
 

 
 
 
Suite 410, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC  Canada  V6Z 2N3 
bcuc.com 

 
 
 
P:    604.660.4700 
TF:  1.800.663.1385 
F:    604.660.1102 

 

  

British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
 

Application to Amend Net Metering Service under Rate Schedule 
1289 

Decision 

June 23, 2020 

 

Before: 
D. A. Cote, Panel Chair 

R. I. Mason, Commissioner 
R. D. Revel, Commissioner 



 
 

 

 
 

Table of Contents 
Page no. 

 
Executive Summary ........................................................................................................................................... i 

1.0 Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 1 

 Background ...................................................................................................................................... 1 

 Application and Proposed Amendments Sought ............................................................................ 1 

1.2.1 The Net Metering Program ................................................................................................ 2 

 Legislative Framework ..................................................................................................................... 2 

 Regulatory Process .......................................................................................................................... 3 

2.0 Contextual Issues .................................................................................................................................. 3 

 Current Context – BC Hydro ............................................................................................................ 4 

 The BCUC’s Jurisdiction to Amend a Rate Schedule ........................................................................ 5 

 Original Purpose and Intent of the Net Metering Program ............................................................ 5 

3.0 Factors to Consider in Reviewing the Application ................................................................................ 13 

 Historical Net Metering Program Growth ..................................................................................... 13 

 Public Engagement Process ........................................................................................................... 15 

 Cost Shifting Arising from the Net Metering Program .................................................................. 18 

3.3.1 BC Hydro’s Cost Shifting Analysis ..................................................................................... 19 

4.0 Review of Proposed RS 1289 Amendments ......................................................................................... 26 

 Proposed Amendments ................................................................................................................. 26 

4.1.1 Proposed Update to the Energy Price .............................................................................. 28 

4.1.2 Eligibility Based on Annual Load ....................................................................................... 36 

4.1.3 Transitional Energy Price for Existing Customers ............................................................. 44 

4.1.4 Assignment of a Default Anniversary Date ...................................................................... 49 

4.1.5 Minor Amendments to RS 1289 ....................................................................................... 51 

5.0 Additional Considerations ................................................................................................................... 52 

 Reporting Requirements ............................................................................................................... 52 

 
COMMISSION ORDER G-168-20 
 
APPENDIX A     Exhibit List



 

Order G-168-20 i 

Executive Summary  

Offered under British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) Rate Schedule (RS) 1289, the Net 

Metering Program is designed for any Residential Service and General Service customers who install a 

Generating Facility with a nameplate rating of up to 100 kilowatt (kW) to generate electricity to serve all or part 

of their electricity requirements on the customers’ premises. When Net Metering customers generate more 

electricity than is needed, the surplus electricity is banked in the customers’ Generation Account and then 

applied as a credit to offset electricity consumption later, when customers do not generate enough electricity to 

meet their needs. Once every 12 months on their Anniversary Date, customers with credits remaining receive a 

payment from BC Hydro for those remaining credits at the Energy Price, currently priced at 9.99 cents per 

kilowatt hour (kWh).1 

 

On April 29, 2019, BC Hydro filed an Application to Amend the Net Metering Program with the following 

proposed amendments: 

 

• Update the Energy Price from 9.99 cents per kWh to an amount that would be updated every January 1 

based on the daily average Mid-Columbia (Mid-C) prices for the previous calendar year, converted to 

Canadian dollars using the average annual exchange rate from the Bank of Canada for that year. The 

Mid-C price for 2018 is 3.99 cents per kWh;  

• Maintain the current Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh until April 30, 2024 for all Net Metering 

customers with accepted applications as of April 20, 2018; 

• For Generating Facilities with nameplate rating of greater than five kW, the Generating Facility’s Annual 

Energy Output must not exceed 110 percent of the customer’s Annual Load; and 

• Make various minor amendments to improve the clarity, simplicity and safety of the Net Metering 

Program and to reflect existing program practices.2 

 

BC Hydro’s position is the amendments are necessary to maintain the original intent of the Net Metering 

Program as a load offset program, while supporting simplicity and safety as well as improving fairness between 

participating and non-participating customers.3 

 

The British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) established a written hearing process for the review of the 

Application, which included two rounds of information requests (IRs) to BC Hydro, submissions of intervener 

evidence, IRs on intervener evidence, BC Hydro rebuttal evidence, IRs on BC Hydro rebuttal evidence to BC 

Hydro, and written final and reply arguments. In addition, the BCUC received over 280 letters of comment. 

 

Following a full review of the evidence, arguments, and letters of comments received the Panel makes the 

following determinations, among others: 

1. The proposed amendment to the Energy Price from 9.99 cents per kWh to an amount that would be 

updated every January 1 based on the daily average Mid-C prices for the previous calendar year is 

 
1 Exhibit B-1, p. 2. 
2 Ibid., pp. 4 and 22. 
3 Ibid., pp. 3-4. 
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approved. The amended Energy Price will apply to all customers effective the date of this Order, except 

for customers who are eligible for the Transition Energy Price. The Panel is of the view that the energy 

delivered from Net Metering customers should be compensated at a rate that matches the value of 

energy to BC Hydro and finds the Mid-C value proposed by BC Hydro best approximates this value. 

2. All Net Metering customers accepted into the Net Metering Program as of April 28, 2019 shall be eligible 

to receive the Transitional Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh for any surplus energy payments made 

from April 29, 2019 until April 30, 2024. Weighing the importance of maintaining rate stability through 

some accommodation to existing customers against extending the cost shifting period to non-

participants, the Panel considers a five-year Transitional Energy Price to be a reasonable 

accommodation and does not represent undue discrimination. 

3. The proposal to limit the output of a Net Metering Generating Facility to not exceed 110 percent of the 

customer’s annual load is rejected. BC Hydro is directed to remove the section of the proposed tariff 

which assesses the proposed Generating Facility based on Annual Load. In the Panel’s view BC Hydro has 

not satisfactorily demonstrated that the Proposed Eligibility Restriction is required to mitigate significant 

or meaningful harm. The Panel is concerned that this provision in the absence of a more fulsome review 

and evaluation of the Net Metering Program may introduce harm of its own.  

4. All Net Metering customers shall be assigned a March 1 default Anniversary Date with one opportunity 

to choose an alternative date thereafter. Having a March 1 Anniversary Date allows most Net Metering 

customers the best opportunity to offset their BC Hydro energy costs by applying Generation Account 

balances that have been built up over the previous spring, summer and early fall. Where this is not 

appropriate customers are free, on one occasion, to analyse their generating history and choose a date 

that better suits their needs. 
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1.0 Introduction  

 Background 

In November 2002, the BC Government released the 2002 Energy Plan: Energy for our Future. It stated, in part, 

that British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro), amongst others, would develop policies such as 

net metering to support a voluntary goal of acquiring 50 percent of new electricity supply from clean sources in 

British Columbia, over the next 10 years. By British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) Letter L-37-03, dated 

July 22, 2003, the BCUC recommended the development and implementation of a net metering tariff and 

directed BC Hydro to prepare an application for a simple net metering tariff. Rate Schedule (RS) 1289 was 

established by Order G-26-04, dated March 9, 2004, for a Net Metering Program. 

 

On April 20, 2018, BC Hydro filed an application to seek approval from the BCUC to amend RS 1289 so that 

RS 1289 was no longer available to customers proposing a Generating Facility with an estimated annual energy 

output that is greater than their estimated Annual Load (2018 Amendment Application). BC Hydro describes the 

2018 Amendment Application as an interim step to address the issue of Oversized Generating Facilities while BC 

Hydro undertakes a broader review of the Net Metering Program and its requirements. BC Hydro also stated in 

its 2018 Amendment Application that it was targeting to complete a review of the Net Metering Program and 

file an application with the BCUC for approval of further amendments by the end of the 2018 calendar year. BC 

Hydro stated it would be considering other options to address the issue of Oversized Generating Facilities within 

its review and would include stakeholder consultation and expects this will help inform the future application to 

be filed with the BCUC.4 BC Hydro stated its future application may propose maintaining the amendments 

requested in the 2018 Amendment Application or may propose different amendments that reflect the outcome 

of the review.5 

 

By Order G-100-18 dated June 1, 2018, the BCUC approved the 2018 Amendment Application on an interim 

basis and directed BC Hydro to file its Net Metering application by December 15, 2018. On October 10, 2018, 

BC Hydro filed an application requesting an extension to the filing date of its Net Metering application to no 

later than July 31, 2019. By Order G-3-19 dated January 7, 2019, the BCUC granted BC Hydro some relief and 

directed BC Hydro to file its Net Metering application by no later than April 30, 2019. 

 Application and Proposed Amendments Sought 

On April 29, 2019, BC Hydro filed an Application to Amend Net Metering Service under RS 1289 (Application). In 

the Application, BC Hydro proposes to: 

• Make permanent the amendments sought in the 2018 Amendment Application that were approved on 

an interim basis by Order G-100-18, with adjustments to provide additional flexibility to meet the 

current and future needs of Net Metering customers; 

• Assign all Net Metering customers a default Anniversary Date of March 1 and to allow each customer to 

choose an alternative Anniversary Date once; 

 
4 Exhibit B-1, Appendix C, p. 3. 
5 Ibid., p. 1.  
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• Update the Energy Price from 9.99 cents per kilowatt hour (kWh) to an amount that reflects the price BC 

Hydro can sell the electricity for on the regional wholesale market; 

• Make various minor amendments to improve the clarity, simplicity and safety of the Net Metering 

Program and to reflect existing program practices; and 

• Maintain the current Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh for all Net Metering customers with accepted 

applications as of April 20, 2018, for a period of five years.6 

1.2.1 The Net Metering Program 

Offered under BC Hydro RS 1289, the Net Metering Program was designed for any Residential Service and 

General Service customer who installs a Generating Facility with a nameplate rating of up to 100 kilowatt (kW) 

to generate electricity to serve all or part of their electricity requirements on the customer’s premises. When 

Net Metering customers generate more electricity than is needed, the surplus electricity (referred to as excess 

generation by the Panel in this Decision) is banked in the customer’s Generation Account and then applied as a 

credit to offset electricity consumption later, when customers do not generate enough electricity to meet their 

needs. Once every 12 months on their Anniversary Date, customers with credits remaining receive a payment 

from BC Hydro for those remaining credits (referred to as annual net excess generation by the Panel in this 

Decision) at the Energy Price. 

 Legislative Framework 

The Panel’s review of the Application considers sections 59 to 61 of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA).  
 
Section 59(1) of the UCA states: 

59(1) A public utility must not make, demand or receive  

(a) an unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or unduly preferential rate for a 
service provided by it in British Columbia, or  

(b) a rate that otherwise contravenes this Act, the regulations, orders of the commission 
or any other law. 

 
Section 60(1) of the UCA states: 

60(1) In setting a rate under this Act 

(a) the commission must consider all matters that it considers proper and relevant 
affecting the rate, 

(c) if the public utility provides more than one class of service, the commission must 

(i)segregate the various kinds of service into distinct classes of service, 

(ii)in setting a rate to be charged for the particular service provided, consider each distinct 
class of service as a self contained unit, and 

(iii)set a rate for each unit that it considers to be just and reasonable for that unit, without 
regard to the rates set for any other unit. 

 

 
6 Exhibit B-1, p. 4. 
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In addition, the Panel also considers section 2 of the Clean Energy Act (CEA), which sets out BC’s energy 
objectives. One of BC’s energy objectives is “To use and foster the development in British Columbia of 
innovative technologies that support energy conservation and efficiency and the use of clean or renewable 
resources”. 

 Regulatory Process 

The BCUC established a written hearing process for the review of the Application, which included two rounds of 

information requests (IRs) to BC Hydro, submission on further process, submission of intervener evidence, IRs on 

intervener evidence, BC Hydro rebuttal evidence and related IRs, and written final arguments. 

 

There were 18 registered interveners and 14 interested parties in this proceeding. The registered interveners 

who filed Final Arguments are: 

• BC Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA) 

• Silversmith Power and Light Corporation (Silversmith) 

• City of Fort St. John (the City) 

• BC Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, Active Support Against Poverty, Council of Senior Citizens’ 

Organizations of BC, Disability Alliance BC, Together Against Poverty Society and the Tenant Resource 

and Advisory Centre (BCOAPO) 

• Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia (CEC) 

• Net Metering Ratepayers Group (NMRG) and BC Community Solar Coalition (BCCSC) (jointly 

NMRG/BCCSC)7 

• Randal Hadland (Hadland) 

• Pentti Sjoman (Sjoman) 

The BCUC also received over 280 letters of comment, a large portion of which contain identical content, 

submitted on a behalf of an entity by the name of “FormAssembly”. 

2.0 Contextual Issues 

Within this proceeding there were two issues which the Panel considers important and need to be addressed to 

provide context to this Application and the Panel’s determinations. These are: 

1. The BCUC’s jurisdiction to amend a rate schedule; and 

2. Issues related to the purpose and intent of the Net Metering Program. 

Before addressing these, the Panel believes it would be helpful to first briefly outline some of the processes that 

are currently underway that have the potential to impact BC Hydro’s strategic direction and future 

requirements. Specifically, we refer to BC Hydro’s upcoming Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) and the completion 

 
7 NMRG and BCCSC are separate interveners. These interveners jointly submitted a Final Argument. References to the Final Argument will 
be presented as NMRG/BCCSC.  
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of the BC Hydro Comprehensive Review which is expected to inform this IRP as well as other strategic and 

operational matters. 

 Current Context – BC Hydro  

In reviewing this Application consideration must be given to the BC Hydro Comprehensive Review currently 

being undertaken and the IRP due to be undertaken in the near future that will impact BC Hydro’s activities over 

the short to medium term. While neither of these are specific issues raised within these proceedings, the Panel 

believes it to be valuable to consider these as they provide useful context to this Application. 

 

BC Hydro Comprehensive Review 

  

To contain rate increases, control costs and position BC Hydro for future success the BC Government has 

undertaken a Two-Phased Comprehensive Review of BC Hydro. The First Phase of this review was completed in 

February 2019 and key outcomes included: 

• A five-year rates forecast encompassing April 1, 2019 to March 31, 2024 reflecting cost and revenue 

strategies to keep rates affordable; and  

• A regulatory framework that enhances the BCUC oversight of BC Hydro.8 

Phase Two of the BC Government’s Comprehensive Review of BC Hydro is expected to look at changing energy 

markets, new utility models, emerging technologies and strategies to deliver on CleanBC plan’s longer-term 

electrification goals.9 BC Hydro states that through Phase Two of the Comprehensive Review, BC Hydro and the 

BC Government intend to explore the potential application of marginal cost pricing, including its potential 

application to the Net Metering Program. Specifically, Phase Two of the Comprehensive Review may consider 

whether customers in the Net Metering Program should be able to buy electricity at its marginal cost while 

paying a fixed system access charge and whether the marginal cost for buying and selling electricity should be 

more reflective of real-time price signals. BC Hydro states it will consider the outcomes of Phase Two of the 

Comprehensive Review in a future application.10 

 

BC Hydro IRP 

 

BC Hydro’s IRP is the utility’s 20-year plan to meet BC’s future electricity needs through conservation, new 

supply and updates to our existing infrastructure. BC Hydro is expected to file the next IRP, which will be 

informed by the results of Phase Two of the Comprehensive Review, with the BCUC after February 28, 2021.11 At 

that time BC Hydro intends to review its assumptions with regards to the growth and inclusion of Net Metering 

in resource planning in the 2021 IRP.12 

 

 
8 BC Hydro Comprehensive Review Report, Phase 1, p. 1. 
9 Ibid., p. 23. 
10 Exhibit B-1, p. 51. 
11 UCA, s. 44.1(2.1). 
12 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.18.4. 
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 The BCUC’s Jurisdiction to Amend a Rate Schedule 

BC Hydro states that RS 1289 represents the complete terms and conditions of the Net Metering Program and 

there is no additional contractual agreement with customers.13 BC Hydro elaborates on this stating that 

enrolment in the Net Metering Program does not entail any contractual agreement between BC Hydro and the 

customer that provides assurance on the cost recovery of capital investments by the customer or stability of the 

terms and conditions, including the Energy Price. However, rate stability is a rate design principle.14 BC Hydro 

submits that RS 1289 is a variable rate that the BCUC has the jurisdiction to amend and there is nothing in RS 

1289 that references customer investments in Generating Facilities or guarantees customers a return on their 

investments.15 

Position of Parties  

A number of Net Metering customers contend they have entered into an agreement with BC Hydro which 

guarantees the terms of the Net Metering Program. For example, Zdenek Los states that “All the [Net Metering] 

participants signed an Interconnection Agreement (IA), which is an integral part of the [Net Metering] Program… 

The IA has all the key elements of a legal contract - from parties through consideration to legal purpose… This IA 

was and is an integral part of [Net Metering] Program. Do the proposed amendmen[t]s amount to a breach of 

contract?”16 Ian Tacy states “Altering rates lower breaches the inferred agreement”.17 Christopher Dietzfelbinger 

states “BC Hydro is defaulting on contracts they signed and promises they made.”18 

Panel Determination 

The Panel has considered BC Hydro’s arguments and the Letters of Comment concerning the BCUC’s jurisdiction 

over the Net Metering Program offered under RS 1289. The Panel is not persuaded that Net Metering customers 

have “contracts” with BC Hydro. Rather, in our view the terms are covered under the BC Hydro Electric Tariff 

under RS 1289 which is not a contract but a rate schedule under that tariff whose terms are subject to change. 

Accordingly, the BCUC has the jurisdiction to approve amendments to the Net Metering Program tariff under RS 

1289. 

 Original Purpose and Intent of the Net Metering Program  

An issue that has arisen within this proceeding concerns the original intent or purpose of the Net Metering 

Program. The matter has been raised by BC Hydro and its position has drawn significant commentary and 

argument from members of the intervener groups. Therefore, the Panel considers there to be some value in 

exploring the history of the Net Metering Program, its evolution and the implications.  

The question raised is whether the Net Metering Program is best described as a load offsetting program as 

outlined by BC Hydro or whether, as asserted by the NMRG/BCCSC, it was introduced to the public as an energy 

buying or power acquisition program. BC Hydro has taken the position that the intent of the Program: 

…is to allow individual customers to meet all or part of their electricity demand, that customer 

generation should be limited to its own use only, that customers should be compensated for the 

 
13 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.2.2. 
14 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.15.5. 
15 BC Hydro Final Argument, pp. 27-28. 
16 Exhibit D-9-1, p. 2 
17 Exhibit E-102. 
18 Exhibit E-185. 
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value BC Hydro receives from net excess generation and that while limited cost-shifting to non-

participating customers is warranted, the Program should not incur any substantial cost on the 

utility.19 

In opposition to this, the NMRG states that the Net Metering Program was introduced to the public to buy 

energy from its customers.20 Both parties have presented evidence in support of their respective positions, 

which is summarized and discussed in some detail in what follows. 

 
Within its Application, BC Hydro provides a historical review of the Net Metering Program. The highlights of this 

review follow along with other relevant facts and considerations.  

 

As stated in Section 1.1, in November 2002, the BC Government released the 2002 Energy Plan which stated, in 

part, that BC Hydro, amongst others, would develop policies such as Net Metering, to support a voluntary goal 

of acquiring 50 percent of new electricity supply from clean sources in BC over the next ten years.21 In addition, 

the BCUC issued letter L-37-03 dated July 22, 2003, directing BC Hydro to prepare an application for a simple Net 

Metering tariff. 

