
 

 

Reply to: Leigha Worth 
lworth@bcpiac.com  

Ph: 604-687-3034 

November 16, 2017 

VIA E-FILING 

Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary 
BC Utilities Commission  
6th Floor 900 Howe Street  
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3  Our File:7658   

Dear Mr. Wruck: 
 
Re: FortisBC Inc. (FBC) Annual Review 2018 Rates 

Project No. 1598920 
 
 
Please be advised that we continue to represent the following organizations in this regulatory 

process: British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, Disability Alliance BC, Council of 

Senior Citizens’ Organizations of BC, and the Tenant Resource and Advisory Centre, 

("BCOAPO et al." or “BCOAPO”). The constituent groups of BCOAPO et al. have represented 

the interests of FBC’s low and fixed income residential ratepayers in the examination and 

analysis of this and past FBC Performance-Based Ratemaking Schemes as well as their related 

Annual Reviews. 

 

In Section 1.2 of its Application, FBC summarized the approvals it was seeking.  These 

approvals included: 

1. Permanent rates for all customers effective January 1, 2018, resulting in a general 

increase of 0.11 percent compared to 2017 rates, to be applied to all components of 

rates for all customer classes. 

2. The creation of five non-rate base deferral accounts, as described in Section 12.4.1 of 

the Application: 

• A Multi-Year DSM Expenditure Schedule, to be financed at the Company’s 

weighted average cost of debt (WACD); 

• A Community Solar Pilot Project application, to be financed at the Company’s 

short term interest (STI) rate; 

• Tariff Applications, to be financed at the Company’s STI rate; 

• 2020 Revenue Requirements application, to be financed at the Company’s 

WACD; and 

• 2018 Joint Use Pole Audit, to be financed at the Company’s WACD. 
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3. Z-factor treatment for the 2018 incremental O&M and capital expenditures related to 

the Mandatory Reliability Standards (MRS) Assessment Reports No. 8 and No. 10, as 

described in Section 12.2 of the Application. 

 

On October 3, 2017, FBC filed an evidentiary update revising the requested rate increase to 

0.17%. This revised rate increase request was summarized in the following schedule from 

FBC’s October 3, 2017 filing.1 

 

 

The various elements of the revenue requirement that contributed to the change in the 

requested rate increase were summarized in the following schedule:2 

                                                
1
 Exhibit B-2-1, Section 11, Schedule 14. 

2
 Exhibit B-2-1, Section 11, Schedule 1. 
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It is apparent based on this schedule that the key contributors to the rate increase are lower 

than forecast customer volumes offset in part by the reduced power supply related costs, rising 

O&M costs, an increase in the Depreciation from Net Additions, and changes to the finance and 

return on equity that increased FBC costs as well.  All of these variances are captured in flow- 

through deferral accounts except the Return on Equity and O&M variances.3 

 

LOAD FORECAST 

The negative impact of the Customer Growth and Volume factor is, at first blush, a bit deceptive.  

This variance is not due to a decrease in the overall kWh in 2017.  The chart below actually 

shows there was a slight increase in FBC’s gross load in 2017 (3,484 GWh) over 2016 (3,477 

GWh).4  Instead, the variance that has incurred additional costs for FBC and its ratepayers is 

rooted in the fact that the actual load for 2016 was less than wasforecast for the purposes of last 

year’s Annual Review (re 2017 rates) and the currently forecast loads for both 2017 and 2018 

are less than the forecast for 2017 that was used to set the rates for Fiscal 2017.5  

                                                
3
 Exhibit B-2, pp 122-123. 

4
 Exhibit B-2, Appendix A-2, page 10. 

5
 Exhibit B-2, page 24. 
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FBC has used a load methodology for determining the “before savings” load forecast consisten 

with that used in prior years and which was accepted by the Load Forecast Technical 

Committee in 2011.6  The adjustments made to the 2017 Load Forecast are summarized in the 

following schedule. 

