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REQUESTOR NAME: BCOAPO et al. 
INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO: 1 
TO: FortisBC Inc. 
DATE:  September 6, 2017 
APPLICATION NAME: FortisBC Inc. – Annual Review 

for 2018 Rates 
 _______________________________________________________________ 

1.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, pages 4-6 

Preamble: The Application states (page 4):  
The 2017 projected O&M savings of $1.2 million have been 
achieved with the Company’s continued broad-based focus 
on productivity. While some of the savings are one-time in 
nature, some of the savings are the result of efficiencies 
which are expected to continue into the future, recognizing 
that cost pressures in the future may offset such savings. 
Upcoming costs related to cyber security are an example of 
such cost pressures. 

It is noted that apart from the Sharing of Gas and Electric 
Contract Centre Staff, the savings from the efficiency and 
cost savings initiatives outlined on page 5-6 do not appear to 
start until 2018. 

1.1 Please provide examples of the efficiency and cost savings 
initiatives contributing to the 2017 O&M savings that are:  i) one 
time in nature and ii) expected to continue into the future? 

1.2 Were there any “new” initiatives that were started in 2017 and 
contributed to the 2017 O&M savings?  If so, what were they and 
what were the estimated 2017 savings? 

2.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, pages 7 - 8 

Preamble: The Application states (page 7): 
In addition to the formula-related capital pressures noted 
above, FBC is experiencing capital cost pressures in 2017 
due to work that had been re-prioritized from previous years 
of the PBR term into 2017, to manage unforeseen urgent 
and higher priority activities in 2017. 

The Application also states (page 8): 
FBC has been successful in mitigating some of the cost 
pressures through efficiencies and work prioritization. 
However, the cost pressures have exceeded the Company’s 
ability to re-prioritize further work within the formula capital 
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spending envelope without incurring more risk to the system. 
As well, previous work that was delayed is now considered 
essential or mandatory work and cannot be deferred further. 
To mitigate this risk exposure, FBC has increased its 
planned sustainment activities in 2017. 

2.1 Please provide a schedule that sets out the projects that had been 
re-prioritized from previous years of the PBR term into 2017; the 
2017 capital spending associated with each and the reasons why 
they are now considered essential/mandatory? 

3.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, page 7 

Preamble: At page 7, lines 17-25 the Application sets out the main 
capital spending pressures for 2017. 

3.1 In 2017 what is the expected spending on system improvements to 
accommodate customer growth and how does this compare with 
the spending in 2015 and 2016? 

3.2 Is any of the 2017 system improvements spending to accommodate 
customer growth customer-funded?  If yes, how much and from 
how many customers altogether? 

3.3 Are the expected 2017 capital expenditures on: i) the forced 
relocation of transmission and distribution infrastructure due to the 
widening of Highway 97 and ii) the customer driven modifications at 
RG Anderson Terminal both fully customer funded?  If not, please 
specify the quantum of the “unfunded” expenditures for each (i.e. 
ratepayer funded)? 

3.4 What is the basis for the claim that unfavourable exchange rates 
impacted the cost of equipment and supplies purchased from the 
United States (i.e., what is the comparison that is being made)? 

4.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, page 7 (Table 1-2) and pages 12-13 

4.1 Please provide a schedule that sets out the calculation of the 39.08 
percent value referenced on page 13 (line 5). 

5.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, page 13 and Tab 7, page 54 
Exhibit B-2, Tab 11, Schedules 2, 6 & 6.1 

Preamble: The Application states (page 7): 
Accordingly, FBC has added $11.268 million to its opening 
plant in service for 2018 so that the two-year cumulative 
capital variance is within the two year dead band of 15 
percent. 

The Application also states (page 54): 
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The capital formula dead band adjustment of $11.268 
million, discussed in Section 1.4.3, is also included as an 
opening balance adjustment. 

5.1 Please explain how the $11.268 M was apportioned to the 
individual asset accounts in Schedule 6.1. 

5.2 Please provide a schedule that sets out the derivation of the Net 
Plant In-Service (Mid-Year) for 2018 per Schedule 2, line 21. 

6.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, page 15 and Tab 8, page 64 

6.1 Does FortisBC still expect to issue $75 M of long-term debt during 
September 2017 and is the rate still expected to be 3.8%.  If not, 
please update. 