 

These two events were instrumental in establishing the Net Metering Program. At that time, the BCUC stated 

expectation was that the new tariff would not impose material costs on non-participating ratepayers. In 

addition, the BCUC stated that its support for the tariff would be conditional on the development and 

implementation costs not resulting in substantial costs being incurred by the utility or posing an inordinate 

barrier to ratepayers seeking to participate. The BCUC provided the following minimum parameters:  

• It should be available to the residential and commercial customer classes;  

• It should be applicable only to clean energy projects, as defined in the BC Government’s Energy Policy;  

• It should be applicable to generation of 50 kW or less;  

• Interconnection must be safe, but the rules governing interconnection should not be extensive, nor 

burdensome in administrative process;  

• BC Hydro should consult with other agencies and interest groups as appropriate; and  

• Customer generation should be limited to own use only at the registered location of the net metering 

installation.  

By Order G-26-04 dated March 10, 2004, the first Net Metering Program was established. The BCUC approved 

the nameplate capacity limit at 50 kW, an Energy Price of $5.40 cents per kWh (based on the most recent 

comparable tender for green power) and a 12-month period between surplus payments. In doing so the BCUC 

stated: 

• It believed the potential for cost-shifting would be limited due to the 50 kW limit and the low expected 

participation and it would be fair if Net Metering customers were compensated for “the value BC Hydro 

receives from net excess generation”; 

 
19 Exhibit B-1, p. 17. 
20 Exhibit C23-7, p. 5. 
21 Exhibit B-1, p. 9. 
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• The 50 kW size is consistent with the intent of customers being allowed to “meet all or part of their 

electricity demand” and the size limitations are intended to reduce potential cost shifting to non-

participants; and  

• Limited cost shifting is warranted to support implementation of distributed renewable generation. BC 

Hydro was ordered to prepare an evaluation report a year later. As a result of the review a few 

amendments regarding site acceptance verification were approved in 2005.  

In February 2007, the 2007 Energy Plan was released and stated that BC Hydro would be directed to establish a 

Standing Offer Program (SOP) to purchase electricity from small clean energy projects at a set price based on the 

prices paid in BC Hydro’s most recent energy call. Thereafter, the BCUC, by Order G-4-09 dated January 29, 

2009, approved an increase in the Energy Price paid in the Net Metering Program to $8.16 cents per kWh and a 

further increase to $9.99 cents per kWh by Order G-57-12 dated May 14, 2012. These increases, in effect, 

aligned the price paid for annual surplus energy in the Net Metering Program to the price paid for energy under 

the SOP. 

Appendix A of Order G-57-12 also directed BC Hydro to consider and consult on the nameplate capacity limits 

and provide an evaluation report on Net Metering. In its Reasons for Decision the Panel stated: 

“the Net Metering program can be a significant contributor to the growth of distributed clean 

energy generation”, and that “in order to achieve this objective, barriers entering into the Net 

Metering program should be minimized to enable customers to take economically efficient steps 

to build generation capacity”.22 … 

Consequently, in Order G-57-12 the BCUC accepted BC Hydro’s proposed increase in the Energy Price and 

eligibility changes but rejected proposed changes that would have resulted in the potential exclusion of 

customers. In its Reasons for Decision attached to this Order, the Panel concluded that the proposed changes 

would result in a net increase in unnecessary barriers to ratepayers seeking to install small-scale clean 

distributed generation.23 

 

The evaluation report was submitted in early 2013. In 2014, BC Hydro applied to the BCUC to increase the 

generator size permissible for net metering to 100 kW.24 The BCUC approved the increase in nameplate capacity 

to 100 kW by Order G-104-14 dated July 25, 2014, where it agreed with BC Hydro and interveners that “the 

increase in allowable capacity limit will reduce barriers to ratepayers seeking to install small-scale clean 

[distributed Generation Facilities] while not incurring any substantial cost on the utility”.25 

 
22 Order G-57-12, p. 5. 
23 Ibid., pp. 5 and 9. 
24 BC Hydro Application to Amend Rate Schedule 1289 for Net Metering Service, 2014, BC Hydro Final Argument, pp. 3-6. 
25 Order G-104-14, p. 13. 
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It is BC Hydro’s position that the history of BCUC decisions shows that the BCUC has previously stated that the 

intent of the Net Metering Program is:  

• To allow individual customers to meet all or part of their electricity demand; and in doing so 

o Customer generation should be limited to own use only;  

o Customers should be compensated for the value BC Hydro receives from net excess generation; 

and  

o Allow for limited cost-shifting to non-participating customers as being warranted, but any 

substantial cost on the utility should not be incurred.26 

BC Hydro states that one of its four objectives for the Net Metering Program is to: “Maintain the Program as a 

load offset program so that customers can generate their own electricity to reduce the supply from BC Hydro”.27 

It elaborates on this further by stating: “BC Hydro believes that the purpose of the Program is to be a load offset 

program that provides customers with opportunities to offset their own load. It is not intended to allow 

customers to generate energy with the objective of selling that energy to BC Hydro, similar to an IPP.”28 BC 

Hydro explains that purposing the Net Metering Program to be a load offset program dates back to the 

inception of the Net Metering Program. It notes that in 2003 the BCUC, in its Reasons for Decision appended to 

Order G-26-04, evaluated the 50 kW capacity limit. At that time the BCUC commented that a 50 kW system is 

consistent with “the intent of net metering to allow individual customers to meet all or part of their electricity 

demand” before going on to say that the limits to size are there to reduce the amount of cost-shifting to non-

participating customers. Further, in 2005, BC Hydro made the following statement in its evaluation report with 

regard to its evaluation of increased capacity limits: “In many instances the load will be much smaller than the 

generation which defies the Net Metering purpose of offsetting load.”29 When asked why it did not amend the 

language to align with the program objective until the 2018 Amendment Application, BC Hydro responded that 

Net Metering Program growth and the increased applications for oversized Generating Facilities prompted it to 

propose more specific provisions to enforce the Program intent.30 

 

In its Final Argument, BC Hydro summarizes its position. It maintains that the original intent of the Net Metering 

Program was to provide customers a way to offset their energy consumption. BC Hydro argues this has been 

clearly stated since the beginning of the Net Metering Program and supported by the BCUC within several of its 

past Decisions. It provides the following examples (some of which are covered above): 

• In Tariff sheets effective March 10, 2004, a clause stated the Net Metering Program was available to 

customers: “… who install a Generating Facility to serve all or part of their electricity requirements…”; 

• The BCUC, in Letter L-37-03, directs BC Hydro to apply for a simple net metering tariff with the minimum 

parameter inclusive of the following: “[c]ustomer generation should be limited to own use only at the 

registered location of the net metering Installation”; 

 
26 Exhibit B-1, pp. 16-17. 
27 Ibid., p. 3. 
28 Exhibit B-5, BCCSC IR 1.6.3. 
29 Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.27.1 
30 Ibid., BCUC IR 2.27.2. 
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• In Order G-26-04, the BCUC stated a 50 kW system size to be consistent with the intent of customers 

meeting all or part of their demand and limiting the size has been done to reduce the potential 

magnitude of cost shifting; and 

• In 2018, the BCUC approved amendments on an interim basis noting its concern that non-participating 

ratepayers may be subject to costs if the surplus energy payout continues to increase because of further 

approval of Oversized Generating Facilities.  

BC Hydro also points out that prior to interim approval of the amendments Oversized Generating Facilities were 

accepted because RS 1289 provided no mechanism for BC Hydro to reject this type of application. Consequently, 

BC Hydro states that it filed the 2018 Amendment Application to request “more specific provisions to enforce 

the Program’s original intent” noting that there were increased applications for these larger facilities which were 

akin to an energy procurement program.31  

Position of Interveners 

NMRG/BCCSC 

NMRG states unequivocally that BC Hydro introduced the Net Metering Program because it “wanted to buy 

energy from its customers.” Its evidence is that this program cannot be recast as a load offsetting program as 

load offsetting was not a driving consideration when customers considered entering the Net Metering Program. 

NMRG notes that the Energy Price has been raised twice over the course of the Net Metering Program and 

would not have been necessary if the intent had been load offsetting. This is because there would be no need 

for an energy price or raising it on two occasions and participants could have had their usage and their 

generation of energy offset with no need for an energy price. NMRG asserts that the Net Metering Program has 

expressly contemplated that customer generation would exceed usage and the Energy Price is required “to 

quantify payments due to customers for any excess.”32   

 

NMRG/BCCSC states that nothing in BC Hydro’s promotional material suggests the point of the program “was 

simply to have customers produce energy sufficient only to offset their own load”. They point to BC Hydro’s 

website where news releases, public statements and promotional materials have all created the same public 

perception that the Net Metering Program was about the concept of buying excess energy produced by BC 

Hydro customers. 

 

More specifically, NMRG states that none of the BC Hydro promotional material “mentioned, alluded to or 

warned of any limitation requiring participating customers to produce only enough energy to offset their own 

load.” To support this position, NMRG provides examples of promotions BC Hydro has made and continues to 

make. It states that the following promotional material is currently on the BC Hydro website:33 

 

 
31 BC Hydro Final Argument, pp. 11-13. 
32 Exhibit C23-7, p.5. 
33 Ibid. 
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Further to this, the NMRG/BCCSC reports that the BC Hydro website currently states: 
 

34 
NMRG states that the concept is simple and can be stated as generating energy for your own use and selling 

amounts not needed to BC Hydro at $9.99 per kWh. Further, there is no mention of limiting customers’ 

generation to only offset their load. NMRG adds that BC Hydro created more incentive to participate in the 

program by raising the Energy Price twice, once in 2009 (from $5.40 to $8.16 per kWh) and once in 2012 (from 

$8.16 to $9.99 per kWh).35 

 

 

NMRG/BCCSC in its Final Argument adds that the record leaves no doubt that BC Hydro actively entices 

customers through its promotional efforts to join the Net Metering Program and believes this to be appropriate. 

However, they argue that having encouraged customers with representations that include the expected payback 

 
34 Exhibit C23-7, p. 15. 
35 Ibid., pp. 5-7. 
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period on investment and the apparent stability of the Energy Price, it is now grossly unfair to contradict those 

representations and customer expectations regarding them.36 

 

NMRG/BCCSC also states that BC Hydro, given its deep experience, understands that the economics of 

developing, constructing and operating a micro hydro project do not correlate to matching the size to a 

particular customer’s own load. They argue that the underlying premise of the Net Metering Program is that 

there are times customers may produce more electricity than is required for their own use. With micro hydro 

which is “a steady resource” this will occur “much or most of the time”.37 

 

BCOAPO 

 

BCOAPO states that establishing the purpose of the Net Metering Program is “critical to any consideration of the 

amendments.” It agrees that if the primary intent of Net Metering was to offset load there would be no need for 

BC Hydro to set an energy price to purchase excess generation. That said, BCOAPO points out that “net metering 

recognizes that even for customers that install generation with the intent of offsetting their own load 

circumstances may arise due to variations in weather throughout the year or changes in personal 

circumstances”. In these cases, having the ability to carry excess generation over billing periods and to be paid 

for excess remaining at year-end is attractive to potential Net Metering customers. 38   

 

BCOAPO’s view after consideration of the history regarding BC Hydro’s Net Metering Program tariff is that the 

purpose of the program is load offsetting rather than for energy purchasing. In reaching this conclusion it relies 

on the following observations: 

• The BCUC’s recommendation (in Letter L-37-03) to propose a rate for purchase of net excess generation 

was predicated on the view that with the expected low intake and the 50 kW capacity limit it was a fair 

and acceptable trade-off against potential cost shifting while encouraging Net Metering Program 

participation; 

• BC Hydro proposed calculating an Energy Price based on avoided cost of green generation which the 

BCUC considered to be a fair and reasonable approach for the valuation of excess generation. BCOAPO 

points out that the fair rate was approved for valuing excess generation not for the purpose of supplying 

BC Hydro; 

• The 2008 and 2011 rate applications were made to be generally consistent with the SOP price; 

• In a subsequent Application, BC Hydro’s proposal to increase the capacity limit to 100 kW was based on 

lessening of barriers to RS 1289 by improving the economics of customer proposed generation and 

benefits customers with larger premises. In making this subsequent Application, BC Hydro stated that it 

“continues to be of the view that the primary purpose of RS 1289 is to allow individual customers to 

meet all or part of their electricity demand in a simple and cost effective manner and not sell energy to 

BC Hydro”;39 and 

 
36 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, p. 6. 
37 Ibid., p. 11. 
38 BCOAPO Final Argument, pp. 3-4. 
39 Ibid., p. 5. 
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• Since its inception RS 1289 has included language that indicates the intent of the Net Metering Program 

is for customers to “generate electricity to serve all or part of their electricity requirements”.40 

 

BC Hydro Reply Argument 

 

BC Hydro made no Reply Argument on this issue. 

Panel Discussion 

As outlined in Section 2.2, RS 1289 is a rate schedule, and as such is subject to change from time to time. 

Moreover, ratepayers who have chosen to enroll into the Net Metering Program have done so with no 

guarantee that the terms under which they entered the program would remain inviolate. In the view of the 

Panel the original intent of the Net Metering Program is not determinative and was not to be relied upon to 

justify any determinations that have been reached within this Decision.  

 

NMRG/BCCSC has asserted that from the outset, the Net Metering Program and RS 1289 were established as a 

means for BC Hydro to buy energy from its customers. The Panel disagrees. While clearly the program is 

designed to allow for additional energy to be produced, the evidence does not support that this was done with 

the express purpose of facilitating purchasing the energy as a utility might do from a supplier. 

 

BC Hydro has provided a detailed historical review of the Net Metering Program which covers the regulatory 

history of matters related to it and some insight into the government policy matters that drove the Net 

Metering Program to be established and its evolution over time. Much of this includes references to BCUC 

statements with regards to its concerns related to costs being borne by the utility and steps taken to reduce 

potential cost shifting to non-participants. This is not to say that the BCUC did not recognize there was potential 

for annual net excess generation. This was apparent in its Decision and Order G-26-04 where it stated that it 

believed that cost shifting due to the 50 kW limit and the low expectation of participation would be limited and 

“it would be fair if net metering customers were compensated for the value BC Hydro receives from net excess 

generation”.41   

 

Further, there may have been times when the BCUC has considered the importance of the Net Metering 

Program from the perspective of energy acquisition. Order G-57-12, among other things considered the 

potential to increase capacity limits as a means of limiting barriers to Net Metering Program entry. It directed BC 

Hydro to consider and consult upon an increase to nameplate capacity units and provide an evaluation report. 

This evaluation report was filed and subsequent to this, an increase to 100 kW nameplate capacity was 

approved. The decision to allow this extra capacity was clearly made with the understanding that the Net 

Metering Program would reduce barriers of entry and lead to an expansion of the amount of energy that was 

being generated. Therefore, to describe the Net Metering Program as never having been concerned with energy 

acquisition would be equally untrue and refuted by the evidence. 

 

The Panel notes that the Net Metering Program has continued to evolve over the last 17 years. As such, the Net 

Metering Program has, on occasion been viewed as an additional source of energy to help meet requirements. 

 
40 BCOAPO Final Argument, pp. 3-6. 
41 Order G-26-04, Appendix A, p. 2. 
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In present circumstances this does not appear to be the case. In late 2019, the BC Government indefinitely 

suspended BC Hydro’s SOP. On a Government sponsored website (govTogetherBC) it explains: 

…BC Hydro has a surplus supply of electricity which is expected to continue into the 2030’s. The 

surplus means there is no need for new electricity supplies for the foreseeable future. 

Suspending the SOP will reduce BC Hydro’s energy costs and takes pressure off rates for all 

British Columbians.42 

This is a strong statement that for at least the next 10 years, there is little expectation of a need for additional 

new power supply within the Province. 

 

In the view of the Panel this does not mean that there has been a withdrawal of support for the Net Metering 

Program. On the contrary, the recent CleanBC Plan, while acknowledging the current supply situation, addresses 

this directly: 

BC Hydro has 900 customers on its net metering program, which allows them to generate their 

own electricity and sell what they don’t use back to BC Hydro. As we move forward with 

CleanBC, utilities will continue to support, encourage and enable the transition to clean energy 

as we ensure their policies align with the Province’s electrification goals and emission reduction 

targets. We can meet this increased electricity use with existing and planned projects that 

harness BC’s vast wealth of clean renewable power.43 

The evidence, as outlined above, supports BC Hydro’s contention that the Net Metering Program was initiated 

as a load offsetting program and not intended by BC Hydro as a means of securing additional power supply. 

However, its evolution has been such that there have likely been times when it may have been viewed as a 

program which among other purposes could be used for power acquisition. In the view of the Panel the original 

intent of the Net Metering Program is not at issue in this proceeding. What is more important is viewing RS 1289 

from the perspective of current circumstances. The Panel acknowledges that the Net Metering Program, while 

not likely to be viewed from an energy acquisition perspective over the next period of time, will continue to 

evolve and may well be viewed in this context beyond 2030.   

3.0 Factors to Consider in Reviewing the Application 

 Historical Net Metering Program Growth 

BC Hydro states that over the first 10 years of the Net Metering Program there have been only modest increases 

in participation. The number of customers in 2014 totalled only 400 and the installed capacity was 

approximately 2.5 MW. Since then there have been significant increases in participation and as of March 1, 2019 

total participation had grown to 1850 customers with installed capacity of 13 MW.  

 
 

 
42 https://engage.gov.bc.ca/govtogetherbc/impact/standing-offer-program-results/ 
43 CleanBC Plan, p. 56. 

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/govtogetherbc/impact/standing-offer-program-results/
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Figure 1: Net Metering Program Growth44 (2004-2019) 

 
 
This growth is outlined in Figure 1 which shows that both capacity and customer numbers have increased 

sharply in the most recent time periods. Table 1 below summarizes by generation type the current number of 

customers for each. Clearly, the largest customer group by far is those employing solar photovoltaic with hydro 

a distant second. 

 
Table 1: Net Metering Customers by Generation Type45 

 
 
Table 2 (below) breaks down customers by Generating Facility size. This shows that most of the customers have 

facility sizes that are less than 50 kW and only 16 customers currently exceed this level. 

 
Table 2: Net Metering Program Customers by Generating Facility Size46 

 
 

 
44 Exhibit B-1, p. 14. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid., p. 15. 
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 Public Engagement Process 

To inform its Application, BC Hydro states that it engaged with customers and stakeholders through two 

webinars in March and April of 2019 and conducted an online survey (Engagement Survey). There were a total 

of 301 participants in the webinars and there were 706 online survey responses. In addition to these, BC Hydro 

states that its Application has been informed by the observations and conclusions in its 2017 Net Metering 

Evaluation Report, a jurisdictional review it conducted, and commentary the utility has received from customers 

and stakeholders in filing the 2018 Amendment Application.47 

 

The two webinars provided participants with a presentation initially covering the objectives of the Net Metering 

Program, its evolution, the speed of its growth and current participation and capacity. The presentation also 

provided participants with an outline of the Application scope and objectives of the proposed changes before 

concluding with a description and discussion of some of the Application proposals.48  

 

The Engagement Survey provided survey results for a number of questions related to the Application addressing 

issues such as oversized generation, options for terms and payment of excess energy credits, Energy Price and 

the potential for a transitional Energy Price or grandfathering program. In addition, customers and stakeholders 

were also provided an opportunity to provide additional comments and further written submissions. BC Hydro 

received comments from 352 participants and written submissions from the Canadian Solar Industries 

Association (CanSIA), Clean Energy BC and individual stakeholders.49 

 

The 2017 Net Metering Evaluation Report describes the developments in BC Hydro’s Net Metering Program 

from April 1, 2013 to March 2016 identifying trends and considerations for the future of the program. More 

specifically, this report provided an evaluation of RS 1289 Customer and Costing Data as well as the current 

Energy Price methodology and current trends and benchmarking analysis.50 

 

The jurisdictional review provided a review of the net metering programs of eight North American electric 

utilities showing where similarities and differences exist.51 

Positions of Interveners  

Three of the interveners made submissions in Final Argument with respect to the adequacy of the public 

engagement process. 