 

The decrease in consumption from the forecast used to set 2017 rates is primarily rooted in the 

decrease in residential and industrial loads, offset by increased commercial load (see below).7 

 

 

Residential 

 

While the pre-DSM load forecast is calculated in the same way as in the past, using the forecast 

customer count multiplied by a projected Use per Customer (UPC), FBC changed the 

methodology to calculate its UPC for 2018.8  Now, instead of using a rolling 3-year average UPC 

                                                
6
 Exhibit B-2, page 21. 

7
 Exhibit B-2, page 34. 

8
 BCUC 13.1. 
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as was done in previous applications, a trend analysis was done to generate 2018’s UPC.  In its 

application, FBC justified this change on the basis that the trend over the past 3 years is 

statistically significant.9 

 

This change in methodology reduced the UPC value for 2018 from 11.4 MWh to 11.04 MWh and 

correspondingly reduced the residential load forecast by 42 GWh10.  This amounts to a 

reduction of over 1% of FBC’s total load forecast. 

 

The historic values to estimate the UPC are actual weather normalized values that included the 

impact of DSM (see BCMEU 4.1 and Exhibit B-2, Attachment A2, page 7).  However, FBC’s use 

of a trend analysis implicitly assumes and builds in more DSM savings in 2017 and 2018.  The 

problem is that the Utility then proceeded to adjust the Residential forecast based on UPC and 

customer count for DSM savings – effectively counting the savings twice.  Our attempts to 

explore the impacts of this double counting did not result in FBC providing the requested 

information in our IR’s 14.2 and 14.6 but FBC did eventually provide Table 5.3 from Exhibit B-2, 

Appendix A-2 broken down by customer class for each year beginning in 2012 in Undertaking 

4.11 These Tables did, in our submission, bear out the BCOAPO suspicion that this methodology 

is flawed.  The UPC trend analysis was done using the three years 2014-2016 and according to 

the undertaking the DSM savings in those 3 years were 8 GWh, 6 GWh and 13 GWh 

respectively: roughly 9 GWh per year in additional DSM savings. Using the trend line UPC out 

to 2018 effectively means building in another 18 GWh over the 2016 base and according to 

FBC’s response to BCUC IR 17.3, the 2017 and 2018 savings presented in the undertaking are 

incremental to the 2016 actuals.  With the 2018 Residential value specified at 14 GWh, 

BCOAPO feels compelled to point out that this is less than was is built in by using the trend so 

the trend line actually includes more DSM in 2018 than the Utility actually plans on achieving.  

This is problematic. 

 

While the double counting of the impacts of DSM is a concern, the fact that any impact will 

eventually be trued up using the deferral accounts and the fact that the 2018 increase is low at 

this time (1%), the impact is not one that is significant enough at this time that BCOAPO feels it 

is necessary to push for a revised load forecast.  If the load forecast does come out higher in 

reality then the positive impact will be used to offset future rate increases which are likely to be 
                                                
9
 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 13.1 and Exhibit B-4, BCOAPO IR 14.1. 

10
 Exhibit B-4, BCOAPO IR 14.7. 

11
 Exhibit B-15, Undertaking 4. 
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higher than we saw this year.  However, this forebearance should not and cannot be taken to 

mean that BCOAPO is agreeing to FBC’s revised methodology.  In this application, BCOAPO is 

agreeing to the numbers and not the methodology, particularly because the impact of this flawed 

methodology will become more significant as FBC faces future cost pressures and forecasting 

uncertainty. 

 

Lighting 

This class’ (pre-DSM) load is also estimated using a trend analysis and is then adjusted for 

DSM impacts12.  The result is that this forecast also suffers from the same DSM double counting 

issue.  However, given the same size of the Lighting load the impact on the overall load forecast 

is negligible. 

 

Again, this is an instance where BCOAPO can, given the negligible impact of FBC’s flawed 

methodology in this particular year, not challenge the utility’s load forecast results while still 

objecting strongly to the methodology used to generate those numbers. 