7.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 1, page 15 and Tab 8, page 58 
Exhibit B-2, Tab 11, Schedule 7 

Preamble: The Application states (page 58): 

Depreciation is calculated beginning January 1 of the year 
after the assets are placed in service, which is the treatment 
approved in Commission Order G-139-14. 

7.1 Given the statement on page 58, please explain why, per 
Schedules 6.1 & 7, 2018, plant additions related to CPCNs are 
included in the Gross Plant for Depreciation (Schedule 7, Column 3 
– cross reference). 

8.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, pages 22-23 
Exhibit B-2, Appendix A2, Table 5.3 

Preamble: The Application states (page 22): 

DSM savings and other savings are forecast on an 
incremental basis (to savings embedded in historical loads to 
2016). 

8.1 Please provide the equivalent of Table 3-1 that shows both 2018 
and 2017 – the Seed Year - values. 

8.2 It is noted that the 2018 values in Table 5.3 are the same as those 
in Table 3-1.  Please confirm that the 2018 values in Table 5.3 
represent incremental savings over those embedded in 2016 loads. 

8.3 What is the basis for the 2017 values set out in Table 5.3, e.g., are 
they also incremental to those embedded in 2016 loads? 
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8.4 What is the basis for the 2012-2016 values set out in Table 5.3 
(e.g., are each of the values incremental to the savings embedded 
in the previous historical year)? 

8.5 Please provide a revised version of Table 5.3 where all of the 
values are incremental to the savings embedded in historical 2011 
loads. 

9.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, page 23 (Table 3-1) and pages 31-32 

9.1 Please confirm that: 
 
i)  the 9 GWh in increased Residential load due to AMI is due 

to an increase in “paying” illegal grow operations (load that 
was previously part of losses), and  

ii) The 7 GWh in reduced losses is due to a reduction in theft 
by illegal grow operations (i.e., they cease operation) 

9.2 Please explain why the conversion of illegal grow operations 
previously “stealing” power to paying operations is not considered  
to contribute to a reduction in losses (i.e., losses are reduced and 
revenue generating load is increased by an equivalent amount)? 

9.2.1 If it is viewed as contributing to reduced losses, then why 
isn’t the impact of AMI on losses greater less than the impact 
of AMI on residential loads? 

10.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, page 23 (Table 3-1) and pages 31-32 

Preamble: The Application states (page 31): 

The projected GWh theft reduction for the test year and 
subsequent years is unchanged from the estimated GWh 
theft reduction assumed in the AMI decision 

10.1 Please provide a schedule that sets out the AMI savings that were 
assumed would occur from theft reduction in the AMI Decision and 
reconcile with the savings assumed in the current Application. 

10.2 Please provide the basis for the 9 GWh of increased Residential 
load in 2018 (incremental to 2016) due to AMI as forecast in Table 
3-1. 

11.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, page 23, Table 3-1 
Exhibit B-2, Appendix A-2, Table 5.3 

11.1 Please provide the basis for the 2017 and 2018 DSM savings 
forecast in Table 5.3 (and Table 3-1 for 2018). 

11.2 Please provide the derivation of the CIP savings for 2017 and 2018 
as set out in Table 5.3 (and Table 3-1 for 2018).  In doing so, 
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please explain why there is no increase in savings for 2018 relative 
to 2017. 

11.3 Please provide the derivation of the RCR savings for 2017 and 
2018 as set out in Table 5.3 (and Table 3-1 for 2018).  In doing so, 
please explain why there is no increase in savings for 2018 relative 
to 2017. 

11.4 Please provide the derivation of the Rate-Driven savings for 2017 
and 2018 as set out in Table 5.3 (and Table 3-1 for 2018).  In doing 
so, please explain why there is no increase in savings for 2018 
relative to 2017. 

11.5 Is there no reduction in losses associated with the CIP, RCR and 
Rate-Driven savings or are there no values shown because they 
are negligible? 

12.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, page 23 and Appendices A-1 & A-3 

Preamble: The Application states (page 23): 

Forecast residential customer counts are determined by a 
regression of the year-end customer accounts against 
population in the FBC direct service area. The population 
forecast for the FBC service area is provided by a BC 
Statistics report produced for FBC. 

12.1 Please provide a schedule that for each customer class contrasts 
the forecast customer count for 2017 as approved last year for 
2017 rates versus those in the current Application. 

12.2 Please provide a schedule that contrasts the population forecast for 
the FBC service area for 2016 and 2017 as used last year for 2017 
rates versus that used in the current Application for the same years. 