 

The CEC 

 

The CEC submits that the public engagement process has been adequate.52 

 

  

 
47 Exhibit B-1, pp. 1-2. 
48 Ibid., Appendix D. 
49 Ibid., Appendix E; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.22.1. 
50 Exhibit B-1, Appendix F. 
51 Ibid., Appendix G. 
52 CEC Final Argument, p. 17. 
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BCSEA 

 

Confining its submissions to the Engagement Survey only, BCSEA submits that it should not be given weight by 

the BCUC. BCSEA states that the options in the Engagement Survey differed from proposal in the Application and 

thus, “the responses are difficult to interpret where none of the offered responses may have been the 

respondent’s preferred outcome”.53 

 

NMRG/BCCSC 

 

NMRG/BCCSC describes the Engagement Process as incomplete and inadequate. They state that the “survey 

asked for multiple choice answers and written answers but did not give the respondent the choice to submit 

their responses because the navigation button named “next”, without any warning, functioned as an upload 

command - submitting the survey, without the authors awareness, permission, or approval.” Moreover, the 

design of the online survey did not allow respondents the ability to review responses they had made prior to 

their being submitted.54  

 

In NMRG/BCCSC’s view, BC Hydro’s engagement process failed to meet the definition of consultation as outlined 

in BC Hydro’s 2018 Net Metering Amendment Application. They point out that BCCSC’s evidence stated: 

… consultation was a promise and condition... on which the Panel made its interim decision. 

Consultation is materially different from engagement process, which is basically merely a one-

sided focus group exercise, a priori biased towards what a proponent wants to have on the 

table.55 

Further, with respect to BC Hydro’s extension request to file its Net Metering Service under RS 1289 Application 

dated October 10, 2018, NMRG/BCCSC notes that one of the issues BC Hydro believed needed to be discussed 

was “the need for a transparent review of the net metering program, with the opportunity for all stakeholders 

to participate.” NMRG/BCCSC points out that at no point were stakeholders brought together for dialogue which 

for consultation would be a minimum requirement.56 

 

NMRG/BCCSC also takes issue with BC Hydro producing stakeholder engagement tools that were misleading 

noting that it is inappropriate for BC Hydro to present information that has been amended without an express 

disclaimer. 

 

Given these shortcomings NMRG/BCCSC states that BC Hydro’s evidence is unreliable and should be given little 

or no weight. 57 

 

BC Hydro Reply Argument 

 

BC Hydro made no reply to either NMRG/BCCSC’s or BCSEA’s Final Arguments. 

 
53 BCSEA Final Argument, p. 8. 
54 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, pp. 5-6. 
55 Ibid., p. 6. 
56 Ibid. 
57 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, p. 6. 
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Panel Determination 

BCSEA states that the Engagement Survey should only be given limited weight pointing out that BC Hydro 

received feedback on a variety of options within the survey but there was no certainty that the responses 

reflected the customer’s preferred option. The Panel agrees. It appears BC Hydro surveyed customers on a 

variety of potential changes but there was a lack of customer feedback on a package of specific program 

options. These could have been helpful in determining the reaction of various groups to potential package 

options and more clearly delineated a preferred option.  

 

Perhaps more importantly, the Panel notes that the survey was responded to by divergent groups of customers 

which are represented within the rate schedule. BC Hydro grouped its customer base in a variety of ways; by 

their interest (a current customer, an installer, a potential customer or an applicant), by type (residential, 

commercial, etc.), by expected anticipated consumption and by generation technology used or planned to be 

installed. Given the diversity of the groups in RS 1289, it is reasonable to expect each to view the questions 

asked based on their group and that group’s unique circumstances. As an example, a solar photovoltaic (PV) 

generator customer differs greatly from a hydroelectric generator customer in terms of the amount of energy 

generated. It is therefore reasonable that members of these two groups would have different points of view or 

interests in subjects like oversized generation or the Energy Price. However, the results presented by BC Hydro 

regarding the program changes are for all respondents as if they were a homogeneous group, which they are 

not. Moreover, because over 90 percent of those surveyed have installed or plan to install solar PV generators, it 

is reasonable to expect that this would heavily skew the results and other generation groups with a potentially 

different perspective would have little impact.58 The Panel therefore finds the Engagement Survey Results as 

presented, to be questionable and puts limited weight on them. 

 

NMRG/BCCSC argues there is a difference between engagement and consultation stating that the engagement 

process failed meet the definition of consultation which was a promise or condition on which the Panel relied 

upon in issuing Order G-100-18 dated June 1, 2018. The Panel agrees and notes that the expectation for 

consultation was raised by BC Hydro in its Application to Amend Net Metering Service under RS 1289 (in May of 

2018)59. The Panel accepts that BC Hydro has provided some evidence that there was effort to engage Net 

Metering customers through a survey and a webinar but there is no evidence that it tried to consult directly with 

affected customer groups to better understand their perspective. Further, in its Reply Argument, BC Hydro made 

no attempt to address the shortfalls identified in either BCSEA’s or the NMRG/BCCSC’s Final Arguments. The 

Panel is of the view that meeting with those groups to be most affected by the Application would have provided 

them with an opportunity to express their views prior to a filing a completed application with the BCUC and 

would potentially have led to some modification of the Application. 

 

The lack of consultation and the flawed Engagement Survey are of concern to the Panel. Consequently, the 

Panel finds that it is appropriate to place only limited weight on BC Hydro’s public engagement process 

results.  

 

 
58 Exhibit B-1, Appendix E, p. 5. 
59 Exhibit B-1, p. 9. 
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 Cost Shifting Arising from the Net Metering Program  

BC Hydro has stated that one of the objectives for the proposed amendments to RS 1289 is to allocate Net 

Metering Program costs and benefits fairly between participating and non-participating customers. BC Hydro 

has provided evidence that currently there is an imbalance with non-participating customers bearing costs that 

are created on behalf of participating customers. The NMRG/BCCSC disagree and has provided evidence to the 

contrary. The issue before the Panel is to determine the nature and the extent of cost shifting and if it is unduly 

discriminatory and unjust in accordance with section 59 of the UCA. 

 

BC Hydro identifies three types of cost shifting that is occurring with the Net Metering Program and more 

specifically, states that cost-shifting arises from the Net Metering Program when:  

• The Surplus Energy Payment is greater than the value BC Hydro receives from the excess generation; 

• Net Metering customers bank Net Generation to offset future consumption and require energy on 

demand; or 

• Program administration costs are recovered from all ratepayers. 60, 61 

In general, cost shifting occurs when BC Hydro’s cost of service is not fully recovered from customers in the Net 

Metering Program resulting in non-participating customers bearing unrecovered costs. BC Hydro explains that of 

the three types, only the cost shifting that occurs with regards to Surplus Energy Payments are addressed by the 

proposed amendments in the Application. BC Hydro is not proposing further amendments in the Application to 

address cost shifting that occurs in the other ways. 62 

 

The three sources of cost shifting arising from the Net Metering Program are discussed further in the following 

subsections. 

Surplus Energy Payment 

Once every 12 months, if customers in the Net Metering Program have credits remaining at their Anniversary 

Date, they receive a Surplus Energy Payment from BC Hydro for those remaining credits at a specified Energy 

Price. If the Energy Price paid to the customer is greater than the value BC Hydro receives from excess 

generation, BC Hydro does not fully recover its costs and there is cost shifting to non-participating customers. BC 

Hydro has proposed shifting the Energy Price from the current 9.99 cents per kWh to one based on the Mid C 

Price. BC Hydro submits these proposed amendments to RS 1289 will mitigate the cost shifting associated with 

Surplus Energy Payments resulting in a more accurate reflection of the value of that energy to BC Hydro.63 

Net Metering Customers Bank Net Generation to Offset Future Consumption and Require Energy on 

Demand 

BC Hydro states that most of BC Hydro’s costs to serve its customers are recovered through volumetric energy 

charges whether or not they are in the Net Metering Program. This type of rate design causes cost shifting from 

participating customers to non-participating customers because participating customers still require energy 

 
60 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.1. 
61 Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.26.2. 
62 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.1. 
63 Ibid. 
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from BC Hydro on demand but typically have lower load factors compared to non-participants.64 Therefore, 

volumetric energy charges may not be adequate to recover demand-related costs for low load factor customers 

such as Net Metering Program participants.  

 

Additionally, when customers in the Net Metering Program generate more electricity than they need, the 

surplus electricity is recorded in the Customer’s Generation Account as a credit. The balance in the Generation 

Account is then applied as a credit to offset electricity consumption later when customers do not generate 

enough electricity to meet their needs and require electricity from BC Hydro. However, as BC Hydro explains, 

when the rate amount that would have been charged for the offset consumption exceeds the average Mid-

Columbia (Mid-C) price, cost shifting will occur.65 This means that when the value of the energy purchase for this 

offset consumption exceeds the value of the excess generation that produced the Generation Account Balance, 

cost shifting will occur.   

 

Taken together this means that while both participating and non-participating customers depend on BC Hydro’s 

ability to supply them with the electricity they require at any point in time, non-participating customers pay 

relatively more for this service, compared to Net Metering Program participants. 66  

Program Administration Cost 

Net Metering Program administration costs are recovered from all ratepayers.67 As previously noted, most of BC 

Hydro’s costs to serve customers in the Net Metering Program are recovered through volumetric energy charges 

resulting in cost shifting from participating customers to non-participating customers. Based on fiscal 2016 data 

as presented in the BC Hydro Net Metering Evaluation Report No. 4, the Net Metering Program administration 

costs are estimated to be $112,000, which is around $175 per Net Metering customer account per year.68  

 

3.3.1 BC Hydro’s Cost Shifting Analysis 

To support its position that changes to the Net Metering Program are necessary to mitigate the effects of cost 

shifting, BC Hydro compared its cost of service with revenue from Residential (RS 1101) customers in the Net 

Metering Program to the value of generation delivered to BC Hydro’s system from those customers.69 BC Hydro 

submits its analysis demonstrates that 68 percent of its cost of service was recovered, resulting in actual average 

cost shifting of $456 per customer in Fiscal 2016. The stated revenues were based on actual billing data from 

2016 and costs were based on BC Hydro’s standard embedded cost methodology as described in BC Hydro’s 

Fiscal 2016 Fully Allocated Cost of Service Study.70 

 

A summary of the data and analysis of cost shifting for this subset of customers is provided in response to BCUC 

IR 1.5.2, and is replicated in Table 3:71 

 

 
64 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.1. 
65 Ibid. 
66 Ibid. 
67 Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.26.2. 
68 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.2, Table 7. 
69 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.2. 
70 Ibid. 
71 Ibid., Table 8. 
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Table 3: Actual Average Cost Shifting Per Residential (RS 1101) Net Metering Customer in Fiscal 2016 

 

 
 
BC Hydro states approximately one third of the $456 per year cost shifting was the result of Surplus Energy 

Payments paid to customers in the Net Metering Program at the then current Energy Price (9.99 cents per kWh). 

Approximately one third was from Net Metering Program customers reducing their electricity bills payable 

under RS 1101 by accumulating a Generation Account Balance under the terms of RS 1289, while still requiring 

BC Hydro’s electrical service on demand. The remaining one third was the result of program administration costs 

being recovered from all ratepayers.72  

 

The cost shifting discussed above considers RS 1101 customers only which accounts for over 80 percent of Net 

Metering customers. BC Hydro states it is unable to provide analysis on cost shifting for customers served on 

other rate schedules as it would require at least six months of analytical effort by a cost of service specialist.73 

 

Table 4 shows the number of customers in the Net Metering Program, by Rate Schedule, as of June 1, 2019. 

 

 
72 Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.26.2. 
73 Ibid., BCUC IR 2.26.5. 
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Table 4: Number of Net Metering Program Customers by Rate Schedule 

 

74 
 
BC Hydro explains that the value customers in the Net Metering Program receive from BC Hydro for their net 

generation (outflow) is directly related to the magnitude of the volumetric component of the rate schedule 

under which each customer takes service. Shown below are current Fiscal 2019 volumetric charges (referred to 

below as Energy Charges) for the main rate schedules. Volumetric charges are highest under Residential Rate 

Schedule 1101 and Small General Service RS 13XX Rate Schedules.75 

76 

Thus, all else equal, this shows cost shifting will be lower for customers in the Net Metering Program that take 

service under Medium General Service (RS 15XX) and Large General Service (RS 16XX), which have demand 

charges, than for other rate schedules.77 

 
74 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.3.6. 
75 Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.26.4. 
76 Ibid. 
77 Ibid. 
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Position Taken by NMRG/BCCSC on BC Hydro’s Cost Shifting Analysis 

NMRG/BCCSC argues that BC Hydro has not accounted for all aspects of the Net Metering cost shifting 

calculation and, based on its calculations, concludes that non-participating customers appear to be shifting costs 

to Net Metering customers. A summary of their calculations is provided in the table below: 78 

  
Table 5: NMRG/BCCSC’s Actual Average Cost Shifting Per  

Residential (RS 1101) Net Metering Customer in Fiscal 2016 

 
 
The key differences between the NMRG/BCCSC cost analysis and that of BC Hydro lies in their differing views of 

Energy related costs and demand related costs. Consequently, NMRG/BCCSC’s estimated cost of service is 

 
78 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, Part 4, Section O, p. 22. 
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substantially lower than that presented by BC Hydro. NMRG/BCCSC appears to have based its calculations 

primarily on the following arguments: 

• Net Metering micro-hydro generation has large demand savings; and 

• BC Hydro inflates Net Metering customers’ average annual consumption. 

In addition, NMRG/BCCSC submits that after Net Metering customers’ own loads are fulfilled, the excess energy 

starts to fulfil the nearest customer’s load.79 Because surplus energy from Net Metering customers satisfies local 

loads this avoids or reduces distribution and transmission costs enabling BC Hydro to save its water reserves and 

reduce wear and tear on its equipment (turbines, transmission lines etc.).80  

 

With respect to demand savings, NMRG/BCCSC states that throughout the winter Net Metering customers show 

positive net generation once they have fulfilled their own needs. Moreover, they argue that the largest part of 

the net annual power supplied to BC Hydro is related to reliable power from micro hydro generation. This power 

is produced year-round, and the micro hydro outflow runs in both the winter and shoulder season and 

throughout the night. NMRG/BCCSC states that the figure below, which is compiled from data provided by BC 

Hydro, demonstrates that Net Metering-Hydro provides peak demand capacity reliably through the Net 

Metering Program.81  

 
Figure 2: Hydroelectric Total Net Generation (outflow) for Each Day in 2018 

 
 
NMRG/BCCSC further point outs that BC Hydro downplays or misrepresents the role of micro hydro in its 

evidence and focuses primarily on solar PV while it ignores the generation type making up the great majority of 

net output.82 

 

Referring to BC Hydro’s Figure (reproduced as Figure 3 below) showing the actual net generation outflow 

pattern of 409 RS 1101 customers (representing a cross section of all generation types), the NMRG/BCCSC points 

out that this represents outflow after inflow has been deducted and shows that the outflow is never less than 

negative. From this they conclude that “even throughout peak demand time in the evenings and in winter BC 

Hydro does not need to supply power to the Net Metering customers.”83 

 

 
79 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, Part 4, Section D, p. 13; Section E, pp. 13-14. 
80 Ibid., Part 4, Section F, p. 14. 
81 Ibid., Part 4, Section I, p. 16. 
82 Ibid., Part 4, Section I, p. 17. 
83 Ibid., Part 4, Section K, p. 18; Exhibit B-5, NMRG IR 1.5.2. 
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Figure 3: Residential (RS 1101) Net Generation Outflow Pattern 

 
Source: BC Hydro Reply to BCUC IR 1.5.2 (Exhibit B-3). 

 
 
NMRG/BCCSC also asserts that BC Hydro “inflates” the revenues and avoided costs in its analysis because the 

sales data relied upon is based on non-Net Metering customer average annual consumption. In its view, this 

creates the false impression that Net Metering customers have the same energy requirements as non-

participating customers. The NMRG/BCCSC claims that consumption is higher among non-participants because 

Net Metering customers tend to be frugal with “super low usage”.84 

 

NMRG/BCCSC also questions the consumption data as presented by BC Hydro. Referring to the Table in BC 

Hydro’s response to the BCUC (depicted above as Table 3), they state that the consumption amounts attributed 

to Net Metering customers average out to 14,771 kWh per year with RS 1101 customers averaging 9,739 kWh. 

They point out that is 52 percent higher than that consumed by the average customer and conclude that the 

claimed consumption for the average Net Metering customer “is simply wrong – by a large margin.”85 To correct 

this they have recalculated Energy Related Costs to equal that of an average customer and adjusted Demand-

related costs downward.86 

BC Hydro Reply Argument 

BC Hydro disagrees with the NMRG/BCCSC regarding the need to supply power to the Net Metering customers 

during peak demand periods. Figure 3 and the data presented in IR responses demonstrate that Net Metering 

customers delivered minimal electricity during system peak months (i.e., November through February) and 

therefore, did rely on electricity delivered by BC Hydro in these months.87 

 

BC Hydro also explains that Figure 3 above only shows generation outflow and not outflow after inflow has been 

deducted or after all 409 customer loads have been satisfied, as NMRG/BCCSC appears to be assuming.  

 

 
84 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, Part 4, Section L, pp. 18- 19. 
85 Ibid., Part 4, Section M, pp. 19-20. 
86 Ibid., Part 4, Section M, p. 20. 
87 BC Hydro Reply Argument, Part III. Para.17, p. 5; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.2, Figure 1. 
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BC Hydro also disagrees with the NMRG/BCCSC’s consumption data, stating unequivocally that they are wrong. 

BC Hydro affirms that the data it has presented is not an expectation or claim but rather, is based on actual 

electricity sales data as recorded by Measurement Canada certified revenue meters.88 

 

BC Hydro submits that some of the NMRG/BCCSC arguments do not account for the stark differences that exist 

between the electricity service that BC Hydro provides, and the net excess generation provided by Net Metering 

customers. For one, Net Metering customers have no obligation to deliver energy to BC Hydro or other 

customers. This lack of any delivery or service obligations distinguishes Net Metering generation from BC 

Hydro’s own generation and distinguishes the value of the energy they deliver from time to time from that of 

utilities that are obliged to deliver required energy. BC Hydro argues that this distinction invalidates the 

NMRG/BCCSC argument that surplus energy from Net Metering customers avoids BC Hydro distribution and 

transmission costs.89 

Panel Determination 

The key issues that have been identified are whether the consumption data provided by BC Hydro can be relied 

upon and whether there are demand savings with respect to Net Metering facilities.  

 

With respect to the consumption data, the Panel finds the data provided from BC Hydro can be relied upon. 

BC Hydro has stated that the information has been tabulated from Measurement Canada certified revenue 

meters which are the standard for billing purposes. NMRG/BCCSC, on the other hand, have reasoned that 

consumption levels for Net Metering customers should be at or lower than those of non-participants. However, 

they have provided no evidence of this and have based their arguments on logic they have applied. The Panel 

notes the NMRG/BCCSC had the opportunity to raise this in the IR phase and doing so may have provided more 

detailed evidence with respect to consumption patterns thereby explaining the difference. They also had the 

opportunity to file evidence on behalf of alternative data. However, they did not do so. The fact that the 

NMRG/BCCSC did not raise this issue until Final Argument makes the matter even more difficult as neither BC 

Hydro nor the other participants have been afforded the opportunity to test this position. Therefore, the Panel 

finds that little weight can be placed on the concerns raised by NMRG/BCCSC with regard to consumption 

data and Energy-related costs in BC Hydro’s cost shifting calculation in Table 3.  