 

Industrial  

FBC’s industrial load forecast is largely based on its surveys of its industrial customers.13  In 

recent years, these customer-generated forecasts have been overly optimistic, resulting in 

forecasts that were higher than experienced actuals14 but in this Application, FBC has 

assumed that it will not accrue any new industrial customers. 

 

While this very conservative assumption is a concern, there is no real basis upon which to 

object to the industrial forecast as being too low and, aside from the previously specified 

objection to FBC’s forecast methodology, BCOAPO is prepared to accept the forecast 

figures for FBC’s industrial customer group as well. 

 

Customer Count 

 

                                                
12

 Exhibit B-2, Appendix A2, page 6 and BCUC 16.1. 
13

 Exhibit B-2, Appendix A2, pages 5-6 and CEC 20.2. 
14

 CEC 21.1. 



 

8 

FBC has presented its forecast customer count in the following schedule.15 

 

The Utility’s residential customer counts are determined based on forecast population in the 

FBC service area while Commercial counts are based on changes in provincial GDP.  For all 

other classes the number of customers is assumed to remain at 2014 levels.16 

Actual customer counts as of June 2017 are set out below.  The values for Residential and 

Commercial are slightly less than the average of the 2016 and 2017 year end values. 

 

BCOAPO has reviewed these figures as well as the factual underpinnings for them and it is 

prepared to accept FBC’s 2018 customer counts as reasonable. 

 

Losses 

 

In its Application, FBC calculated losses based on history and then it made additional 

adjustments for incremental AMI savings as set out below.17 

 

                                                
15

 Exhibit B-2, page 23. 
16

 Exhibit B-2, page 23. 
17

 Exhibit B-2, page 32. 
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BCOAPO has no significant concerns regarding the Utility’s calculation of its losses, particularly 

since there is a true-up to actuals via the deferral accounts so it is prepared to accept this 

Application’s loss values for rate setting purposes. 

 

POWER SUPPLY 

 

In its evidentiary update, FBC provided the following Schedule showing modified costs for its 

power supply.18 

 

                                                
18

 Exhibit B-2-1, Schedule 19. 
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The small increase for Brilliant over 2017 projected is due to increased rates and a true-up for 

prior year’s actual costs and the increase for the Waneta Expansion is attributable to an 

increase in the rates and a decrease in surplus sales19. 

 

One issue of note is that between 2017 and 2018 there is a decrease in market purchases and 

the increase in PPA usage which is more expensive20. Various parties pursued this issue in 

IRs.21 FBC’s evidence is that this change is due to the fact that the 2018 forecast only includes 

those market purchases for 2018 that it was able to execute prior to filing22, and the utility 

acknowledged that there may be additional savings opportunities. It has included a reduction in 

PPA costs of $2 M to allow for this possibility: a reduction BCOAPO notes is not without 

precedent given that an identical one was included in last year’s revenue requirement 

calculation as well. 

 

In response to a CEC IR, FBC acknowledged that the updated savings estimate for 2017 based 

on increased market purchases is $3.356 M.23  However, in another IR response the Utility 

pointed out that savings are highly dependent on changeable market conditions24, a caveat 

BCOAPO accepts. 

 

                                                
19

 Exhibit B-2, page 39. 
20

 Exhibit B-2, page 39. 
21

 BCMEU 6.1, BCOAPO 17.1-17.3 and CEC 30.1. 
22

 BCOAPO 17.2. 
23

 CEC 30.2. 
24

 BCOAPO 17.3. 
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We accept the Utility’s forecast including the $2M estimate of additional market savings knowing 

that if the actuals are higher the benefit will flow through to customers via the deferral accounts. 

