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William J. Andrews 
Barrister & Solicitor 

1958 Parkside Lane, North Vancouver, BC, Canada, V7G 1X5 

Phone: 604-924-0921, Fax: 604-924-0918, Email: wjandrews@shaw.ca 

November 22, 2018 

British Columbia Utilities Commission  

Suite 410, 900 Howe Street  

Vancouver, BC, V6Z 2N3  

Attn: Patrick Wruck, Commission Secretary  

By Web Posting 

Dear Sir: 

Re: FortisBC Inc. 2017 Cost of Service Analysis and Rate Design Application 

BCUC Project No.1598939 

B.C. Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club B.C. Submissions regarding FBC 

compliance with Directive 5 of Order G-3-12 

These are BCSEA-SCBC’s submissions pursuant to the Commission’s November 16, 2018 letter 

[Exhibit A-19]. BCSEA-SCBC have reviewed FBC’s November 20, 2018 letter in response to 

Exhibit A-19.  

The Panel requests that FBC and interveners provide submissions on the following: 

1. Whether FBC has to date complied with Directive 5 of Order G-3-12 regarding an in-

depth analysis of the LRMC based on the specific requirements outlined in the FBC RIB 

Rate Decision. 

2. If FBC has not complied with Directive 5 of Order G-3-12, the implications, if any, this 

has on FBC’s approvals sought in the current Application and on the Panel’s ability to 

render a decision on specific items in the Application. 

3. Whether the evidentiary record should be reopened to address any of the issues raised in 

KSCA’s email, including whether corrections are required to be made to the Application 

and, in particular, to the COSA study. 

1. Directive 5 of Order G-3-12 

In BCSEA-SCBC’s view, FBC’s November 28, 2014 RCR Evaluation Report complies with 

Directive 5 of Order G-3-12.
1
  

Also, in BCSEA-SCBC’s view, FBC has complied with the direction
2
 in Order G-67-14.

3
 In the 

2016 Long Term Electric Resources Plan and Long Term DSM Plan application and proceeding 

                                                           
1
 By letter of February 13, 2015, BCSEA provided detailed comments on FBC’s 2014 RCR 

Evaluation Report. Among these comments, BCSEA submitted that “the 2014 RCR Evaluation 

Report, together with FBC’s 2013 RCR Evaluation Report, complies with the evaluation and 

reporting requirements of Order G-3-12, G-127-13, G-153-13, G-182-13A and L-7-14.” 
2
 Direction that “the next appropriate time to review the potential effectiveness of a stepped rate 

and the appropriate basis for determining FortisBC’s LRMC should be in conjunction with 

FortisBC’s next Resource Plan expected to be filed in 2016.” 
3
 Regarding the FBC Stepped and Stand-By Rates for Transmission Customers Application. 
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FBC did address LRMC and the value of Deferred Capital Expenditures (DCE). The resulting 

Decision and Order G-117-18 would have been the opportunity for the Commission to determine 

that the direction in Order G-67-14 had not been met. Decision and Order G-117-18 did not do 

so.  

2. Implications if non-compliance with Directive 5 of Order G-3-12 

As noted above, in BCSEA-SCBC’s view there is no lack of compliance with Order G-3-12 or 

G-17-14. However, even if there was non-compliance, this would have no impact on the current 

proceeding. The LRMC, DCE and related topics have been the subject of evidence, argument 

and Commission determinations in the 2016 LTERP and LT DSM Plan proceeding, and have 

been the subject of evidence and argument in the current proceeding.  

FBC’s compliance (or not) with Order G-3-12 or G-17-14 is of historical interest. However, the 

pertinent issue in the current proceeding is whether the Commission should approve FBC’s 

request to phase out and eliminate the RCR. BCSEA-SCBC provided expert evidence regarding 

appropriate adjustments of FBC’s most-recent LRMC figure for the purpose of examining the 

continuing merits of the RCR. BCSEA-SCBC endorse their submissions in paragraphs 64 to 68 

of their November 7, 2018 Final Argument that consideration of FBC’s LRMC does not support 

elimination of the RCR.  

3. Whether the evidentiary record should be reopened 

BCSEA-SCBC endorse their submissions in paragraphs 58 to 63 of their Final Argument that 

cost causation considerations do not justify elimination of the RCR. These submissions do not 

rely on the validity (or lack thereof) of the Minimum System Study (MSS) and Peak Load 

Carrying Capacity (PLCC) approach taken in the Cost of Service Analysis. Accordingly, 

BCSEA-SCBC take no position on whether the evidentiary portion of the proceeding should be 

reopened to obtain further evidence and argument regarding MSS and PLCC within the COSA 

topic. 

As to whether the evidentiary portion of the proceeding should be reopened to address the 

conflicting evidence and arguments regarding the appropriate adjustments to the LRMC and how 

these relate to whether the RCR should be retained or eliminated, BCSEA-SCBC’s view is that 

the evidentiary portion of the proceeding should not be reopened on this ground. FBC and the 

various interveners have had an adequate opportunity to provide evidence, to test the filed 

evidence by way of information requests, and to make final arguments. BCSEA-SCBC do not 

believe that any potential incremental benefit the Panel would gain from receiving additional 

evidence and argument on this point would outweigh the detriment to regulatory efficiency that 

would be associated with reopening the proceeding on this ground. 
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All the above is respectfully submitted. 

Yours truly, 

William J. Andrews 

 

Barrister & Solicitor 