 

Concerning demand related costs, the Panel finds that the evidence does not support adjusting BC Hydro’s 

cost shifting calculation downward as suggested by NMRG/BCCSC. BC Hydro has demonstrated that the 

arguments presented by NMRG/BCCSC were not supportable with evidence. NMRG/BCCSC have argued that 

even in peak demand time during winter evenings there is no need to provide power to Net Metering 

customers. In turn, BC Hydro has shown in Figure 3 that the amount of generation over the winter peak period is 

negligible when compared to other periods throughout the year. Moreover, NMRG/BCCSC in making its 

argument does so on the basis that Figure 3 was net outflow. BC Hydro has confirmed this is not the case as 

Figure 3 shows only generation outflow. Given the relatively small outflow over the winter peak season the 

Panel places little weight on there being a need to adjust Demand-related costs downward in BC Hydro’s cost 

shifting calculation in Table 3 above. 

 

 
88 BC Hydro Reply Argument, Part III. Para.17, p. 5 
89 Ibid., Part III. Para.18, p. 6. 
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The Panel acknowledges that Figure 2 provided by NMRG/BCCSC does indicate that net generation for micro-

hydro customers occurs throughout the year. However, this figure ignores all other Net Metering Program 

participants and does not include the energy delivered to these customers by BC Hydro over the same time 

period. Consequently, this information cannot be relied upon to make conclusions on demand savings. 

Furthermore, as stated by BC Hydro, the proposed amendments in this Application are not aimed at mitigating 

any cost shifting that may occur due to Net Metering customers requiring energy on demand from BC Hydro. 

 

BC Hydro has calculated the average level of cost shifting to be $456 per year based on a sample of RS 1101 

customers which was the most readily available information source. The Panel accepts this but understands that 

the amount of cost shifting would likely change somewhat if a more representative sample were used.  

 

Other than the cost shifting associated with annual Surplus Energy Payments the Panel does not consider the 

extent of cost shifting to be a persuasive factor in its determinations on the requested changes. Further, the 

Panel acknowledges that the exact amount of cost shifting is difficult to determine but agrees with BC Hydro 

that the evidence supports there being a degree of cost shifting taking place as a result of the Net Metering 

Program. Accordingly, the Panel is satisfied that directionally, BC Hydro’s cost shifting analysis is sufficient for 

the purposes of reviewing this Application.   

4.0 Review of Proposed RS 1289 Amendments   

 Proposed Amendments 

BC Hydro outlines its objectives for the Net Metering Program as follows: 

1. Maintain the Program as a load offset program so that customers can generate their own electricity to 

reduce their supply from BC Hydro;  

2. Allocate the benefits and costs of the Program fairly between participating and non-participating  

customers;  

3. Offer an accessible, streamlined and transparent process for participation; and  

4. Provide a safe process for program participants to connect to BC Hydro’s system. 

BC Hydro states that its proposed amendments to RS 1289 respond to results from a jurisdictional review, its 

Engagement Survey Results as well as an evaluation report and other feedback it has received since it filed its 

original 2018 Amendment Application. BC Hydro’s proposed amendments do not seek to modify the structure of 

the Net Metering Program. Instead these amendments are designed to maintain the intent of the Net Metering 

Program while supporting safety and simplicity as well as improving fairness between participating and non-

participating customers. 

 

BC Hydro further states that its proposed amendments are intended to align with the Net Metering Program 

Objectives outlined above by: 

• Providing the Utility with the discretion to deny applications for what it describes as Oversized 

Generating Facilities; 

• Improving opportunities for customers to offset their load; 
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• Reducing cost-shifting related to surplus energy payments between participating and non-participating 

customers; and 

• Mitigating impacts on existing customers by providing time for those customers to plan and adjust.90 

BC Hydro maintains that the amendments it has proposed reflect customer feedback while at the same time 

maintaining program intent, fairness, simplicity and safety. Specifically, BC Hydro claims that the amendments 

will fulfill the following: 

 

1. Prevent Oversized Generating Facilities and Support Program Intent, Fairness and Flexibility 

Oversized Generating Facilities are described by BC Hydro as Generating Facilities that have been sized to 

exceed a customer’s estimated annual load. While there are existing Generating Facilities that fit this 

description, this amendment would apply only to future applicants to the Net Metering Program. Under this 

amendment customers would be allowed to size their generation to allow for an estimated annual energy 

output of 110 percent of annual load but also increase the size of their Generating Facility as their historical load 

data allows. In addition, it would allow customers who purchase new equipment such as an electric car to 

increase the size of the Generating Facility as approved by BC Hydro with no requirement to provide additional 

load data. Those Generating Facilities with a capacity size of less than 5 kW would be exempted from the 110 

percent limit.91 

        

2. Provide Customers with Increase Opportunities and Flexibility to Reduce their BC Hydro Supply 

BC Hydro has proposed changing the handling of Anniversary Dates. Customers will be assigned a March 1 

default Anniversary Date and thereafter, have one opportunity to reset this date to one of their choice. This 

would allow customers the flexibility to determine how to apply their Generation Account Balance and reduce 

BC Hydro supply.92 

 

3. Improve Fairness Between Participating and Non-Participating Customers 

BC Hydro’s proposal includes an adjustment in the Energy Price to customers for any Generation Account 

balances from the current 9.99 cents per kWh to a variable amount based on the Mid-C prices over the previous 

year. BC Hydro believes this would improve fairness because it would compensate Net Metering Program 

customers for annual surplus energy at a price that reflects the value of the energy to non-participating 

customers.93 

 

4. Support Clarity, Simplicity, and Safety and Reflect Existing Program Practices 

Among the changes are minor amendments to RS 1289 to improve clarity simplicity and the safety of the Net 

Metering Program including (1) clarifications regarding generation connections, (2) requirements for smart 

meters, and (3) limitations in cases where there are system constraints as well as other miscellaneous tariff 

changes.94 

 
90 Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-5; BC Hydro Final Argument, pp. 3-4. 
91 Exhibit B-1, pp. 6 and 31. 
92 Ibid., p. 6. 
93 Exhibit B-1, pp. 7 and 33. 
94 Exhibit B-1, pp. 7, and 42-44. 
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5. Mitigates Impact to Existing Customers 

All customers with accepted applications as of April 2018 will be paid the existing Energy Price of 9.99 cents per 

kWh for any annual surplus they generate for a five-year period. BC Hydro believes this strikes a fair balance 

between existing customers and other ratepayers and recognizes the significant capital investments undertaken 

by some existing customers.95 

 

4.1.1 Proposed Update to the Energy Price  

A key issue within this proceeding is BC Hydro’s proposal to reduce the Energy Price paid to customers for 

electricity that exceeds a Net Metering customer’s annual needs. 

 

As outlined in Section 1.2.1 of this Decision, when customers generate more electricity than they need, that 

electricity is banked in the customer’s Generation Account and applied as a credit to offset electricity 

consumption later. Once every 12 months, if customers have credits remaining at their Anniversary Date, they 

receive a payment from BC Hydro (Surplus Energy Payment) for those remaining credits at the Energy Price.96 

Those remaining credits are referred to as annual net excess generation by the Panel in this Decision. 

  

Currently, the Energy Price is 9.99 cents per kWh, which is generally consistent with the price paid under BC 

Hydro’s now-suspended SOP.97 BC Hydro proposes to amend RS 1289 such that the Energy Price would be 

updated every January 1 based on the daily average Mid-C prices for the previous calendar year, converted to 

Canadian dollars using the average annual exchange rate from the Bank of Canada for that year.98 To calculate 

the weighted average price, BC Hydro proposes to use the following formula: 

Energy Price = Average of (((daily on-peak price * # of on-peak hours per day) + (daily off-peak 

price * # of off-peak hours per day))/24 hours per day)99 

BC Hydro provides the following reasons for amending the Energy Price to an amount that reflects the price BC 

Hydro can sell the electricity on the regional wholesale market: 

• The current Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh is generally consistent with the price paid under BC 

Hydro’s SOP. The link between the SOP price and the Energy Price is based on the premise that the 

Energy Price should reflect a long-run value instead of a short-run value. BC Hydro believes that this 

premise is incorrect and should be re-considered;100  

• The SOP has been indefinitely suspended and should no longer be used as a basis for the Energy Price; 

101 

• BC Hydro has not determined the degree to which aggregate generation from customers in the Net 

Metering Program can be relied upon over the long-term and, to date, has not considered the potential 

 
95 Exhibit B-1, p. 47. 
96 Ibid., p. 34. 
97 Ibid. 
98 Ibid., p. 39. 
99 Exhibit B-5, NMRG IR 1.2.5. 
100 Exhibit B-1, p. 34. 
101 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.10.2. 
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energy contribution from customers in the Net Metering Program to be sufficiently large to include in 

long-term planning; 102 

• BC Hydro is currently in an energy surplus period and does not project the need for new energy 

resources for many years; 103 

• BC Hydro has recently adopted the market price as a conservative interim assumption for evaluating 

energy during surplus and deficit periods;104 and 

• As discussed in Section 3.3 of this Decision, Surplus Energy Payments result in cost-shifting from 

customers in the Net Metering Program to non-participants, which can be quantified by the difference 

between the total Surplus Energy Payments provided and the value of the excess generation received by 

BC Hydro for those payments.105 

Rationale for Using Mid-C as the Energy Price 

BC Hydro explains that RS 1289 does not impose any delivery obligations on customers in the Net Metering 

Program. This means that customers are not obligated to send any energy to BC Hydro and consequently, BC 

Hydro is unable to consider generation from the Net Metering Program as part of its supply side resources. BC 

Hydro submits the energy does not have long term value because energy from the Net Metering Program 

cannot be used to displace or reduce BC Hydro’s need to acquire new generation resources, and does not have 

long-term value.106 Therefore, BC Hydro submits if energy from the Net Metering Program cannot be valued at a 

long-run price, then it must be valued at a short-run price that reflects its value at the point in time that it is 

received.107  

 

Generation from residential customers in the Net Metering Program is delivered to BC Hydro primarily in the 

daytime, during the summer and shoulder season. These times do not coincide with BC Hydro’s peak demand 

period or the residential class non-coincident peak period. As a result, generation from residential customers in 

the Net Metering Program provides energy value only and does not result in any avoided demand-related 

costs.108 In other words, BC Hydro does not consider generation from customers in the Net Metering Program, 

on an aggregate basis, provides capacity benefits. To provide capacity benefits, BC Hydro requires the resource 

to be reliably generating when needed which is typically during the system evening peak in the winter. Also, 

energy received from customers in the Net Metering Program in rural areas is not a viable solution for power 

quality issues because low voltage and problems related to unbalancing generally occur when there is a peak 

load.109 However, BC Hydro notes some generation from Small General Service customers in the Net Metering 

Program is delivered in the winter and evenings which may result in some avoided demand-related costs.110 

 

BC Hydro submits that the short-run value of energy received by BC Hydro is determined by the regional 

wholesale energy market as this is primarily where BC Hydro sells or acquires energy on a short-run basis.111 The 

value of intermittent, non-firm energy to BC Hydro (e.g., excess generation from customers in the Net Metering 

 
102 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.10.2. 
103 Ibid. 
104 Ibid. 
105 Exhibit B-5, BCCSC IR 1.4.4. 
106 Exhibit B-1, p. 35. 
107 Ibid. 
108 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.14.2.1. 
109 Exhibit B-5, NMRG IR 1.6.1. 
110 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.14.2.1. 
111 Exhibit B-1, p. 35. 
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Program) is generally based on the Mid-C market price because it will generally result in incremental sales 

(exports) or decreased purchase (imports) activity with Powerex.112 Further, BC Hydro states the Mid-C market is 

the most representative of the prices received on the regional wholesale energy market due to its depth and the 

availability of transmission access.113 BC Hydro elaborates further stating that Mid-C is a well established trading 

hub for energy in the Pacific Northwest and has been approved by the BCUC on numerous occasions as an 

appropriate proxy for market value, and is used in the BC Hydro Electric Tariff.114  

 

Table 6 below shows the nominal Mid-C price in Canadian dollars in years 2009 to 2018. The average Mid-C price 

from year 2009 to 2018 is $30.97 per MWh or 3.10 cents per kWh), and the Mid-C price for 2018 is $39.86 per 

MWh or 3.99 cents per kWh. For reference, BC Hydro’s total weighted cost of energy for fiscal 2020 is forecast 

to be $35.2 per MWh (3.52 cents per kWh).115 BC Hydro notes that its total weighted cost of energy does not 

include operations and maintenance costs associated with its heritage assets. BC Hydro states it does not assign 

these costs when calculating its weighted cost of energy.116  

 
Table 6: Mid-C Price from 2008 to 2019 

117 
 

 
112 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.13.2. 
113 Exhibit B-1, p. 39. 
114 Exhibit B-5, NMRG IR 1.4.1. 
115 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.9.2. 
116 Ibid. 
117 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.12.5. 
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Jurisdictional Review  

BC Hydro performed a jurisdictional review of the net metering programs of the following eight utilities: EPCOR, 

FortisBC Inc. Hydro One, Hydro Quebec, Newfoundland Power, Nova Scotia Power, SaskPower, Xcel Energy. BC 

Hydro states its proposal is also consistent with the results of BC Hydro’s Jurisdictional Review which indicates 

that most utilities surveyed that provide a surplus energy payment have an Energy Price that reflects its short-

run value.118 

 

BC Hydro conducted further research using publicly available information and identified additional jurisdictions 

and utilities in Canada and the United States that currently credit surplus energy from Net Metering customers 

at an avoided cost or market price, and provides its findings in the summary table below: 

 
Table 7: Jurisdictions and Utilities in Canada and the United States  

that Currently Credit Surplus Energy from Net Metering Customers at  
an Avoided Cost or Market Price119 

 

Other Variations of Mid-C Price  

BC Hydro calculates that if the monthly net generation (outflow) from customers in the Net Metering Program 

during Light Load Hours and Heavy Load Hours were valued at the average monthly Mid-C price in the Light Load 

Hours and Heavy Load Hours, respectively, the average value would be 4.7 cents per kWh for solar PV energy in 

2018 and 4.2 cents per kWh for hydroelectric energy in 2018.120 BC Hydro states this methodology for 

calculating the value of net generation (outflow) energy to BC Hydro or any other methodology that seeks to 

apply more granular accounting that takes into account the seasonal and daily patterns of the net generation 

(outflow), will likely result in a higher value for solar energy than a simple methodology that assumes the 

delivery of outflow energy is constant over the year.121 

 
118 Exhibit B-1, p. 41; Appendix G. 
119 Exhibit B-15, NMRG IR 3.29.6. 
120 Exhibit B-8, BCOAPO IR 2.22.2, 2.22.3. 
121 Ibid., BCOAPO IR 2.22.2. 
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In general, energy from customers in the Net Metering Program with solar PV Generating Facilities is delivered 

primarily between May and August. If the monthly solar PV energy from Net Metering customers were valued at 

the average monthly Mid-C price in 2018, the average value for solar generation would be $39.9 per MWh (3.99 

cents per kWh), which is equal to annual average Mid-C price of $39.9 per MWh (3.99 cents per kWh). If the 

monthly hydro generation were valued at the average monthly Mid-C price, the average value for hydro 

generation would be $41.6 per MWh (4.16 cents per kWh), which is very close to the annual average Mid-C price 

of $39.9 per MWh (3.99 cents per kWh).122 

 

BC Hydro states that delivering energy from BC at the Mid-C market hub has transmission costs associated with 

line losses and wheeling through the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) system. The wheeling charges are 

fixed at USD $5.16 per MWh while the line losses are calculated as 1.9 percent of the amount of energy 

transacted. Accordingly, the cost of line losses varies with the Mid-C price.123 The table below shows the Energy 

Price with and without an adjustment for line losses and wheeling charges under a range of theoretical annual 

average Mid-C market prices, and assuming an exchange rate of 1.30 USD/CAD. 124 

 

Table 8: Theoretical Annual Average Mid-C Price with Adjustments  
for Line Losses and Wheeling125 

 
 

Impact on Net Metering Customers 

Table 9 below shows that the vast majority of customers in the Net Metering Program in fiscal 2018 (1,044 or 80 

percent) received no Surplus Energy Payment and of the 256 customers who received a Surplus Energy 

Payment, 215 or 84 percent received a payment of less than $500.  

 

 
122 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.12.4. 
123 Exhibit B-5, CEC IR 1.15.3. 
124 Ibid., BCOAPO IR 1.8.2. 
125 Ibid. 
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Table 9: Surplus Energy Payment (Fiscal 2018) 126 

 

BC Hydro states while BC Hydro does not have fiscal 2018 data for customers who entered the Net Metering 

Program in fiscal 2019, these customers are likely to have minimal Surplus Energy Payments going forward. This 

is because the amendments approved in the 2018 Amendment Application were designed so that customers 

could not bypass an existing load on their premises or size their Generating Facility to have an estimated Annual 

Energy Output that was greater than their estimated Annual Load. Overall, this means that the majority of 

customers are not materially impacted by an update to the Energy Price as they are likely to receive minimal 

Surplus Energy Payments or none at all.127 

 

Overall, BC Hydro does not anticipate that reducing the Energy Price would adversely impact the number of 

applications submitted to the Net Metering Program and participation has continued to grow since BCUC Order 

G-100-18 which allowed BC Hydro to defer the review of all Net Metering applications proposing a Generating 

Facility sized to generate an estimated annual output greater than estimated Annual Load.128 As of April 30, 

2019, the total number of participants in the Net Metering Program was 1,951. As of December 31, 2019, this 

number grew to 2,480, an increase of 27 percent over the approximately eight months since the Application was 

filed.129 

 

In BC Hydro’s view, the market value is the appropriate value for excess generation from customers in the 

Program because:  

1. BC Hydro is currently in an energy surplus situation;  

2. Potential energy contribution from customers in the Net Metering Program has not been sufficiently 

large to include in BC Hydro’s long-term planning;  

3. BC Hydro adopted the market price as a conservative interim assumption for evaluating energy during 

surplus and deficit periods;  

4. Excess generation from customers in the Net Metering Program does not have attributes that would 

warrant a premium value over the market price; and  

5. The historical Energy Price values using BC Hydro’s proposed approach are more closely aligned with BC 

Hydro’s cost of energy.130  

 
126 Exhibit B-1, p. 17. 
127 Exhibit B-1, p. 45. 
128 Exhibit B-5, BCSEA IR 1.3.1. 
129 Exhibit B-12, p. 2. 
130 BC Hydro Final Argument, p. 19-21. 
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However, BC Hydro submits that while its proposed Energy Price reflects the most fully considered and balanced 

proposal of all those before the BCUC, it is not exact enough to eliminate concerns about related cost-shifting.131 

 

With regards to wheeling charges, BC Hydro states while it incurs costs to sell electricity into the Mid-C market, 

such as line losses and wheeling charges, it is not proposing to adjust the Energy Price to account for these costs. 

This approach recognizes the BCUC ‘s previous determinations that the Net Metering Program should be simple 

and that limited cost-shifting is warranted to support the implementation of net metering.132 However, if the 

BCUC was inclined to relax proposed restrictions related to Oversized Generating Facilities and still maintain an 

appropriately balanced approach, it would be necessary to account for losses and wheeling charges. 

