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September 7, 2016 
 
Via Email 
Ms.  Laurel Ross 
Acting Commission Secretary  

British Columbia Utilities Commission  

Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street, Box 250 

Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 

 

Dear Ms. Ross: 

 

Re:  FortisBC Inc.  Annual Review of 2017 Rates 

 

With this letter, the ICG files information requests of FortisBC Inc. in accordance with the 

Regulatory Timetable established by Order G-123-16 dated July 28, 2016.  

 

Yours truly,  

 

(original signed)  

 

Robert Hobbs 

 

cc Registered Participants 
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ICG Information Requests for the Proceeding concerning FortisBC Inc. Annual Review for 2017 Rates   

 

1. Reference Exhibit B-1, p. 27:   

The increase in the 2017 Forecast PPA is due to increased gross load as well as increases to the 
Brilliant, Waneta Expansion, ,and BC Hydro contract rates. 

Please provide the contract rates for each of the contracts referenced above. 

 

2. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, p. 98: 

FBC will file an Evidentiary Update to request approval to capture the amount of the impact in the 
deferral account that was approved for this purpose in Order G-202-15. 

Please comment on whether FBC proposes to file an Evidentiary Update now that the Commission has 
issued Order G-129-16 and accompanying decision?   If not, please explain why FBC believes that its cost 
of capital should next be reviewed, including why a lower equity component is not appropriate?  

Please comment on whether there has been a change in FBC business risks relative to FEI business risks 
since the last review of FBC business risks?   

Please comment on whether a review of the cost of capital of FBC would be appropriate, assuming there 
has been a change in FBC business risks relative to FEI business risks since the last review of FBC 
business risks (Order G-75-13)?  

Please confirm that in the Order G-129-16 decision the Commission determined that the common equity 
and ROE approved for FEI would serve as the benchmark cost of capital for any other utility in BC, and 
that the Commission did not determine the appropriate common equity and ROE relative to the FEI 
benchmark for any other utility in BC?  

Please confirm that the scope of the Order G-129-16 proceeding included changes in business risks of 
FEI, and the scope of the Order G-129-16 proceeding did not include changes in business risks of FBC?    
If confirmed, please explain what evidence FBC relies upon to determine the cost of capital of FBC for 
the purpose of setting 2017 rates in this proceeding?  

Please confirm that the  Commission examined in Order G-129-16 and in the accompanying decision 
FEI’s level of risk relative to other Canadian utilities, but did not examine FBC’s level of risk relative to 
FEI’s level of risk?   Please comment on when it would be appropriate to examine FBC’s level of risk 
relative to FEI’s level of risk?  

Please comment on whether both FBC and customers, independently of FBC, should have an 
opportunity to initiate a review of the utility’s cost of capital?     If not, in what circumstances would FBC 
expect to apply to lower its cost of capital?  

 

 



3. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, Appendix D, p.2:  

Units 1 through 4, each with a nameplate rating of 5.7 megawatts (MW), were commissioned 
between 1907 and 1916, and are commonly referred to as the “Old Plant” or “Old Units”.  Two 
additional units, Unit 5 and Unit 6, were installed in 1940, then with nameplate ratings of 18.4 MW.   

Please provide a summary of the water licenses FortisBC holds at Upper Bonnington, and the maximum 
flow capacity of UBO units 5 and 6, and each of the Old Units, both current and after the proposed 
refurbishment.  Does the proposed refurbishment of the Old Units allow for increased flow capability 
through any of the units? 

Has FortisBC investigated retiring and decommissioning one unit and using the parts to prolong the life 
of the remaining units, and thereby defer the proposed project? 

Has FortisBC investigated any cooperative arrangement with the City of Nelson’s Bonnington Falls 
Generating Station to identify any excess capacity that may be available at that facility?  Is it economic 
to divert water to another facility in exchange for energy rather than incurring capital and operating 
costs to refurbish one more of the Old Units (an arrangement similar to the Canal Plant Agreement)?  If 
not, why not? 

 

4. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, p. 45 and  Appendix E, Draft Order:  

The Ruckles Substation Rebuild Project and the Upper Bonnington Old Units Refurbishment Project 
(UBO) were also determined by Order G-80-16 to be outside of the formula for capital expenditures 
and eligible for flow-through treatment, subject to approval of the projects in the Annual Review 
process preceding the commencement of the project. 

Is it FBC’s position that Order G-80-16 is a Commission regulation as contemplated in section 45(4) of 
the UCA,  and Order G-80-16 excludes these two projects from the operation of section 45(1) of the 
UCA?     If not, please explain whether section 45(1) applies to the two projects in the absence of an 
order granted pursuant to section 45(4) of the UCA?  

Please confirm that Order G-80-16 does not contemplate a FBC request pursuant to section 44.2 of the 
UCA for acceptance of capital expenditures for the two projects?     If confirmed, please explain why FBC 
is seeking acceptance of the capital expenditures for these two projects pursuant to section 44.2 of the 
UCA?  

Please explain why the cost estimate for the Ruckles Project has been developed to a Class 3 degree of 
accuracy and the cost estimate for the UBO has been developed to a Class 4 degree of accuracy?  

Please confirm that FBC has not conducted public consultation for the two projects as required by the 
CPCN Guidelines?  

 

5. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, p. 93:  

FBC has updated its forecast of incremental costs associated with complying with Assessment Report 
No. 8 as described in Sections 6.3.4 and 7.2.2 of the Application.  For 2017, FBC forecasts incremental 



costs of $1.400 million, comprised of $0.050 million in incremental O&M expense and an incremental 
$1.350 million in capital expenditures. 

Please provide a summary of actual and forecast costs associated with compliance with BC’s MRS 
program, separated by capital and O&M for the years 2010 to 2020, and for actual costs, provide a 
comparison with the estimated cost.  For the estimated costs, please provide the reference to a 
Revenue Requirements or other proceeding exhibit where the estimate was stated. 

 

6. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, p. 114:  

Generator Forced Outage Rate (GFOR), an informational indicator, is a measure of the  percentage of 
time in one year that the generating units experienced forced outages compared to the amount of 
time they could have operated without a forced outage. 

Please provide the number of actual running hours, forced outage hours, and idle hours (ready for 
service) in each of the last 3 years for each of FBC’s generating units.  If available, please provide 
comparisons to actual generating running hours upon which the comparable CEA statistics are based. 




