Energy Amounts in Table 8-8 in determining the cost differential per kWh, or ...
	140.6 Please provide a fully functioning Excel model used to derive the off-peak rate for each TOU rate class. For example, $0.0928 for the residential TOU rates.
	140.7 Please explain why the market purchases were not included in the reduced power supply costs and the impact that including pricing at both market purchases and the BC Hydro RS 3808 PPA would have on the TOU pricing.


	G. GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
	141.0 Reference: GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS Exhibit B-1, Chapter 10, p. 126; Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 97 AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account
	141.1 Please identify any issues related to transparency and customer understanding with the proposal to recover the AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account by increasing the per-read fee, as opposed to some other method.
	141.1.1 Please discuss any other available methods for recovering the balance of the AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account and the pros and cons of each method.

	141.2 Please provide an estimate of the programming and other costs that would be incurred to create a rate ride to recover the balance of the AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account.
	141.2.1 Would the costs be different to create a rate rider to recover the costs from radio-off customers only as compared to all residential customers? If so please provide a cost estimate for each scenario.

	141.3 Please discuss if FBC would consider the recovery of the balance of the AMI Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account from all residential customers to be contrary to directive 1 of Order C-7-13.
	141.4 Please discuss whether FBC considers any cross-subsidization between AMI customers and radio-off customers to be “unduly” discriminatory under the Utilities Commission Act.
	141.5 Given that the per-read fee is expected to recover costs on a forward-looking basis, please explain the rationale for the proposal to continue to use the Radio-off Shortfall Deferral Account until the termination of the PBR as of December 31, 20...

	142.0 Reference: GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 6.2, 103.1; Exhibit B-1, Appendix G Security deposit for payment of bills
	142.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the current Basic Charge is $16.05 per month, not $19.40 per month.
	142.2 Please explain why FBC considers it necessary to base the maximum security deposit amount on the two highest consecutive months of consumption as opposed to basing the amount on two months of average consumption (similar to BC Hydro’s approach).
	142.2.1 As part of this response, please compare the impact on the maximum security deposit under the two scenarios (i.e. FBC’s proposed wording compared to the use of average monthly bill consumption) using an actual residential customer’s consumptio...

	142.3 Please discuss whether FBC’s proposed changes to the security deposit terms and conditions may result in less flexibility for customers due to the imposition of the minimum deposit amount of $50.

	143.0 Reference: CONNECTION CHARGES Exhibit B-8, BCUC IR 109.2, 109.6, Attachment 109.1 Overhead loadings
	143.1 Please clarify if the current overhead loadings rate of 15 percent represents only Capitalized Overhead.
	143.2 Please explain why FBC has changed the calculation of overhead loadings to include both Capitalized Overhead and Direct Overhead.
	143.3 Please provide the supporting calculations for the 19.5 percent Capitalized Overhead and the 13.9 percent Direct Overhead.
	143.4 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the proposed change in the Capitalized Overhead component of Overhead loadings of 19.5 percent does not represent a change to FBC’s approved Capitalized Overhead rate of 15 percent.
	143.4.1 If not confirmed, please explain why it is appropriate to request a change to the Capitalized Overhead rate as part of this Application as opposed to requesting the change in a revenue requirements application.

	143.5 With reference to FBC’s explanation of the calculation of Capitalized Overhead provided in the above preamble, please clarify FBC’s statement that the overhead loading rate can fluctuate (i.e. 19.5 percent) given that the current rate for overhe...
	143.6 Based on the last five years of approved capital budgets, please provide the annual loading rates. Please provide all supporting calculations.
	143.7 Please explain how the Material Loadings percentage is determined and why it is increasing from 7 percent to 10 percent. As part of this response, please provide the supporting calculations for the current and proposed percentages.