Position of Interveners 

BCOAPO 

 

BCOAPO supports BC Hydro’s proposal to align the Energy Price with the value BC Hydro receives from excess 

generation.133 However, BCOAPO submits that the Energy Price determination should also account for these 

“costs” as adjustments required to account for losses and wheeling cost which are relatively simple to make. 

 

The CEC 

 

The CEC submits that the Mid-C price proposed does not account for transmission losses or wheeling, which are 

significant. The CEC points out there may be additional costs for building out the network to accommodate net 

metering and if the intent is to avoid cross-subsidization, these factors should be accounted for in setting the 

appropriate Energy Price.134 

 

BCSEA 

 

BCSEA considers BC Hydro’s proposal to be reasonably accurate, simple, and easily understood.135 Given that BC 

Hydro has surplus energy on a planning basis (approximately 4,000 GWh/y) that is sold in the electricity market, 

it believes market prices are the best objective measure of the financial value of annual surplus energy to BC 

Hydro under the Net Metering Program.136 BCSEA acknowledges the method does not include adjustments for 

line losses and wheeling, but it does not include an adjustment for delivery at a load centre either.137 

 

NMRG/BCCSC 

 

NMRG/BCCSC submit that valuing excess energy at the Mid-C price is not appropriate because it ignores the 

local subsidies and climate change attributes of energy traded in Mid-C, which includes carbon-intensive high-

emitting energy generated from coal, gas and biomass.138 To help prevent negative cost shifting from continuing 

 
131 BC Hydro Reply Argument, p. 3. 
132 BC Hydro Final Argument, p. 23. 
133 BCOAPO Final Argument, p. 14. 
134 CEC Final Argument, p. 7. 
135 BCSEA Final Argument, p. 6. 
136 Ibid., p. 6. 
137 Ibid., p. 5. 
138 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, p. 25. 
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and exacerbating in the future, NMRG/BCCSC submit that an inflation factor of one percent should be added to 

the Net Metering tariff to keep pace with existing SOP contracts.139 

Panel Determination 

The Panel agrees with BC Hydro that if the Energy Price paid to the Net Metering customer is greater than the 

value BC Hydro receives from excess generation, it will not fully recover its costs resulting in cost shifting to non-

participating customers.140 The Panel believes that establishing the Energy Price at a price that reflects the value 

BC Hydro receives from annual net excess generation would largely mitigate cost-shifting and considers it 

reasonable for Net Metering Program customers to be compensated for the value BC Hydro receives from 

annual net excess generation.  

 

In making its determination on the Energy Price the Panel has considered the following: 

• RS 1289 does not impose any delivery obligations on customers in the Net Metering Program;  

• Energy delivery from Net Metering customers to BC Hydro generally does not coincide with BC Hydro’s 

peak demand period for the residential class non-coincident peak period and does not have attributes 

that would warrant a premium value over the market price;  

• The value of intermittent, non-firm energy to BC Hydro; and 

• BC Hydro’s forecasted weighted cost of energy for 2020 is 3.52 cents per kWh.141  

In the view of the Panel, the energy delivered to BC Hydro from Net Metering customers should be 

compensated at a rate that matches the value of energy to BC Hydro. Therefore, the Panel finds the Mid-C value 

proposed best approximates this value and is an appropriate proxy for the value of the energy delivered to BC 

Hydro from Net Metering customers. 

 

The Panel acknowledges there is evidence to support both a higher and a lower Energy Price than BC Hydro’s 

proposal. Both the CEC and BCOAPO recommend that the Energy Price account for wheeling charges and line 

losses, which would result in an Energy Price that is lower than BC Hydro’s proposal. On the other hand, if the 

monthly net generation (outflow) from customers in the Net Metering Program during Light Load Hours and 

Heavy Load Hours were valued at the average monthly Mid-C price in the Light Load Hours and Heavy Load 

Hours, respectively, the average value would be 4.7 cents per kWh for solar PV energy and 4.2 cents per kWh for 

hydroelectric energy in 2018. This results in a higher value than the proposed simple methodology that assumes 

the delivery of outflow energy is constant over the year. In this instance the Panel is persuaded a simple 

approach to calculate Energy Price is warranted as it ensures the Net Metering Program is easily understood by 

participants and reduces program administrative cost to BC Hydro. On balance, the Panel determines that 

setting the Energy Price to the daily average Mid-C prices for the previous calendar year, as proposed by BC 

Hydro, is not unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or unduly preferential. The amended Energy Price 

will apply to all customers effective the date of this Order excepting customers eligible for the Transition Energy 

Price discussed in Section 4.1.3 of this Decision. 

 

 
139 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, p. 24. 
140 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.5.1. 
141 Ibid., BCUC IR 1.9.2. 
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The Panel notes that BC Hydro has stated that it would be necessary to account for losses and wheeling charges, 

at least, if the BCUC was inclined to relax the eligibility restrictions imposed in the interim approval, granted by 

Order G-100-18. The Panel disagrees. There is evidence supporting both a higher and a lower Energy Price than 

that proposed by BC Hydro, and in the Panel’s view, the proposed Energy Price sufficiently mitigates the cost 

shifting associated with Surplus Energy Payments without separately considering the wheeling and line loss 

charges.  

4.1.2 Eligibility Based on Annual Load  

BC Hydro seeks to make permanent the approval granted on an interim basis in Order G-100-18 to reject 

applications to the Net Metering Program where the size of the proposed Generating Facility is greater than the 

annual load of the Net Metering customer, subject to adjustments to provide additional flexibility (Proposed 

Eligibility Restriction), including raising the limit on the size of Generating Facilities from 100 percent of the 

customer’s annual load to 110 percent of their annual load (Proposed Annual Limit).142 

 

The recent growth in the number of customers enrolled in the Net Metering Program is outlined in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4: Number of Customers in the Program (Fiscal 2016 to Fiscal 2020 To-date) 143 

 
 
Figure 4 also shows the growth in the number of Net Metering customers who received Surplus Energy 

Payments  

 

BC Hydro received 15 Net Metering Program applications where the size of the proposed Generation Facility was 

larger than the customer’s annual load between the time the 2018 Amendment Application was filed and April 

 
142 Exhibit B-1, pp. 6 and 22. 
143 Exhibit B-15, BCSEA IR 3.27.1. 
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20, 2018. Of these, one customer re-sized its system, 10 customers demonstrated that their proposed 

Generation Facility was not in fact larger than their annual load, and four customers did not proceed through 

the review process. Between April 20, 2018 and June 1, 2018, BC Hydro received an additional 28 applications 

where the size of the proposed Generation Facility was larger than the customer’s annual load. Of these, four 

customers re-sized their systems, 20 customers demonstrated that their proposed generation facility was not in 

fact larger than their annual load, and four customers did not proceed through the review process. In total, from 

a total of 43 applications, eight did not proceed through the review process, and five customers reduced the size 

of their proposed Generation Facilities.144 

 

As stated, BC Hydro seeks the discretion to deny applications to the Net Metering Program that propose a 

Generating Facility greater than the Proposed Annual Limit.145 It argues that the Proposed Eligibility Restriction 

would allow it to avoid “systemic generation of surplus energy”,146 to “maintain the original intent of the 

Program as a load offset program”.147 Setting the Proposed Annual Limit to 110 percent of a customer’s annual 

load instead of 100 percent is intended to allow for moderate load growth that may occur after the customer 

begins generating.148 

 

BC Hydro states that the proposed amendments are fair, balanced, and would “maintain the intent of the 

Program while supporting simplicity and safety as well as improving fairness between participating and non-

participating customers.”149 BC Hydro argues that without the ability to limit applications to the Net Metering 

Program to a customer’s annual load, the Net Metering Program becomes “more akin to an energy procurement 

program rather than a load offset program”, and this results in more cost-shifting to non-participating 

customers.150 

 

BC Hydro takes the position that the proposed changes are “not expected to have a material impact on most 

existing or future Net Metering Program customers.” Moreover, the Net Metering Program is growing and 

interim amendments do not appear to have discouraged customers from participating. BC Hydro argues the 

proposed changes with regards to size of a Generating Facility should be made now to avoid cost shifting with 

regards to surplus energy payments.151 

 

BC Hydro adds that in a jurisdictional review, three of eight utilities surveyed require generation to match 

annual load, and three utilities allow annual generation to be up to either 110 percent or 120 percent of annual 

load.152 

 

BC Hydro also proposes exempting Generating Facilities with a capacity of 5 kW or less from the requirement to 

be limited to a customer’s annual load. It argues that this exemption balances the desire for a simple process for 

a large number of potential customers with the desire to limit excess generation. However, BC Hydro states it 

would be amenable to increasing the threshold to 10 kW on the basis of average residential electricity 

 
144 Exhibit B-5, BCCSC IR 1.1.6. 
145 BC Hydro Final Argument, p. 2. 
146 Ibid. 
147 Ibid., p. 11. 
148 Ibid., p. 13. 
149 Exhibit B-1, p. 4. 
150 BC Hydro Final Argument, p. 13. 
151 Ibid., pp. 8-10 
152 Ibid., p.14. 
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consumption, as proposed by CanSIA and Riverside Energy, as long as the BCUC accepts BC Hydro’s proposed 

Energy Price.153  

Position of Interveners 

BCSEA 

 

BCSEA “strongly supports continuation and expansion of BC Hydro’s Net Metering Program”, and argues there is 

a “small but growing number” of existing or would-be Net Metering customers who “are not motivated by profit 

but by a desire to create and use energy sustainably at a personal and local community level.” BCSEA believes 

this is commendable and should not be unnecessarily thwarted.154 

 

BCSEA adds that Net Metering participants should be allowed to produce intentional surplus energy, and making 

the price paid for this energy reflective of the current financial value to all customers removes the associated 

cost-shifting.155 It rejects BC Hydro’s arguments that the limit on generation size is required because the updated 

Energy Price does not fully eliminate cost shifting to non-participants. BCSEA submits that “if the Energy Price is 

based on the current value of the energy to BC Hydro… then there is no Energy Price rationale for a ban on new 

intentional annual net surplus energy.” Therefore, BCSEA argues that the updated Energy Price does eliminate 

related cost-shifting to non-participants and, if it did not, then the change to the Energy Price proposed by BC 

Hydro would not achieve its stated purpose. BCSEA adds that other putative sources of cost-shifting between 

participants and non-participants are not at issue in this proceeding and are not a rationale for limiting 

generation to annual load.156 

 

BCSEA also disagrees with BC Hydro’s argument that the limit on excess generation is required to maintain the 

Net Metering Program as a load offset program. It further points out the Net Metering Program has included an 

Energy Price for surplus generation since its inception, and BCUC decisions expressly contemplate that “annual 

net surplus energy will occur from time to time even though Net Metering is described as a load offset 

program.”157 

 

Silversmith 

 

Silversmith argues that programs such as the Net Metering Program should be “expanded and streamlined, not 

devalued or dismantled.” It adds that taking away the prospect of a Net Metering customer producing surplus 

energy is a big disincentive for “ordinary people to make substantial investments in their own local green 

climate change solutions.”158 

 

The City 

 

The City states that the rationale for the increase in the limit of net metering Generating Facilities from 50 kW to 

100 kW was to allow the City’s project to be included in the Net Metering Program, and the proposed limit on 

the size of Generating Facilities will impact the it’s ability to generate energy at one facility to offset energy use 

 
153 BC Hydro Final Argument , pp. 14-15. 
154 BCSEA Final Argument, pp.3-4. 
155 Ibid., p. 4. 
156 Ibid., p. 4.  
157 BCSEA Final Argument, p. 5. 
158 Silversmith Final Argument, pp. 1-2. 
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at other facilities. It argues this would still be within the stated intent of the Net Metering Program, since all 

facilities are owned by the same customer, whose overall usage is significantly larger than its generation 

capacity. However, the challenge for the City is that, despite being one customer, it has many meters. The City 

supports a “virtual net metering” option, which would be consistent with the Net Metering Program’s objectives 

for customers to offset their supply from BC Hydro, and would eliminate all surplus payments from BC Hydro to 

the City.159 

 

BCOAPO 

 

BCOAPO takes the position that “the purpose behind offering the Net Metering Program was load offsetting, 

and not a means of energy purchasing to meet BC Hydro’s load/resource balance.”160 As a result, BCOAPO 

agrees with BC Hydro that the utility “needs to prevent oversizing of generation facilities.”161 

 

BCOAPO observes that the amendments related to limiting generation size all serve to relax the requirements 

that were approved in Order G-100-18. BCOAPO cites BC Hydro’s application to limit the size of Generation 

Facilities to 110 percent of annual load rather than 100 percent, which it argues is in direct conflict with BC 

Hydro’s stated reason for proposing the Net Metering Program amendments.162 

 

BCOAPO agrees with BC Hydro that exempting customers with generation capacity of 5 kW or less is an 

appropriate balance between administrative efficiency and avoiding the generation of excess energy. However, 

an exemption limit of 10 kW would upset that balance as other interveners’ recommendations regarding a 10 

kW exemption were specifically limited to photovoltaic solar installations. If the BCUC were to adopt a 10 kW 

exemption, BCOAPO’s position is this should be limited to photovoltaic solar installations and all other facilities 

should be exempted only up to 5 kW.163 

 

The CEC 

 

The CEC supports BC Hydro’s application to limit the size of Generating Facilities to annual load but recommends 

an exemption of installations of up to 5 kW but not up to 10 kW as proposed by BC Hydro.164 The CEC observes 

that a threshold of 10 kW would enable customers with Generating Facilities sized between 5 kW and 10 kW to 

increase their generating capacity. Since these are likely to be residential customers and not commercial 

customers, this could increase cross-subsidization between those two groups of customers.165 

 

NMRG/BCCSC 

 

NMRG/BCCSC agrees with BCSEA’s position that annual net excess generation is in the public interest and is 

consistent with the BC’s Energy Objectives.166 They argue that the proposed changes would create obstacles to 

 
159 CSFJ Final Argument, p. 2. 
160 BCOAPO Final Argument, p. 4. 
161 Ibid., p. 17. 
162 Ibid. p. 7. 
163 Ibid., pp. 9-10 
164 CEC Final Argument, p. 1. 
165 CEC Final Argument, p. 7. 
166 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, p. 11. 
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self-sufficient, environmentally sustainable, clean electricity generation that is the goal of the 2007 Energy 

Plan.167 

 

NMRG/BCCSC observes that the economics of developing, constructing and operating a micro-hydro generation 

project has little or no correlation to the size of a particular customer’s annual load, and most facilities under 

normal operation will produce excess electricity much of the time. NMRG/BCCSC argues that capping the size of 

Generating Facilities based on a customer’s annual load rather than at 100 kW squanders the potential of high-

quality energy sources by failing to allow them to be developed sufficiently large to achieve economies of 

scale.168 

 

BC Hydro Reply Argument 

 

BC Hydro argues that its proposed Energy Price is “defined with a view to ease of understanding and 

transparency as much as precision”, and that it is not exact enough to eliminate concerns about cost-shifting.169 

Moreover, setting an Energy Price to the satisfaction of all stakeholders would prove difficult and controversial, 

and hence, BC Hydro proposes to restrict the size of Generating Facilities to match customers’ annual load.  

 

BC Hydro re-iterates its position that the limit to the size of Generation Facilities to annual load is appropriate 

because the Net Metering Program “was conceived of and implemented as a program to offset customer load, 

and not as a program to acquire energy for the purpose of meeting BC Hydro’s load-serving obligations”. In the 

absence of such a limit, the Net Metering Program would “amount to an inappropriate end-run around BC 

Hydro’s procurement policies.”170  

 

Panel Determination 

The Panel rejects BC Hydro’s Proposed Eligibility Restriction. BC Hydro has not satisfactorily demonstrated that 

the Proposed Eligibility Restriction is required to mitigate significant or meaningful harm, and the Panel is 

concerned that the Proposed Eligibility Restriction may, in the absence of a more fulsome review of the Net 

Metering Program, introduce harm of its own. 

 

The UCA sets out that rates must not be unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or unduly preferential.171 

This is the Panel’s primary consideration. However, as BC Hydro notes, the requested changes are a matter of 

rate design, in which the BCUC may “employ a significant degree of discretion”. 172  

 

The Net Metering Program has been consistently encouraged as a matter of Government policy since at least 

2002, including most recently in the 2018 CleanBC Plan. In addition, the BCUC in 2012 rejected a request from 

BC Hydro to restrict eligibility to the program on the basis that “barriers entering into the Net Metering program 

should be minimized to enable customers to take economically efficient steps to build generation capacity”. The 

Panel considers the Net Metering Program to still be a beneficial source of clean, distributed generation, and the 

onus is on BC Hydro to justify introducing any barriers to economically efficient participation. 

 
167 NMRG/BCCSC Final Argument, p. 32. 
168 Ibid., p. 11. 
169 BC Hydro Reply Argument, p. 3. 
170 Ibid., p. 4. 
171 UCA, s. 59(1) (a). 
172 BC Hydro Reply Argument, p. 1. 
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The Panel acknowledges BC Hydro’s evaluation that it presently has a surplus supply of electricity and this is 

expected to be the case until at least 2030.173 However, the Net Metering Program already limits the size of 

Generating Facilities to a maximum nameplate capacity of 100 kW, and the total amount of net excess 

generation produced each year in the program remains small. There is no evidence that BC Hydro is unable to 

sell the total excess generation produced by the Net Metering Program on the Mid-C market at a reasonable 

price. Indeed, BC Hydro has argued that the Mid-C price is what it can sell the excess generation for on the 

wholesale market and uses this fact to explain why the Mid-C price is a fair value for annual surplus energy to BC 

Hydro.174  

 

BC Hydro argues that the new Energy Price is not exact enough to eliminate concerns about cost-shifting, and to 

set one that was exact would be difficult and controversial. However, the Panel disagrees, and finds as set out in 

Section 4.1.1, that the new Energy Price sufficiently mitigates the cost-shifting associated with Surplus Energy 

Payments. The Panel does not agree that the modifications made to the Energy Price, Surplus Energy Payments 

cause undue cost-shifting. Therefore, the Panel finds there is no justification to limit the size of participants’ 

generating capacity to avoid surplus energy generation. 

 

BC Hydro’s view appears to be that its intent for the Net Metering Program to be a load-offsetting program is 

sufficient reason to attempt to avoid annual net excess generation. The Panel disagrees. As explained in Section 

2.3 above, BC Hydro’s intent for the program is not a factor in the Panel’s decision-making. Further, we see no 

inherent conflict in a program which is intended to offset load and which also produces annual net excess 

generation. The program can do both, and indeed always has. Therefore, the Panel finds there is no evidence of 

significant harm to be addressed by limiting the amount of annual net excess generation of current or proposed 

net metering installations within the current 100kW nameplate generation capacity limit.  

 

The Panel is, however, concerned that the Proposed Eligibility Restriction may cause harm.  

 

BC Hydro argues that the Proposed Eligibility Restriction, which has been implemented on an interim basis since 

April 20, 2018, has not discouraged customers from participating in the Net Metering Program, and cites the 

growing number of total Net Metering customers. The Panel acknowledges that customers proposing 

Generating Facilities smaller than the Proposed Generation Limit are unlikely to be concerned about the 

Proposed Eligibility Restriction, and that since over 80 percent of customers generated no annual net excess 

generation in fiscal 2018, these customers make up the majority of participants. 