 

OTHER REVENUE 

 

The 2018 Other Revenue is higher than the approved level for 2017 but lower than the currently 

projected 2017 level.25 

 

This variation is not necessarily a concern and BCOAPO notes that the largest root cause is the 

“Other Recoveries” amount. The 2017 Projected and 2018 Forecast are expected to be higher 

than 2017 Approved due to management fees that will be earned in 2017 and 2018 on 

construction work for a third party. This income is expected to be $1.072 million, with 

approximately 80% earned in 2017 and the remaining 20% earned in 2018.26 

 

BCOAPO accepts FBC’s Other Revenue forecast as filed. 

 

PBR FORMULA DRIVERS 

 

There are two PBR formula drivers: 

o Customer Growth 

o Inflation 

FBC calculated its customer growth factor to be 0.629 in the Table below27: 

                                                
25

 Exhibit B-2, page 42. 
26

 Exhibit B-2, page 43. 
27

 Exhibit B-2, page 19. 
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The inflation factor calculation was updated on October 3, 2017 to include the BC-AWE results 

for June 2017.  This increases the overall formula adjustment factor from 1.282% as used in the 

original Application to 1.304%.28  BCOAPO has checked this new formula adjustment factor and 

accepts the math as accurate.  

 

We accept the PBR formula factors used by FBC in this Application. 

 

O&M 

 

O&M in this PBR is a combination of the Formula O&M and the O&M that is outside the 

formula.29 

                                                
28

 Updated Section 11, Schedule 20. 
29

 Exhibit B2, page 45. 
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Formula O&M 

For 2018, the annual operating and maintenance expense under the formula is calculated as: 

2016 Approved formula O&M x [1 + Net Inflation Factor] x [1 + Customer Growth 

Factor] 

The calculation is set out below from the Application30 but needs to be adjusted for the new 

“factor” which would yield $54.776 k.31 

 

 

O&M Outside Formula 

The O&M outside the formula is comprised of the following32. 

 

                                                
30

 Exhibit B-2, page 46. 
31

 Update, Section 11, Schedule 20. 
32

 Exhibit B-2, page 46. 
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Overall, pension and OPEB expense for 2018 is forecast to be $0.517 million lower than what 

was approved for 2017. This decrease is primarily due to lower amortization of net actuarial 

losses from prior years, and higher expected return on assets partially offset by the higher 

service and interest costs.33 

 

Insurance premiums are estimated based on the known annual premiums for the first half of 

201834: a reasonable estimation methodology in our view. 

 

Advanced Metering (AMI) savings are net savings after allowing for incremental AMI costs and 

gross savings. The forecast costs are roughly equivalent to those in the CPCN but the savings 

are less and pages 48-49 of the Application outline the reasons for the lower savings. 

 

MRS incremental operating expenses are higher than in 2017 due to the adoption of new 

standards plus a scheduled compliance audit35. 

                                                
33

 Exhibit B-2, page 47. 
34

 Exhibit B-2, page 47; ICG 9.1 and CEC 32.1. 
35

 ExhibitB-2, page 49.. 
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The Compliance audit is not excluded from the formula on the basis it is a Z-factor but rather on 

the same basis that the PBR decision established that the 2015 Compliance Audit should be 

excluded.36 

 

Earlier in this process, a question arose as to why Assessment Report 10 was included as a Z-

factor since it is below the materiality threshold ($0.301 M). However, in response to a BCUC 

IR, FBC noted that this relatively modest amount is only the cost of the assessment report and 

that ongoing compliance will exceed the threshold.37 Then, at the Workshop, Mr. Curtis 

Klashinsky indicated that the “preliminary high level estimate” for this assessment report was 

$3.3 million”38: a figure that would certainly qualify for the proposed treatment provided the O&M 

costs meet the financial eligibility criteria. Unfortunately, when Ms. Worth pressed Mr. Klashinsky 

about the distribution of that amount as between O&M and Capital, he was unable to provide 

that detail or the timing of the spending on O&M between now and October 1, 2020.39   

 

As a result of FBC’s inability to provide sufficient evidentiary support to justify its suggestion that 

the $0.301M associated with Assessment Report 10 qualifies as a Z-factor, BCOAPO does not 

support FBC’s proposed treatment of this particular O&M expense. 