 

However, the Panel notes the Proposed Eligibility Restriction is, by definition, aimed at the small minority of 

participants who in the future may propose Generating Facilities larger than the Proposed Generation Limit. If 

the Proposed Eligibility Restriction were approved, customers who would prefer to install generators that are 

less than 100 kW in size but greater than their annual load may either decline to participate in the program or 

instead choose to install a smaller generator. In either case, the Proposed Eligibility Restriction imposes a barrier 

to their participation at a level which may be the most economically efficient for them.  

 

The evidence suggests this barrier is already having an effect on participation. From the time the 2018 

Amendment Application was filed (April 20, 2018) to June 1, 2018, BC Hydro considered 43 applications to the 

 
173 https://engage.gov.bc.ca/govtogetherbc/impact/standing-offer-program-results/ 
174 BC Hydro Final Argument, p. 19. 
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Program where the proposed Generating Facility was larger than the customer’s annual load. Of these, five 

reduced the size of their facility and eight did not proceed with their applications.  

 

The situation faced by the City illustrates another concern with the Proposed Eligibility Restriction. BC Hydro 

allows customers to participate in the Net Metering Program only on a per-meter basis. A customer with 

multiple BC Hydro meters may only net their self-generation against the load connected to the same meter as 

the Generating Facility. If, as in the case of the City, the customer has total load which exceeds the size of the 

Generating Facility but which is distributed across multiple BC Hydro meters, their total load is not taken into 

account, only the load connected to the single meter to which the Generating Facility is connected.  

 

As the City has stated, BC Hydro does not have a “virtual net metering” program whereby the load connected to 

multiple meters may be consolidated for the purposes of the Net Metering Program. Prior to the interim 

approval granted by Order G-100-18, this was not an issue because customers in this situation could be 

approved for any Generating Facility up to 100 kW, regardless of the size of their annual load or the specific 

meter to which their load was connected. If the Proposed Eligibility Restriction were to be approved, customers 

in this situation would not be able to install Generating Facilities sized up to their current annual load, and 

customers might even have their Generating Facilities compared to an annual load of zero.  

 

Two future events are likely to have a significant bearing on the Net Metering Program. As outlined in Section 

2.1, BC Hydro is expected to file an IRP after February 28, 2021, in which it will present its medium-term view of 

electricity generation in its service area. Having an updated IRP will allow the BCUC to better understand future 

energy requirements. Additionally, the BC Government is conducting Phase Two of its Comprehensive Review of 

BC Hydro’s operations which will inform the IRP.  

 

BC Hydro submits that an evaluation of net metered energy as a generation resource is appropriately considered 

in the IRP and not in this proceeding. The Panel agrees and considers it premature to approve the Proposed 

Eligibility Restriction prior to considering net metered energy as a generation resource.  

 

BC Hydro has also stated that the Comprehensive Review is “likely to include topics that are relevant to the 

Program.”175 Specifically, BC Hydro describes an alternative Net Metering Program design, marginal cost pricing, 

which it expects will be considered in the Review. Under a marginal cost pricing scheme, customers would be 

able to buy and sell energy at its marginal cost, while paying a fixed system access charge to cover the fixed 

costs associated with their receiving electricity service from BC Hydro.176  

 

The additional barrier that the Proposed Eligibility Restriction would impose might well deter some participants 

from applying and might cause others to apply for an economically less efficient size of generator than they 

otherwise would. Since the nature of the Net Metering Program may change significantly, and its importance to 

BC Hydro as a generation resource is not yet evaluated, the Panel considers it appropriate to wait before 

considering approval of the Proposed Eligibility Restriction.  

 

In its upcoming reviews, the Panel encourages BC Hydro to review and consider two additional options related 

to the Net Metering Program.  

 

 
175 Exhibit B-1, p. 48. 
176 Ibid., p. 51. 
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The Panel encourages BC Hydro to consider whether net metered hydroelectric plants should be treated 

differently from other types of net metered installations, such as photovoltaic solar. Net metered hydroelectric 

plants appear to be the largest generators of annual net excess generation in the current Net Metering Program, 

and there is some evidence that they may have some capacity value to BC Hydro as a source of generation. In 

addition, they require a much higher capital investment than other more common net metering generators. 

These differences may justify handling net metered hydroelectric plants in a different manner.  

 

The Panel also encourages BC Hydro to consider how virtual net metering might be achieved. Even though 

customers in a situation similar to the City remain entitled to install Net Metering Generating Facilities of up to 

100 kW, the reduction in the Energy Price approved in this Decision increases their payback period. BC Hydro 

has indicated it will consider potential additional measures to support virtual net metering in a future 

application.177 The Panel requests BC Hydro to consider the merits of allowing such customers to offset all their 

load across multiple meters against total amounts self generated. 

 

In summary, the Panel is persuaded that cost-shifting associated with Surplus Energy Payments is satisfactorily 

addressed through the change to the Energy Price. Further, in our view there is no compelling reason to erect a 

barrier to participation in the Net Metering Program in advance of the IRP and the completion of the 

Comprehensive Review. Therefore, the Panel is not persuaded the Proposed Eligibility Restriction is required.  

 

In addition to the Proposed Eligibility Restriction, BC Hydro also proposes two additional modifications to the 

tariff. The first of these involves calculating the annual energy output for a Generation Facility using pre-

determined capacity factors for a number of Generation Facility types. Additionally, it proposes to exempt 

Generating Facilities with a capacity size of 5 kW or less from the requirement to have an estimated annual 

energy output no greater than the Proposed Generation Limit. Having rejected the Proposed Eligibility 

Restriction, the Panel considers both requests are no longer relevant and makes no determination on these 

proposals. 

 
BC Hydro is directed to amend the RS 1289 tariff to remove item 3 from the “Net Metering Application and 

Interconnection Approval” section of the proposed tariff, which currently states: 

 

 
177 Exhibit B-1, p. 49. 
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4.1.3 Transitional Energy Price for Existing Customers  

In Section 4.1.1 the Panel approved BC Hydro’s proposal to reduce the Energy Price per kWh participants are 

paid for annual surplus energy to a value based on the daily average Mid-C prices for the previous calendar year 

(3.99 cents per kWh in calendar 2018). To help current participants adjust to this change, BC Hydro proposes to 

maintain their current Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh (Transitional Energy Price) until April 30, 2024178 

(Transition Period) (Transition Proposal).  

 

The Panel must decide whether BC Hydro’s Transition Proposal is just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory 

or unduly preferential according to section 59 to 61 of the UCA.  

 

BC Hydro explains that it “did not rely on metrics” when determining the five-year length of the Transition 

Period, but rather, was attempting to balance the two conflicting Bonbright criteria of fair apportionment of 

costs and rate stability.179 It states that its Transitional Energy Price is aligned with Bonbright’s principle 

regarding rate stability because the impact of the change to existing customers is mitigated.180  

 

BC Hydro is “unaware of any particular rate design applications where it has used customers’ past capital 

investment decisions as a justification for a transition period.”181 According to BC Hydro, the estimated typical 

life of Generating Facilities used by Net Metering participants is 25 years for small-scale solar photovoltaic, 30 

years for micro-hydro, and 20 years for small wind. The actual lifespan of equipment depends on factors such as 

equipment quality, installation practices, equipment service conditions, and maintenance practices. 182  

 

BC Hydro estimates the average contract term of an Electricity Purchase Agreement under the SOP is 30 

years.183 However, BC Hydro does not consider this period to be appropriate for the Transitional Energy Price for 

various reasons, including that it would perpetuate the cost shifting between participants and non-participating 

customers.184  

 

BC Hydro states that “existing customers in the Program with Oversized Generating Facilities may remain in the 

Program in accordance with the Program terms”.185 BC Hydro states that its proposed changes to RS 1289 do not 

allow it “to take action if an existing customer’s energy consumption decreases to consistently result in Surplus 

Energy”.186 It adds that “[i]f the Generating Facility previously authorized to connect does not change, BC Hydro 

will not re-assess the customer’s Annual Load.”187 BC Hydro also states that “Customers with an original 

application, accepted as of April 20, 2018, who subsequently apply to expand their existing Generating Facilities, 

during the transitional Energy Price period, would be eligible for the Transitional Energy Price, provided the 

expansion(s) meets the eligibility requirements of the Program, including the requirement that the estimated 

Annual Energy Output not exceed the estimated Annual Load.”188 

 
178 Exhibit B-3, BCOAPO IR 1.3.2, attachment 1 p. 2. 
179 Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.32.2. 
180 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.9.1. 
181 Exhibit B-8, BCOAPO IR 2.31.2. 
182 Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.10.3. 
183 Exhibit B-5, BCSEA IR 1.13.5. 
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In BC Hydro’s view it is unnecessary to provide the Transitional Energy Price to customers accepted after April 

20, 2018, because the Net Metering Program was amended on that date to reduce the likelihood of participants 

generating excess energy on an annual basis.189 Specifically, BC Hydro explains that Order G-100-18 allows it to 

defer the review of all Net Metering Program applications proposing Generating Facilities sized to generate 

more energy than the customer’s estimated annual load.190  

 

In conjunction with the Engagement Survey, BC Hydro received written submissions on the subject of transition. 

CanSIA was in favour of a 5-year Transition Period.191 Clean Energy BC was in favour of indefinite retention of the 

current Energy Price for existing customers stating that participants met the terms of the program, and their 

applications were approved by BC Hydro.192 BCCSC believes it would be unusual for a Net Metering customer to 

request a Transitional Period limited to five years given the long payback period of net metering projects.193 

 

BC Hydro considered alternatives to the applied-for Transition Proposal (Option 1). Option 2 would be to 

maintain a Transitional Energy Price for 10 years rather than five; option 3 would be to provide no Transitional 

Energy Price but instead make a one-time payment to customers whose capital investment would not be 

recovered; and option 4 would be to have no Transitional Energy Price or payment at all. These alternatives 

were not presented to customers during the public engagement process. BC Hydro has proposed Option 1 

explaining that the other options are less favourable: 

• Option 2 continues the current arrangement which BC Hydro considers is unfavourable to non-participating 

customers; 

• Option 3 would be difficult to administer, and it would be hard to calculate accurately how much capital 

would not be recovered as a result of the changes to the Net Metering Program because the future Energy 

Price (based on the Mid-C price for the previous year) cannot be known in advance; and 

• Option 4 “is less favourable to Option 1 because it skews that balance [between transitioning to an Energy 

Price that more fairly allocates the benefits and costs of the Program between participating and non-

participating customers, and mitigating the impact of the change to existing customers in the Program by 

providing notice to those customers] by providing no transitional period to existing customers in the 

Program.”194 

 

BC Hydro acknowledges that generating excess energy is “technically not contrary to Rate Schedule 1289”, 

although this was “clearly at odds with the original intent of the Program to provide an opportunity for 

customers to offset all or a portion of their load.” BC Hydro adds that RS 1289 has, since the inception of the 

program, included language that stated the intent of the program was to “generate electricity to serve all or part 

of their electricity requirements”. 195 

 

 
189 Exhibit B-1, pp. 46-47. 
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NMRG provides the dates on which BC Hydro pre-approved five hydroelectric plants to participate in the Net 

Metering Program, which NMRG understands provide annual surplus energy: 

 

196 
 
According to NMRG there are approximately 250 other net metering projects approved by BC Hydro which are 

annual net suppliers of electricity and its members have made or intend to make large  investments, in some 

cases in the range of $800,000 to $900,000, to build net metered Generation Facilities.197 A 100 kW micro-hydro 

project would cost between $500,000 to $900,000,198 and a typical solar installation would cost $17,000.199 

 

The City has a total demand greater than the output of its micro-hydro project but BC Hydro does not allow 

customers to aggregate multiple accounts under the Net Metering Program.200 As stated, implementing virtual 

net metering which might allow bill crediting across multiple customers for a shared net metering project is not 

being considered.201 

 

In addition to the evidence provided earlier, BC Hydro makes the following points: 

• A transition period longer than five-years or maintaining the current Energy Price for existing customers 

on a permanent basis would create an undue burden for non-participating customers and is not 

necessary.202 

• Phasing-in the difference would result in a more immediate impact to existing customers in the Net 

Metering Program and would be more complicated to administer.203 

Position of Parties 

BCSEA 

 

BCSEA considers five years to be the minimum acceptable Transition Period, and would support a longer period, 

adding that participants incurred “significant costs in establishing their generation facilities in light of the size of 
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the Energy Price at the time.” BCSEA also prefers the proposed Transition Period over a phased-out period 

because the latter would have immediate negative impact on impacted participants and would be complicated 

for customers to understand and for BC Hydro to administer.204 

 

The City 

 

When viewed as one customer, the City’s energy use is significantly larger than the production at its micro-hydro 

generating station. The City argues that the proposed changes will impact its ability to generate energy at one 

facility and offset energy use at other facilities within the City.205 

 

With respect to the Transitional Energy Price the City states that it is unknown “how a five-year grandfathering 

period will allow for customers to better accept the proposed energy price.” The City states that BC Hydro 

identified the five years as a period after which the Energy Price would be assessed, and that five-year period is 

unlikely to result in a return on investment for any customers faced with a significant Energy Price reduction.206 
207 

 

BCOAPO  

 

BCOAPO argues that a transition strategy that reduces the current Energy Price from 9.99 cents per kWh to a 

market-based rate phased in over four years would preferable. This approach would avoid BCOAPO’s concern 

that in April 2024 BC Hydro will again be faced with arguments that the one-time reduction from 9.99 cents per 

kWh to the market-based price is too much for customers to manage, and requests would be made to extend 

the Transition Period. BCOAPO disagrees with BC Hydro that a phased approach would be difficult to administer, 

as in its view BC Hydro would only need to make one change to the Energy Price each year for all the applicable 

customers.208 

 

The CEC  

 

The CEC agrees with BC Hydro that a Transitional Energy Price is reasonable to avoid causing significant 

disturbance to existing customers, and a five-year Transition Period is appropriate.209 

 

BC Hydro Reply Argument 

 

BC Hydro made no reply argument on this issue. 

Panel Determination 

The Panel determines that all Net Metering customers accepted into the Net Metering Program as of April 28, 

2019 shall receive the Transitional Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh for all Surplus Energy Payments made 

from April 29, 2019 until April 30, 2024. The Panel agrees with BC Hydro that the Transition Proposal should 
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balance the competing pressures to reduce cost-shifting to non-participants and to maintain the stability of the 

RS 1289 rate with regards to the payments for annual net excess generation.  

 

The Panel has established that the Energy Price of 9.99 cents per kWh for annual net excess generation by Net 

Metering customers amounts to undue cost-shifting to non-participants, and, as a consequence, approves BC 

Hydro’s request to reduce it. The Panel understands that continuing to pay an Energy Price in excess of the value 

to BC Hydro for excess generation by current participants during the Transition Period also amounts to cost-

shifting to non-participants and can be described as discriminatory. However, the test set out in the UCA for a 

valid rate is whether there is undue discrimination, and given the circumstances outlined below, the Panel does 

not consider the transitional treatment until April 30, 2024 as outlined in the Transition Proposal to be undue 

discrimination.  

 

One of the Bonbright criteria for good rate design is that rates should remain stable over time, with “a minimum 

of unexpected changes seriously adverse to existing customers.”210 The Panel considers this to be a valid 

consideration in evaluating the Transition Proposal. A key benefit of rate stability is that it gives customers 

confidence to take a longer-term view of their use of utility services and thus the ability to make better 

economic decisions. Failure to accommodate today’s participants would send the signal that future participants 

might face equally adverse consequences of their own, thus potentially reducing future participation in the Net 

Metering Program.  

 

That said, the Panel recognizes that the amount of accommodation for current participating customers of annual 

surplus energy is a matter of judgement. Supporters of the Net Metering Program, such as BCSEA, argue for a 

Transition Period of at least five years, whereas BCOAPO argues for an approach which would provide less than 

the full Transitional Energy Price for the five years. The Panel notes that the annual surplus energy payments 

under the Net Metering Program in the 2018 fiscal year were $324,358 which is not significant when compared 

to BC Hydro’s fiscal 2018 total cost of energy of $2.137 billion and therefore, will have limited material impact 

on non-participating customers’ rates.211 

 

BC Hydro’s proposal of five years’ Transition Period with no phase-in has the merit of simplicity, but as BCOAPO 

argues, in five years participants will again face a dramatic reduction in the Energy Price and BC Hydro may face 

pressure to prolong the Transition Period. However, a phase-in period starting immediately reduces the overall 

value of the Transition Price for current participants, as BCSEA observes, and the proposed Transition Period is 

already considerably shorter than the likely payback period for some customers’ investments. Therefore, the 

Panel considers that five full years of the Transitional Energy Price is a reasonable accommodation to make 

for current customers and rejects the suggestion the value of the Transitional Energy Price should be reduced 

during the Transition Period.  

 

Interveners who are Net Metering customers made limited comments specific to the Transitional Energy Price or 

the five-year accommodation period. NMRG/BCCSC raised significant concern with respect to the Proposed 

Energy Price but made no submissions with regards to the impact of having a Transition Period. The City has 

noted that extending the current Energy Price for five years is unlikely to result in a return on investment for 

these customers when this period ends. The Panel acknowledges that at the end of the Transition Period 

customers will likely be faced with a significant reduction in the Transitional Energy Price to the then-prevailing 
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Energy Price. As noted by BC Hydro it “… will monitor the impact of the proposed changes…” and “…there may 

be other changes with regards to distributed energy resources, as a result of BC Hydro’s next Integrated 

Resource Plan”.212 By the end of the Transition Period BC Hydro will have had sufficient time to review changes 

to the Net Metering Program, including virtual net metering and marginal cost pricing, which may provide a 

different form of accommodation for some existing customers affected by the reduction in the Energy Price. The 

Panel considers it reasonable that BC Hydro re-evaluate the Transition Proposal at the end of the Transition 

Period in light of the circumstances prevailing at that time.  

 

No interveners challenged BC Hydro’s proposal to exclude customers accepted in the Net Metering Program 

after April 20, 2018 from the Transitional Energy Price. The Panel acknowledges that participants who signed up 

after April 20, 2018 were only accepted into the Net Metering Program by BC Hydro if their generator size was 

less than their estimated annual load. However, estimates may turn out to be wrong, and it is possible that 

these participants may still have an annual surplus if their actual load is greater than their estimated load. The 

Panel considers that a more appropriate cut-off date for eligibility to receive the Transitional Energy Price is April 

28, 2019, when BC Hydro submitted this Application, as participants who were enrolled after this date had 

sufficient notification that BC Hydro was proposing to reduce the Energy Price. 

4.1.4 Assignment of a Default Anniversary Date  

BC Hydro is proposing to assign all customers a March 1 default Anniversary Date and then provide customers 

one opportunity to choose their own Anniversary Date thereafter. As BC Hydro has stated, one of the benefits of 

the proposed amendments is they will provide customers with increased opportunities and flexibility to reduce 

the supply that they take from BC Hydro.  

 

As outlined in Section 4.1.1, when customers create more energy than their immediate requirements the excess 

energy is banked in the customer’s Generation Account. Once a year, on their Anniversary Date, customers 

receive a surplus energy payment if they have credits remaining as of that date. Currently, a customer’s 

Anniversary Date is the end of the sixth or 12th billing period following the date where a customer commences 

service under RS 1289. Thus, a customer’s Anniversary Date is at a set point following commencement rather 

than one which is chosen to best suit the customer’s needs.213 

 

BC Hydro explains that there are cases where a customer has an Anniversary Date in late summer or early fall 

months and is eligible to receive a surplus energy payment following the period where they have high 

generation but relatively low consumption. This would mean that such customers would clear any balances in 

their Generation Account and receive a surplus energy payment prior to the winter months when their 

consumption is much higher and their generation much lower. Conversely, those with Anniversary Dates in the 

spring months would receive any surplus energy payments following a time when consumption is high. This 

would allow them the opportunity to apply any accumulated Generation Account balances that were built up 

over the summer of the previous year to their winter supply billings from BC Hydro. 

 

Currently, surplus energy payments are made once every 12 months. BC Hydro points out that if the period 

between energy payments was extended to say 24 months, customers would have increased opportunities and 

flexibility to apply General Account balances toward the energy purchased. However, in doing so customers 

 
212 Exhibit B-1, p. 44; Exhibit B-5, CFSJ IR 1.2.1. 
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would have less frequent surplus energy payments. BC Hydro reports that this was one of the options it 

considered among those designed to increase the opportunity and flexibility to offset BC Hydro supply. 

Additionally, it considered setting a common Anniversary Date of March 1 for all customers, allowing customers 

to choose their own date or maintaining the existing 12 month true-up period.  

 

These options were then tested as part of the Engagement Survey which it conducted. The results showed that 

60 percent of customers were in support of allowing customers to choose their Anniversary Date with 40 

percent supporting setting a common Anniversary Date for all customers. In response to the alternative 

proposal, 46 percent supported no change versus 54 percent who supported an extended true-up period to 24 

months or longer.214 

 

BC Hydro also conducted a review of eight other jurisdictions. Their findings show that four of the utilities allow 

customers to select their Anniversary Dates “or have Anniversary Dates that are optimized for customers in the 

Program”. Three of these allow customers to select dates while one sets the Anniversary Date at March 31 to 

optimize it for the majority of customers. Of the remaining four utilities, one sets the Anniversary Date based on 

the month the generation balance accumulates (there is one year to use the credits or they expire), another 

makes surplus energy payments monthly while two have the same approach as that of BC Hydro. In addition, BC 

Hydro found that three of the utilities surveyed allow customers a longer period to carry their generation 

balances as a means of reducing the net energy purchased.215 

 

BC Hydro states that in addition, the Evaluation Report conducted in 2017 indicates support for an optimal and 

flexible Anniversary date. Customers value having the ability to use their account balances to reduce energy 

supply and BC Hydro reports that it has received suggestions to either set an optimal Anniversary Date or allow 

customer to choose.  

 

Based on the Evaluation Report, the Engagement Survey and the Jurisdictional Review, BC Hydro has requested 

the initial Anniversary Date assignment of March 1 to all customers with an opportunity for one change to be 

made at the discretion of the customer. BC Hydro points out that March 1 is the optimum date for photovoltaic 

Generating Facilities which make up 98 percent of current customers. Thus, the proposed amendments allow 

customers to set a default date that is best for them while also setting an optimum date for most Net Metering 

Program customers. This provides flexibility while setting a default date that will work for most customers who 

may be unaware of the options or are not confident in making an informed choice.216 

Positions of Interveners 

The CEC, BCOAPO and BCSEA were the only interveners who specifically commented on BC Hydro’s proposed 

changes to the Anniversary Date. All of these were in support of the proposed changes. 

Panel Determination 

The Panel approves the BC Hydro proposal to assign all customers a March 1 default Anniversary Date and 

then provide customers one opportunity to choose their own Anniversary Date thereafter. The choice of 

March 1 as the default Anniversary Date is optimal for most customers given that most have photovoltaic 

Generating Facilities which means the bulk of their generation is in the late spring and summer months. Having a 
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March 1 date allows them the best opportunity to offset their BC Hydro energy costs through Generation 

Account balances that have been built up over the previous spring, summer and early fall. For those customers 

for whom March 1 is not optimal, they are free to analyse their generating history and request a one time 

change that best suits their needs. This will likely result in limited changes to the March 1 Anniversary Date 

being required and will therefore minimize administrative costs. 

 

4.1.5 Minor Amendments to RS 1289  

BC Hydro has proposed a number of minor amendments to RS 1289 to improve the clarity, simplicity and safety 

of the Net Metering Program and to reflect existing program practices. These include the following: 

• Generation connections are not permitted except through an interconnection agreement or through the 

Net Metering Program; 

• The Net Metering Program is only available to customers with a smart meter; 

• BC Hydro has the ability to reject applications if the applicant is within a service area with existing or 

expected system constraints; 

• Applications expire 18 months after BC Hydro’s acceptance, if the customer has not received BC Hydro 

approval to connect its Generating Facility to BC Hydro’s system; and 

• Other minor updates to the language and organization of RS 1289 to reflect current practice and to 

improve its clarity and readability. 

A review of these amendments follows.  

 

BC Hydro proposes an amendment to clarify that generation connections are not permitted except through an 

interconnection agreement or through the Net Metering Program.217 BC Hydro explains that some BC Hydro 

customers have installed generation at their residences or businesses without BC Hydro’s knowledge or 

approval. This unauthorized generation may pose a safety hazard to BC Hydro employees and other customers, 

and can negatively impact power quality and reliability.218 BC Hydro states this amendment responds to the Net 

Metering Evaluation Report No. 4 dated April 26, 2017 (Evaluation Report) and would support the objectives by 

preventing unsafe generation connections.219 

 

BC Hydro also proposes to update the metering provision of RS 1289 to clarify that the Net Metering Program is 

only available to customers with a smart meter (including a radio off smart meter). BC Hydro states that 

currently, RS 1289 requires that customers in the Net Metering Program have a meter able to measure bi-

directional flows of electricity. However, some customers have been unsure about the types of meters that are 

consistent with this requirement. BC Hydro submits this amendment responds to the Evaluation Report and 

reflects existing program practices.220 

 

BC Hydro proposes to amend the tariff to clarify that BC Hydro has the ability to reject applications if the 

applicant is within a service area with existing or expected system constraints. BC Hydro explains that this 
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amendment responds to the Evaluation Report and would prevent connections that cannot be accommodated 

by BC Hydro’s system, that would trigger substantial costs not recoverable under RS 1289, or that may create 

safety or other risks.221  

 

BC Hydro also proposes an amendment so that applications expire 18 months after BC Hydro’s acceptance, if the 

customer has not received BC Hydro approval to connect its Generating Facility to BC Hydro’s system. Customers 

with expired applications would be able to re-apply to the Net Metering Program. This amendment would 

ensure that BC Hydro has current information on a customer’s estimated Annual Load, proposed Generating 

Facility and system requirements. 

 

Lastly, BC Hydro proposes other minor updates to the language and organization of RS 1289 to reflect current 

practice and to improve its clarity and readability. Examples of these proposed amendments include the 

addition of a definition section, clarifying the Program application process and re-organizing some paragraphs. 

The proposed amendments to RS 1289 are shown in detail in Appendix B of the Application.222 

Position of Parties 

BCSEA, BCOAPO and the CEC raised no issues with these proposed amendments. 

Panel Determination 

None of the interveners took issue with the proposals. The Panel has reviewed the minor amendments 

proposed by BC Hydro, and finds them to be reasonable and therefore approves them. The Panel concurs with 

BC Hydro that these minor amendments improves the clarity, simplicity and safety of the Net Metering Program.  

5.0 Additional Considerations  

 Reporting Requirements  

BC Hydro has not produced an updated Net Metering Evaluation Report since Report No. 4 that was filed with 

the BCUC on April 26, 2017.223 BC Hydro explains that historically, BC Hydro has produced a Net Metering 

Evaluation Report in response to directives from the BCUC in its Decisions on applications by BC Hydro to amend 

RS 1289.224  

 

BC Hydro intends to review its assumptions with regards to Net Metering in its next IRP.225 Any future 

applications by BC Hydro with regards to RS 1289 would be informed by, and consistent with, BC Hydro’s 

approved IRP.226  

 

BC Hydro proposes that a Net Metering Evaluation Report be filed by the end of October 2020 to help inform 

the 2021 IRP and any potential future amendments to RS 1289.227 BC Hydro proposes that, in addition to the 

topics covered in previous Net Metering Evaluation Reports, this report include an analysis of cost shifting to 
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non-participants resulting from the program. BC Hydro will also engage with customers in the Net Metering 

Program and other stakeholders to identify possible solutions to any remaining cost-shifting.228 BC Hydro states 

this work may inform future applications to the BCUC.229 

Panel Determination 

The Panel directs BC Hydro to submit an evaluation report on the Net Metering Program by no later than 

October 31, 2020. The evaluation report should include the following content:  

 

• Consultation:   

o Consult with effected parties and actively solicit and record feedback regarding marginal cost 
pricing and virtual net metering; and 

o Report on any customer feedback, comments, and complaints regarding the Net Metering 
Program in general and identify areas for further amendments to the Net Metering Program (if 
any).  

• RS 1289 Customer Data (this should include the following):  

o Summary of all inquiries into Net Metering; 

o Number of applications filed; 

o Number of executed agreements, by rate class; 

o Net Metering facility (type, generator rating and location); 

o Details of all Applications rejected, including reasons for the rejection; and 

o Statistics to be broken down by new and modified facilities where applicable. 

• RS 1289 Costing Data:  

o Administrative, marketing, billing/meter reading costs, engineering costs; 

o Connection – additional connection costs for non-standard new connections (customer at 
primary voltage level or with synchronous generators); and 

o Estimated average price paid for energy generated by RS 1289 customers, by customer class 
(weighted average cents per kWh Energy Credit and Energy Price, with other assumptions 
clearly stated). 

• Energy Price: a review of the calculation of the Energy Price. 

• Cost and benefit of the program: 

o Cost shifting between participants and non-participants; and 

o Options to address cost shifting. 

• Safety/reliability: power quality and reliability of supply and how they affect other customers. 

• Benchmarking: other utility experiences and technological advances in distributed generation.  Where 
possible, this analysis should include the size of the Net Metering Energy Credit for residential and 
commercial customers in cents per kWh.  In addition, it should also contain a description of the most 
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successful programs in North America and a comparison of the terms and conditions of RS 1289 to the 
terms and conditions of those programs.  It should also contain a description of any incentive programs 
offered in those jurisdictions and marketing efforts undertaken by utilities.  

• Regulation: Changes in regulatory and code requirements in BC. 

• Policy consideration: Changes in the regulatory environment, including updates from Phase Two of the 
Comprehensive Review. 

• Portfolio Planning: Impact of Net Metering on energy portfolio planning. 

• Capacity Limit: the issues associated with changes in capacity limits or limit based on voltage in order to 
mitigate market barriers to small scale clean distributed generation while limiting any negative cost 
impacts on non-participants. 

• Connection policy: consideration of any other potential future changes to mitigate economic and other 
barriers to connection of small-scale clean DG (provided safety not compromised etc.). 

• Emerging issues and opportunities: leasing solar equipment, virtual net metering, and any other 
emerging issues and opportunities.  

• Other: other issues as identified elsewhere in this Decision. 

The Panel directs BC Hydro to consult with stakeholders in the preparation of the report regarding marginal 

cost pricing and virtual net metering and include the results of that consultation in the report. Stakeholders to 

be consulted should include, but not be limited to, the Interveners registered in this proceeding. 

 
 
DATED at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, this    23rd         day of June 2020. 
 
 
 
Original signed by: 
____________________________________ 
D. A. Cote 
Panel Chair / Commissioner 
 
 
Original signed by: 
____________________________________ 
R. I. Mason 
Commissioner 
 
 
Original signed by: 
____________________________________ 
R. D. Revel 
Commissioner 
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IN THE MATTER OF 
the Utilities Commission Act, RSBC 1996, Chapter 473 

and 

British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
Application to Amend Net Metering Service under Rate Schedule 1289 

EXHIBIT LIST 

Exhibit No. Description 

COMMISSION DOCUMENTS 

A-1 Letter dated May 7, 2019 – Appointing the Panel for the review of the British Columbia 
Hydro and Power Authority Application to Amend Net Metering Service under Rate 
Schedule 1289 

A-2 Letter dated May 14, 2019 – BCUC Order G-103-19 establishing the Regulatory Timetable 

A-2-1 Letter dated May 15, 2019 – Amended BCUC Order G-103-19A establishing the Regulatory 
Timetable 

A-3 Letter dated June 25, 2019 – BCUC Letter Amending the Panel for the review of the 
Application 

A-4 Letter dated June 27, 2019 – BCUC Order G-144-19 Amending the Regulatory Timetable 

A-5 Letter dated June 27, 2019 – BCUC Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 

A-6 Letter dated July 23, 2019 – BCUC request for submissions on further process 

A-7 Letter dated August 6, 2019 – BCUC Order G-185-19 Amending the Regulatory Timetable 

A-8 Letter dated August 12, 2019 – BCUC Reply to Mr. Hadland Email Regarding the Regulatory 
Timetable 

A-9 Letter dated August 14, 2019 – BCUC Reply to Intervener Requests for Extension 

A-10 Letter dated September 10, 2019 – BCUC Order G-217-19 Continuing the Regulatory 
Timetable 

A-10-1 Letter dated September 16, 2019 – Amending BCUC Order G-217-19A Continuing the 
Regulatory Timetable 

A-11 Letter dated September 25, 2019 – BCUC Information Request No. 2 to BC Hydro 

A-12 Letter dated November 7, 2019 – BCUC response on Intervener Evidence Filing Deadline 
Extension 
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A-13 Letter dated November 7, 2019 – BCUC issuing Order G-276-19 amending the regulatory 
timetable 

A-14 Letter dated November 13, 2019 – BCUC issuing Order G-281-19 suspending the 
proceeding 

A-15 Letter dated November 18, 2019 – BCUC responding to BCSEA’s letter requesting a 
decision on process 

A-16 Letter dated November 19, 2019 – BCUC Order G-293-19 amending the Regulatory 
Timetable 

A-17 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCUC Information Request No. 1 to BC Community Solar 
Coalition 

A-18 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCUC Information Request No. 1 to City of Fort St. John 

A-19 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCUC Information Request No. 1 to Net Metering 
Ratepayers Group 

A-20 Letter dated January 23, 2020 – BCUC Information Request No. 3 to BC Hydro 

A-21 Letter dated January 29, 2020 – BCUC Request for Submissions on Late IR Response 

A-22 Letter dated February 6, 2020 – BCUC Request for Submissions on Late IR Response 
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APPLICANT DOCUMENTS 
 
B-1 BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO AND POWER AUTHORITY (BC HYDRO) – Letter dated April 29, 2019 

submitting an Application to Amend Net Metering Service under Rate Schedule 1289 
 

B-2 Letter dated May 29, 2019 – BC Hydro Notice of Application 

B-3 Letter dated July 23, 2019 – BC Hydro responses to BCUC Information Request No. 1 

B-3-1 CONFIDENTIAL - Letter dated July 23, 2019 – BC Hydro Confidential responses to BCUC 
Information Request No. 1 
 

B-4 Letter dated August 2, 2019 – BC Hydro extension request to file Intervener Information 
Request No. 1 responses 
 

B-5 Letter dated August 22, 2019 – BC Hydro responses to Intervener Information Request 
No. 1 
 

B-5-1 CONFIDENTIAL - Letter dated August 22, 2019 – BC Hydro responses to Intervener 
Information Request No. 1 
 

B-6 Letter dated August 30, 2019 – BC Hydro comments on Further Process 

B-7 Letter dated October 24, 2019 – BC Hydro responses to BCUC Information Request No. 2 
 

B-8 Letter dated October 24, 2019 – BC Hydro responses to Intervener Information Request 
No. 2 
 

B-8-1 CONFIDENTIAL - Letter dated October 24, 2019 – BC Hydro Confidential responses to 
Intervener Information Request No. 2 
 

B-9 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BC Hydro submitting Information Request to Riverside 
Energy on evidence 
 

B-10 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BC Hydro submitting Information Request to PEC on 
evidence 
 

B-11 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BC Hydro submitting Information Request to CANSIA on 
evidence 
 

B-12 Letter dated January 8, 2020 – BC Hydro submitting rebuttal evidence 

B-13 Letter dated January 30, 2020 – BC Hydro submitting response to Exhibit A-21 

B-14 Letter dated February 7, 2020 – BC Hydro submitting response to Exhibit A-22 
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B-15 Letter dated February 13, 2020 – BC Hydro Submitting responses to BCUC and Intervener 
Information Requests No. 3 
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INTERVENER DOCUMENTS 
 
C1-1 BC SUSTAINABLE ENERGY ASSOCIATION (BCSEA) – Letter dated May 24, 2019 request for 

Intervener Status by Thomas Hackney and William Andrews 
 

C1-2 Letter dated June 26, 2019 – BCSEA support Mr. Weisberg’s timetable extension request 

C1-3 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – BCSEA submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C1-4 Letter dated August 30, 2019 – BCSEA submitting comments on Further Process 
 

C1-5 Letter dated October 3, 2019 – BCSEA submitting Information Request No. 2 to BC Hydro 
 

C1-6 Letter dated November 6, 2019 – BCSEA submitting response to NMRG extension request 
to file Information Request No. 2 
 

C1-7 Letter dated November 15, 2019 – BCSEA submitting request for decision on process 
 

C1-8 Letter dated January 23, 2020 – BCSEA Information Request No. 3 to BC Hydro 

C2-1 BUTERMAN, ANTHONY Intervener status withdrawn on July 22, 2019 – Represented by 
NMRPG 
 

C3-1 REMOVED – changed to D-9 Interested Party 

C4-1 MOWAT, RYAN Intervener status withdrawn on July 22, 2019 – Represented by NMRPG 

C5-1 JOSEPH, ALEX Intervener status withdrawn on July 22, 2019 – Represented by NMRPG 

C6-1 SILVERSMITH POWER AND LIGHT CORPORATION (SILVERSMITH) – Letter dated May 22, 2019 
request for Intervener Status by Hal Wright 
 

C7-1 CANADIAN SOLAR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION (CANSIA) – Letter dated May 23, 2019 request for 
Intervener Status by Ed Knaggs 
 

C7-2 Letter dated July 3, 2019 – CanSIA Submitting information request 

C7-3 Letter dated November 25, 2019 – CanSIA Submitting Intervener Evidence 

C7-4 Letter dated December 20, 2019 – CanSIA Submitting responses to Intervener Information 
Request No. 1 

C8-1 GUY, BRIAN (GUY) – Letter dated June 4, 2019 request for Intervener Status 

C8-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – Guy submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C9-1 HADLAND, RANDAL, (HADLAND) – Letter dated June 8, 2019 request for Intervener Status 

C9-2 Letter dated July 16, 2019 – Hadland Submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
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C9-3 Letter dated August 9, 2019 – Hadland Submitting response on BC Hydro Extension 
Request 
 

C9-4 Letter dated August 31, 2019 – Hadland Submitting Comments on Further Process 

C9-5 Letter dated September 29, 2019 – Hadland Submitting Information Request No. 2 to BC 
Hydro 
 

C9-6 Letter dated November 6, 2019 – Hadland Submitting response to NMRG extension 
request to file Information Request No. 2 
 

C10-1 GAGNON, VALERIE AND GOSSE, ANDREW Intervener status withdrawn on July 22, 2019 – 
Represented by NMRPG 
 

C11-1 HUGHES, DENIS (HUGHES) – Letter dated June 12, 2019 request for Intervener Status 

C12-1 HURSCHLER, STEVE (HURSCHLER) – Letter dated June 12, 2019 request for Intervener Status 

C13-1 RIVERSIDE ENERGY SYSTEMS (RIVERSIDE ENERGY) – Letter dated June 12, 2019 request for 
Intervener Status by Ben Giudici 
 

C13-2 Letter dated November 25, 2019 – Riverside Energy Submitting Intervener Evidence 

C13-3 Letter dated December 31, 2019 – Riverside Energy Submitting responses to BCCSC 
Information Request No. 1 on Intervener Evidence 
 