 

The Upper Bonnington Old Units (UBO) Refurbishment project commenced in 2017. FBC plans 

to refurbish UBO Unit 3 in 2017, and the refurbishment of Unit 4 will be conducted in 2018. The 

Company will not carry out the annual inspections on the units while they are out of service for 

refurbishment resulting in an estimated savings of $0.040 million per unit40. 

 

                                                
36

 BCUC 1.1. 
37

 BCUC 24.2. 
38

 Transcript, page 82, ll 11-12. 
39

 Transcript, page 85, line 25 to page 89, line 9. 
40

 Exhibit B-2, page 51; and CEC 33.1 & 33.2. 
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Aside from BCOAPO’s objection to FBC’s proposed Z-factor treatment of the O&M costs 

associated with Assessment Report 10, we submit the forecast O&M is reasonable. 

 

RATE BASE 

 

FBC’s Capital Spending for 2018 is a combination of formulaic spending and spending outside 

the formula.41 

 

Formulaic Capital Spending 

The updated calculation of formula-based capital spending is set out below42:

 

 

Capital Spending Outside the Formula 

                                                
41

 Exhibit B-2, page 55. 
42

 Update, Section 11, Schedule 4. 
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FBC’s Capital Spending Outside of the Formula consists of43: 

 

BCOAPO has reviewed FBC’s evidence on this issue and it does not object to these specific 

aspects of the Utility’s Capital Spending Outside the Formula. 

 

CPCN Projects 

 

FBC’s spending on CPCN’s is also forecast outside of the formula.  For 2018 there are three 

such projects44: 

 

 

BCOAPO has no issue with the inclusion of CPCN projects as part of the Utility’s Spending 

Outside the Formula at this time.

                                                
43

 Exhibit B-2, page 56. 
44

 Exhibit B-2-1, Section 11, Schedule 5. 
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Adjustment to 2018 Opening In-Service Plant 

BCOAPO notes that FBC’s capital spending for 2016 and 2017 exceeded projected capital 

spending for the two years by 39.08%45: a significant variance by any measure. In accordance 

with the PBR framework, the amount by which the spending exceeded the 10% deadband 

($11.268 M) is excluded from the ESM calculations for 2017 but included in the 2018 opening 

rate base.  This rate base adjustment is shown in Section 11, Schedule 2. The actual vs. 

projected spending is shown below46. 

 

FBC attributed the high level of actual capital spending in 2017 (32.71% over approved) to47: 

o System improvements to accommodate customer growth; 

o The forced relocation of transmission and distribution infrastructure due to the widening 

of Highway 97 near Kelowna by the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 

o Customer-driven modifications at RG Anderson Terminal associated with the City of 

Penticton’s distribution voltage conversion project; and 

o The increased cost of equipment and supplies purchased from the United States due to 

the unfavourable exchange rate. 

BCUC 10.3 asked about FBC actions to avoid the impacts of unfavourable exchange rates and 

the Utility’s response indicated that products and services were procured through competitive 

sourcing processes where selection is based on the best price that meets FBC’s requirements.  

During the Workshop, Ms. Worth followed up on this issue asking questions designed to 

determine whether the Utility had built into its cost projections where there is an anticipated 

purchase from a foreign supplier an allowance to offset any negative effects of currency 

fluctuations, and if so, how those were generated. Mr. Chernikhowsky on behalf of the Utility 

confirmed that there was no such contingency built into its projections.48 

                                                
45

 BCOAPO 4.1. 
46

 Exhibit B-2, page 13. 
47

 Exhibit B-2, page 7. 
48

 Transcript, page 46, l 5 to page 47, l 9. 



 

19 

 

The Highway 97 and RG Anderson Terminal projects both involved considerable customer 

contributions: 

o The $3.6 M spent on the Terminal in 2017 was fully customer funded 

o Highway 97 is partially funded – total project is $4.06 M of which $0.762 M is 

customer funded.  Note:  Spending in 2017 is $0.611 M. 

In BCUC 8.1, FBC explained that under the current PBR plan gross capital expenditures are 

subject to the capital formula but capital contributions are based on “actuals”. BCOAPO notes 

that an alternative approach could have been to also include capital contributions in the formula.  

given that contributions are based on the nature of the project and thus subject to great 

uncertainty. In our submission, it is likely better to exclude them. 

 

In-Service Additions 

Based on the updated capital expenditure forecast the in-service additions for 2018 are49: 

 

 

 

CPCN additions to plant are related to the Kootenay Operations Centre and UBO #3 which were 

declared in-service in 2017 and thus added to rated base for 2018.50 

 

                                                
49

 Exhibit B-2-1, Section 11, Schedule 5. 
50

 BCOAPO 7.1. 
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BCOAPO has reviewed the evidence and has no issue with FBC’s In-Service Additions. 

 

FINANCING AND RATE OF RETURN 

 

FBC has prepared the Application using a capital structure of 60 percent debt and 40 percent 

equity and a Return on Equity (ROE) of 9.15 percent as approved by BCUC Orders G-75-13 

and G-47-14.51 

 

FBC bases its interest rate forecasts on available projections made by Canadian Chartered 

banks.52  Short-term interest rates forecast for 2018 are higher than those projected for 2017 in 

part because of higher Banker Acceptance rate forecasts but also standby fees and financing 

fees for 2018 are spread over a small amount of debt issued.53 

 

FBC is planning on issuing between $50 M and $100 M in long term debt in the 4th quarter of 

2017.  It is expected the rate will be between 3.8% and 3.9%54 and the Application assumed $75 

M at 3.8%.55 BCOAPO notes that If the borrowing is concluded prior to the compliance filing for 

2018 rates, the Revenue Requirement will be updated. 

 

BCOAPO has no issues with the Financing Costs included in this Application. 

 

TAXES 

 

FBC’s tax costs include property and income taxes.  Property taxes are forecast to increase by 

3.9% over approved 2017 levels as a result of changes in tax rates, changes in revenues used 

to calculated grants in lieu of taxes and changes in assessed values.56  Income tax is forecast to 

decrease in 2018 by $1.741 million or 16.0 percent compared to the 2017 Approved. This 

decrease is primarily due to a decrease in amortization expenses driven by deferral accounts, in 

particular the Celgar Interim Billing Adjustment account which was fully amortized in 2017, and 

                                                
51

 Exhibit B-2, page 64. 
52

 Exhibit B-2, page 65. 
53

 Exhibit B-2, page 66. 
54

 BCOAPO 6.1. 
55

 Exhibit B-2, page 64. 
56

 Exhibit B-2, pages 68-69. 
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an increase in deductible temporary differences associated with pensions and OPEBs, partly 

offset by an overall increase in revenues.57 

 

With respect to income taxes, the tax rates used in the calculation are based on those currently 

in effect and the increase is primarily due to increases in the amortization of deferrals and the 

differences between capital cost allowances and depreciation.58 

 

Overall, BCOAPO does not have an issue with FBC’s forecast of taxes as included in the 

proposed 2018 Revenue Requirement. 

 

EARNINGS SHARING 

 

The earnings sharing calculation results in $0.831 M being returned to customers.59 

 

 

The 2017 projected sharing is the result of a favourable variance associated with O&M and an 

unfavourable variance for capital spending.60 

 

BCOAPO has no issue with the applied-for earnings sharing calculations. 

 

DEFERRAL ACCOUNTS 

 

FBC is seeking approval for five new deferral accounts. Four are related to regulatory 

proceedings61: 

                                                
57

 Exhibit B-2, page 69. 
58

Exhibit B-2, page 54. 
59

 Exhibit B-2, page 71. 
60

 Exhibit B-2, page 72. 
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o The Community Solar Pilot Project62;  

o The 2020 Revenue Requirements Application; 

o The Multi-Year DSM Expenditure Schedule; 

o Tariff Applications; and 

o One related to FBC’s share of the 2018 Joint Use Pole audit.63 

All five are deemed to be “benefit matching accounts” aimed at recovering the costs over the 

future period where benefits accrue.64 

 

BCOAPO has no issues with FBC’s proposed new deferral accounts. 