C13-4 Letter dated December 31, 2019 – Riverside Energy Submitting responses to CEC 
Information Request No. 1 on Intervener Evidence 
 

C13-5 Letter dated December 31, 2019 – Riverside Energy Submitting responses to BC Hydro 
Information Request No. 1 on Intervener Evidence 
 

C14-1 SIMPSON, ANGELA (SIMPSON) – Letter dated June 12, 2019 request for Intervener Status 

C15-1 BC OLD AGE PENSIONERS’ ORGANIZATION, ACTIVE SUPPORT AGAINST POVERTY, COUNCIL OF SENIOR 

CITIZENS’ ORGANIZATIONS OF BC, DISABILITY ALLIANCE BC, TOGETHER AGAINST POVERTY SOCIETY AND 

THE TENANT RESOURCE AND ADVISORY CENTRE, KNOWN COLLECTIVELY IN REGULATORY PROCESSES AS 

(BCOAPO ET AL.) – Letter dated June 13, 2019 request for Intervener Status by Leigha 
Worth and Irina Mis 
 

C15-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C15-3 Letter dated August 30, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting comments on Further Process 

C15-4 Letter dated October 3, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request No. 2 to BC Hydro 
 



APPENDIX A 

 
Exhibit No. Description 
 

 7 of 22 
 

C15-5 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request to PEC on 
evidence 
 

C15-6 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request to BCCSC on 
evidence 
 

C15-7 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request to CanSIA on 
evidence 
 

C15-8 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request to NMRPG on 
evidence 
 

C15-9 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCOAPO submitting Information Request to Riverside 
Energy on evidence 
 

C15-10 Letter dated February 3, 2020 – BCOAPO submitting comments on PEC’s Information 
Request No. 1 response 
 

C15-11 Letter dated February 7, 2020 – BCOAPO submitting response to Exhibit A-22 

C16-1 COMMERCIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION OF BRITISH COLUMBIA (CEC) – Letter dated 
June 13, 2019 request for Intervener Status by Christopher Weafer, Owen Bird 
 

C16-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C16-3 Letter dated August 30, 2019 – CEC submitting comments on Further Process 

C16-4 Letter dated October 3, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request No. 2 to BC Hydro 
 

C16-5 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request to NMRPG on 
evidence 
 

C16-6 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request to CanSIA on 
evidence 
 

C16-7 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request to BCCSC on 
evidence 
 

C16-8 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request to PEC on evidence 
 

C16-9 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – CEC submitting Information Request to Riverside Energy 
on evidence 
 

C16-10 Letter dated January 23, 2020 – CEC Information Request No. 3 to BC Hydro 

C17-1 CITY OF FORT ST. JOHN (FORT ST. JOHN) – Letter dated June 13, 2019 request for Intervener 
Status by Victor Shopland 
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C17-2 Letter dated July 10, 2019 – Fort St. John submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC 
Hydro 
 

C17-3 Letter dated August 28, 2019 – Fort St. John submitting comments on Further Process 

C17-4 Letter dated October 3, 2019 –Fort St. John Submitting Information Request No. 2 to 
BC Hydro 
 

C17-5 Letter dated November 6, 2019 – Fort St. John Submitting response on Intervener Evidence 
 

C17-6 Letter dated December 20, 2019 – Fort St. John Submitting Responses to BCUC Information 
Request No. 1 
 

C17-6-1 Letter dated December 20, 2019 – Fort St. John Submitting Responses to BCUC Information 
Request No. 1 – Revised 
 

C18-1 BC COMMUNITY SOLAR COALITION (BCCSC) – Letter dated June 13, 2019 request for Intervener 
Status by Kjell Liem 
 

C18-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – BCCSC submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C18-2-1 Letter dated August 15, 2019 – BCCSC submitting clarification on Information Request No. 
1 to BC Hydro 
 

C18-3 Letter dated August 13, 2019 – BCCSC submitting notice of additional coalition partner –
Sunshine Coast Community Solar Association (SCCSA) 
 

C18-4 Letter dated September 3, 2019 – BCCSC Submitting Comments on Further Process 

C18-5 Letter dated October 3, 2019 – BCCSC submitting Information Requests No. 2 to BC Hydro 

C18-6 Letter dated November 25, 2019 – BCCSC Submitting Intervener Evidence 

C18-7 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCCSC Submitting Information Request to Riverside 
Energy Evidence 
 

C18-8 Letter dated December 9, 2019 – BCCSC Submitting Information Request to NMRPG 
Evidence 
 

C18-9 Letter dated December 23, 2019 – BCCSC Submitting responses to Intervener Information 
Request No. 1 
 

C18-10 Letter dated December 23, 2019 – BCCSC Submitting responses to BCUC Information 
Request No.1 
 

C19-1 ENERGY CANVAS (ENERGY CANVAS) – Letter dated June 13, 2019 request for Intervener Status 
by Stephen Tordoff 
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C19-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – Energy Canvas submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC 
Hydro 
 

C20-1 PENFOLDS ROOFING & SOLAR (PENFOLDS ROOFING) – Letter dated June 12, 2019 request for 
Intervener Status by Ken Mayhew 
 

C21-1 CONROY, JOHN Intervener status withdrawn on July 22, 2019 – Represented by NMRPG 
 

C21-1-1 Letter dated June 12, 2019 – Conroy Submission attached to Intervener Form 

C22-1 SJOMAN, PENTTI, (SJOMAN) – Letter dated June 10, 2019 request for Intervener Status 

C22-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 – Sjoman submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C22-3 Submission dated August 13, 2019 – Sjoman submitting extension request 
 

C22-4 Letter dated October 3, 2019 – Sjoman submitting Information Request No. 2 to BC Hydro 

C23-1 NET METERING RATEPAYERS GROUP (NMRPG) – Letter dated July 17, 2019 request for 
Intervener Status by Fred Weisberg, Weisberg Law Corporation 
 

C23-2 Letter dated July 17, 2019 –NMRPG submitting Information Request No. 1 to BC Hydro 
 

C23-3 Letter dated July 21, 2019 – NMRPG representing Buterman, A., Mowat, R., Joseph, A., 
Gagnon, V., Los, Z. and Conroy, J. 
 

C23-4 Letter dated August 30, 2019 – NMRPG submitting comments on Further Process 

C23-5 Letter dated October 3, 2019 – NMRPG submitting Information Request No. 2 to BC Hydro 

C23-6 Letter dated November 6, 2019 – NMRPG submitting extension request to file Information 
Request No. 2 
 

C23-7 Letter dated November 25, 2019 – NMRPG submitting Intervener Evidence 

C23-8 Letter dated December 23, 2019 – NMRPG submitting responses to BCUC Information 
Request No.1 
 

C23-9 Letter dated December 23, 2019 – NMRPG submitting responses to BCCSC Information 
Request No.1 
 

C23-10 Letter dated December 23, 2019 – NMRPG submitting responses to BCOAPO Information 
Request No.1 
 

C23-11 Letter dated December 23, 2019 – NMRPG submitting responses to CEC Information 
Request No.1 
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C23-12 Letter dated January 23, 2020 – NMRPG submitting Intervener Information Request No.3 
to BC Hydro 
 

C24-1 PEACE ENERGY A RENEWABLE ENERGY COOPERATIVE (PEC) – Letter dated July 18, 2019 request 
for Late Intervener Status by Al Mottishaw 
 

C24-2 Letter dated November 25, 2019 – PEC submitting Intervener Evidence 

C24-3 Letter dated January 15, 2020 – PEC submitting late response to BC Hydro Information 
Request on PEC evidence 
 

C24-4 Letter dated January 15, 2020 – PEC submitting late response to BCOAPO Information 
Request on PEC evidence 
 

 
 
INTERESTED PARTY DOCUMENTS 
 
D-1 INTERIOR NET METERING GROUP (INMG) – Letter dated May 8, 2019 request for Interested 

Party Status by Peter Louwerse 

D-1-1 Letter dated June 10, 2019 - INMG Submitting Comments 

D-1-2 Letter dated December 3, 2019 – INMG Submitting Comments 

D-2 RAHUL, CHANDER – Letter dated June 1, 2019 request for Interested Party Status  

D-3 BUCHANAN, JACK – Letter dated June 4, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-4 SCHULTZ, ALANNA – Letter dated June 17, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-5 LINDSAY, WILLIAM – Letter dated June 19, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-5-1 Letter dated August 16, 2019 – Lindsay, William Submitting Comments 

D-6 MILLS, D. – Letter dated June 19, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-6-1 Letter dated June 18, 2019 – Mills, D. Submitting Comments 

D-7 DUECK, G. – Letter dated June 20, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-8 BIG PINE HERITAGE CONSULTING & RESEARCH LTD. (BIG PINE HERITAGE) – Letter dated June 24, 
2019 request for Interested Party Status by Remi Farvacque 

D-9 LOS, ZDENEK – Letter dated July 18, 2019 change from Intervener to Interested Party Status 

D-9-1 Letter dated August 22, 2019 – Mr. Loss Submitting Comments 
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D-10 NIX, PETER – Letter dated August 6, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-11 HUNDAL, P. - Letter dated August 7, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-11-1 Letter dated August 12, 2019 – Hundal, P. Submitting Letter of Comment 

D-12 MILLER, R. - Letter dated August 30, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-13 WARBURTON, R. - Letter dated October 29, 2019 request for Interested Party Status 

D-14 HIMMELSPACH, R.- Letter dated February 26, 2020 request for Interested Party Status 

D-14-1 Letter dated February 25, 2020 - Himmelspach, R. Submitting Letter of Comment 

 
 
LETTERS OF COMMENT 
 
E-1 Eagles, B. – Letter of Comment dated May 16, 2019 

E-2 Slade, D. – Letter of Comment dated May 22, 2019 

E-2-1 Slade, D. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 

E-3 Barr, S.– Letter of Comment dated May 22, 2019 

E-4 Marseden, P & J. – Letter of Comment dated May 28, 2019 

E-5 Chander, R. – Letter of Comment dated June 1, 2019 

E-6 Wiles, R. – Letter of Comment dated June 10, 2019 

E-7 Bannerman, S. – Letter of Comment dated June 13, 2019 

E-8 Prior, R. – Letter of Comment dated June 17, 2019 

 Updated to Exhibit D-6-1 

 Removed – now C23-3 

E-10 Conrad, N. - Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-11 Taylor, K. - Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-12 Walper, J. - Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-13 Benjamin, M. - Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-14 Holmes, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 
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E-15 Garnett, S. – Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-16 Groothedde, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-17 Baker, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-17-1 Baker, M. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-18 Burkinshaw, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 12, 2019 

E-19 Barrie, A. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-20 Gagne, L. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-21 Zwicky, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-21-1 Zwicky, J. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-22 Sansome, A. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-23 Nguyen, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-24 Delorme, G. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-25 Maretic, C. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-26 Graves, K – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-27 Lescher, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-28 Lamb, P. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-29 Embree, L. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-30 Juba, B-A. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-31 Connell, G. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-32 Malcom, M. E. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-33 Olson, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-34 Tacy, I. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-35 McNeil, E. – Letter of Comment dated August 13, 2019 

E-36 Hines, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 

E-37 Rose. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 
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E-38 Polster, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 

E-39 Adank, L. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 

E-40 Martin, W. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 

E-41 Neumeyer, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 

E-41-1 Neumeyer, M. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-42 Woodfall, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 14, 2019 

E-43 Stachow, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 15, 2019 

E-44 Lutz, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 15, 2019 

E-45 Osborne, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-46 Eddy, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-46-1 Eddy, D. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-47 Dobo, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-48 McCaugherty, C. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-49 Brice, V. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-50 Cooper, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-51 Robinson, S. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-52 Davis, C. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-53 Daniels, L. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-54 Dorofay, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-55 Furney, L. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-56 Jakob, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-57 Lim T. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-58 Goldenblatt, I. – Letter of Comment dated August 16, 2019 

E-59 Hayashi, B. – Letter of Comment dated August 17, 2019 

E-60 Purdy, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 17, 2019 
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E-61 Eddy, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 17, 2019 

E-62 Walter, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-63 Malhotra, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-64 Ages, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-64-1 Ages, D. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-65 Gentry, N. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-66 Ardley, P. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-67 Larigakis, A. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-68 Cleaver, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-69 Pruden, M. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-70 Neave, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-71 Hunter, K. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-72 Warburton, R. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-73 Boyd, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 19, 2019 

E-74 Ferlow, P. – Letter of Comment dated August 22, 2019 

E-75 Kuttner, A. – Letter of Comment dated August 22, 2019 

E-76 Scruton, D. – Letter of Comment dated August 23, 2019 

E-77 Nanson, B. – Letter of Comment dated August 25, 2019 

E-78 Geyer, P. – Letter of Comment dated August 26, 2019 

E-79 Herdman, W. – Letter of Comment dated August 27, 2019 

E-80 Kennedy, J. – Letter of Comment dated August 29, 2019 

E-81 Hornby Island Residents’ and Ratepayers’ Association (HIRRA) – Letter of Comment dated 
August 27, 2019 

E-82 Robb-Szabo, L. – Letter of Comment dated August 29, 2019 

E-83 Grange, P. – Letter of Comment dated August 31, 2019 
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E-84 Dr. Alcock, R. – Letter of Comment dated September 1, 2019 

E-85 Hayes, R. – Letter of Comment dated September 2, 2019 

E-86 Brown, I. – Letter of Comment dated September 4, 2019 

E-87 Hitchcox, E. and C. – Letter of Comment dated September 5, 2019 

E-88 Turner, C. – Letter of Comment dated September 6, 2019 

E-89 McCutcheon, P. – Letter of Comment dated September 8, 2019 

E-90 Wood, A. – Letter of Comment dated September 9, 2019 

E-91 Nulty, K. – Letter of Comment dated September 10, 2019 

E-92 Wekking, H. – Letter of Comment dated September 12, 2019 

E-93 Lisiak, C. – Letter of Comment dated September 13, 2019 

E-94 Penn, B. – Letter of Comment dated September 14, 2019 

E-95 Watts, R. – Letter of Comment dated September 16, 2019 

E-96 Dhillon, R. – Letter of Comment dated September 17, 2019 

E-97 Smith, M. – Letter of Comment dated September 17, 2019 

E-98 Menard, D. – Letter of Comment dated September 27, 2019 

E-99 Moreno, Ch. – Letter of Comment dated October 13, 2019 

E-100 Seguin, R. – Letter of Comment dated October 28, 2019 

E-101 Benoit, L. – Letter of Comment dated November 2, 2019 

E-102 Tacy, I. – Letter of Comment dated November 14, 2019 

E-103 Brown, A. – Letter of Comment dated January 27, 2020 

E-104 Hardacker, D. – Letter of Comment dated January 29, 2020 

E-104-1 Hardacker, D. – Additional Letter of Comment dated February 21, 2020 

E-105 Bailey, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 13, 2020 

E-106 Milloy, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-107 Nagata, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 13, 2020 
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E-108 Takach, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 13, 2020 

E-109 Woodsworth, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 13, 2020 

E-110 Cassells, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-111 Hofer, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-112 Martens, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-113 Perry, M. D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-114 Rowles, T. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-115 Cutts, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-116 Angus, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-117 Barnes, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-118 Copley, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-119 Erickson, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-120 Kidd, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-121 Kruszewski, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-122 Lambert, N. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-123 Minsky, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-124 Neumann, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-125 Partel, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-126 Toporowski, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-127 Turner, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-128 Childs, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-129 Gallagher, T. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-130 Lowe, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-131 MacDonald, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-132 Miller, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 
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E-133 Nowak, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-134 Parker, N. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-135 Tapper, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-136 Winston, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-137 Williams, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-138 Willard, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-139 Wilkinson, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-140 White, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-141 Wellman, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-142 Trotter, W. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-143 Thompson, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-144 Taylor, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-145 Smithaniuk, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-146 Yallits, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-147 Wilkinson, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-148 Welton, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-149 Tuttle, K. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-150 Toole, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-151 Thorgeirson, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-152 Stedman, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-153 Anderson, C. and Cran, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-154 Baile, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-155 Barbeau, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-156 Watts, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-157 Adams, P. – Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 
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E-158 Andrew, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-159 Bennett, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-160 Bertuccio, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-161 Bolin, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-162 Bolin, I. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-163 Bolin, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-164 Brooks, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-165 Brumell, T. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-166 Caduff, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 

E-167 Calder, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-168 Calvignac, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 16, 2020 

E-169 Carlisle, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-170 Carter, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-171 Cartland, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-172 Chadwick, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-173 Clair, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-174 Clarke, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-175 Coates, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-176 Coates, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-177 Cook, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-178 Cote, P. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-179 Coulter, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-180 Cruse, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-181 Daniel, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-182 Darlington, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 
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E-183 DeRosiers, N. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-184 de Weerdt, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-185 Dietzfelbinger, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-186 Doehring, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-187 Dom, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-188 Draper, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-189 Dubeau, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-190 Dubeau, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-191 Dudink, N. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-192 Durant, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-193 Dwyer, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-194 Englund, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-195 Erwin, F. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-196 Fair, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-197 Farnell, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 

E-198 Filax, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-199 Finigan, K. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-200 Fletcher, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-201 Flitton, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-202 Floyd, L. R. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-203 Gane, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-204 Garnett, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-205 Mattila, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-206 Glendenning, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-207 Gray, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 
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E-208 Greenwell, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-209 Hansen, F. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-210 Hardinge-Rooney, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-211 Harrison, V. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-212 Hendrie, N. – Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 

E-213 Hiebert, H. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-214 Horsfield, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 16, 2020 

E-215 Hunter, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 16, 2020 

E-216 Irani, P. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-217 Jackson, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-218 Jacquet, F. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-219 Jensen, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-220 Jarvis, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-221 Jazlowiecki, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-222 Joel, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-223 Leung, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-224 Lindsay, W. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-225 Lowe, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-226 Brown, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 22, 2020 

E-227 Fisk, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 22, 2020 

E-228 Haugh, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 20, 2020 

E-229 Lyons, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-230 Maas, K. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-231 MacKenzie, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-232 MacKenzie, I. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 
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E-233 McKenzie, V. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-234 Mama, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-235 Marlowe, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-236 McBain, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-237 McKay, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 22, 2020 

E-238 McKeen, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-239 McLellan, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-240 McLellan, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-241 Miller, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-242 Mitchell, F. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-243 Monro, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-244 Moore, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-245 Moysiuk, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-246 Murdoch, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-247 Nicholby, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-248 Nix, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 20, 2020 

E-249 Osborne, P. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-250 Osborne, V. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-251 Otto, K. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-252 Pare, P. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-253 Pearce, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 

E-254 Phillips, O. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-255 Phillips, T. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-256 Pickering, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-257 Pickett, T. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 
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E-258 Pifer, G. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-259 Porter, D. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-260 Pratt, S. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-261 Rautenback, F. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-262 Redecsi, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-263 Reher, M. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-264 Robb, W. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-265 Robertson, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-266 Robinson, L. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-267 Ruffles, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 19, 2020 

E-268 Ryder, N. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-269 Sanderson, E. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-270 Savoie, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-271 Schoen, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-272 Senft, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-273 Sheppard, R. – Letter of Comment dated February 15, 2020 

E-274 Shirley, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-275 Sinclaire, J. – Letter of Comment dated February 14, 2020 

E-276 Stevenson, B. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-277 Taylor, H. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-278 Watts, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-279 White, C. – Letter of Comment dated February 18, 2020 

E-280 van Leeuwen, A. – Letter of Comment dated February 21, 2020 
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