 

SERVICE QUALITY INDICATORS 

 

Safety SQIs 

There are two safety SQIs:  i) Emergency Response Time (ERT) and ii) All Injury Frequency 

Rate (AIFR). 

 

FBC’s ERT results for 2016 and first half of 2017 are above the threshold and at/above the 

benchmark values.65  

  

 

The Utility’s AIFR annual results for 2016 and first half of 2017 are below (better than) the 

benchmark value. 

 

                                                                                                                                                       
61

 Exhibit B-2, page 2. 
62

 BCUC 25.2.  
63

 BCUC 25.3 and BCOAPO 26.2. 
64

 Exhibit B-2, page 117. 
65

 Exhibit B-2, page 128. 
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Responsiveness to Customer Need SQIs 

 

With respect to meeting customers’ needs, FBC has four formal SQIs and two informational 

SQIs. 

 

With respect to the formal SQIs: 

o First Contact Resolution – Both 2016 and year to date 2017 are above (better than) 

the benchmark.66 

 

o Billing Index - Both 2016 and year to date 2017 are below (better than) the 

benchmark.67 

 

o Meter Reading Accuracy - Both 2016 and year to date 2017 are above (better than) 

the benchmark.68 

 

o Telephone Service Factor (Non-Emergency) – Both the 2016 and year to date 2017 

values are at the benchmark value.69 

                                                
66

 Exhibit B-2, page 130. 
67

 Exhibit B-2, page 131. 
68

 Exhibit B-2, page 131. 
69

 Exhibit B-2, page 132. 
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BCOAPO has reviewed the evidence and it takes no issue with FBC’s responsiveness to its 

formal Customer SQI’s. 

 

With respect to the Utility’s informal SQIs 

o Customer Satisfaction – there was a slight improvement in 2016 and then it returned 

to earlier historic levels in year to date 2017.70 

 

o Telephone Abandon Rate – values have been increasing since 2015.71 

 

BCOAPO notes that the Telephone Abandon Rate is the single area where FBC’s reported SQI 

performance is deteriorating. FBC attempted to explain away this deterioration in BCOAPO 28.3 

and during the Workshop explained that this increasing value is not necessarily bad because 

customers who hang up after their issues are addressed via IVR messaging or who hang up for 

other, unrelated reasons are treated as abandoned calls.  With respect, there is no evidence to 

support FBC’s reliance upon those factors as an explanation for the deterioration in its TAR.  

 

Reliability SQIs 

 

There are two formal measures and one informational indicator regarding reliability. 

                                                
70

 Exhibit B-2, page 133. 
71

 Exhibit B-2, page 134. 
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With respect to the two formal measures: 

o SAIDI results exceeded both threshold and benchmark in 2016 and exceeded the 

threshold in the first half of 2017.72 

 

o SAIFI results exceeded both threshold and benchmark in 2016 and the first half of 

2017.73 

 

BCOAPO has no concerns with FBC’s performance on these two formal measures. 

 

With respect to the informal measure, the 2016 and 2017 year-to-date values are not as 

favourable as those for 2015.  Poorer results in both years are attributable to equipment failures 

at the over 100-year old Upper Bonnington plant74 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned should you have any questions about these 

submissions.. 

 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED. 
 
BC Public Interest Advocacy Centre 
 
Original on file signed by: 
 
Leigha Worth        Kate Feeney 
Barrister & Solicitor       Barrister & Solicitor 
Executive Director  
 

                                                
72

 Exhibit B-2, page 135. 
73

 Exhibit, B-2, page 136. 
74

 Exhibit B-2, pages 136-137. 