12.3 Please provide a schedule that contrasts the provincial GDP 
forecast for the FBC service area for 2016 and 2017 as used last 
year for 2017 rates versus that used in the current Application. 

12.4 It is noted that, unlike the information provided for the Residential 
forecast (Appendix A-3, Table A3-4), Appendix A-3 does not 
contain information regarding the regression model used to forecast 
the Commercial customer count.  Please provide the equivalent of 
Table A3-4 for the Commercial class. 

12.5 Please provide a schedule that sets out the customer count by 
customer class for June 30, 2016 and June 30, 2017. 
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13.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, page 25 

Preamble: The Application states (page 25): 

The decline in residential after-savings load is due to a 
decreasing UPC, and to DSM and other savings, which 
account for a 3 GWh and a 13 GWh decline in load, 
respectively. 

13.1 Please provide a schedule that shows and contrasts the various 
adjustments that were for DSM and Other Savings to account for 
the change between the before and after savings Residential UPC 
values for 2017 and 2018. 

14.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, page 25 and Appendix A-3, page 4 

14.1 With respect to Table A3-3, is the slope UPC value of -0.12 
(statistically) significantly different (i.e., statistically) from zero?  
What is the t-value for the slope coefficient? 

14.2 Please confirm that the 2014-2016 Residential UPC values used in 
the trend analysis are the actual after-savings (weather normalized) 
UPC values for each year. 

14.2.1 If yes, please confirm that part of the downward trend 
observed in the values for the three years is due to 
incremental savings achieved each year from the various 
factors noted in Table 3-1. 

14.3 Please provide a schedule that sets out: 
i) The impact on the 2015 UPC of the savings incremental to 

those embedded in the 2014 UPC value. 
ii) The impact on the 2016 UPC of the savings incremental to 

those embedded in the 2014 UPC value. 
iii) The 2014, 2015 and 2016 UPC values where all three only 

include savings embedded in the historic 2014 loads 

14.4 Based on the results from part 14.3 (iii), please re-estimate the 
trend equation per Table A3-3 and provide the resulting forecast for 
the 2017 and 2018 (before savings) UPCs, including the t-value for 
the slope coefficient. 

14.5 Please provide a schedule that sets out for 2017 and 2018 the 
forecast savings incremental to those embedded in historic loads to 
2014. 

14.6 Based on the results from parts 14.4 and 14.5 please provide a 
schedule that calculates the after savings Residential UPC values 
for 2017 and 2018. 
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14.7 What is the impact on the Residential 2018 load forecast of using 
the UPC value derived from the regression/trend analysis as 
opposed to using the three year historical averages as was done for 
2017 Rates? 

15.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 3, pages 23 & 28-29 
Exhibit B-2, Appendix A-3, page 6 

15.1 Please clarify whether the trend analysis undertaken for Lighting 
load was based on total load (as suggested on page 28) or the 
UPC (as indicated in Appendix A-3). 

15.2 It is noted that the number of Lighting customers is forecast to 
decline.  What is the basis for this forecast? 

16.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 4, pages 37-38 

Preamble: The Application states (page 35): 

The reduction in 2017 projected power purchase expense is 
primarily due to additional market purchases used to 
displace BC Hydro PPA energy and capacity purchases at a 
lower total cost, reduced Waneta Expansion costs resulting 
from increased mitigation revenue, as well as reduced load. 

16.1 Please provide a revised version of Table 4-2 that shows the GWh 
contribution associated with each of the rows towards the Approved 
2017 total of 3,559 GWh and the Projected 2017 total of 3,542 
GWh.  In doing so, please include rows to account for FortisBC’s 
own generation and, if necessary, any external sales.  

16.2 How much of the reduction in BC Hydro PPA costs and GWh (as 
between 2017 Projected vs. Approved) was due to being able to 
replace the PPA energy purchases with cheaper Market and 
Contract Purchases? 

16.3 Is all of the increase in Market and Contract purchases (2017 
Projected vs. Approved) the result of increases to replace more 
expensive PPA energy purchases?  If not, how much of the 
increase (in both dollar and GWh terms) was for this reason? 

16.4 Please provide a revised version of Tables 4-3 that shows the GWh 
contribution associated with each of the rows towards the Forecast 
2018 total of 3,542 GWh.  In doing so, please include rows to 
account for FortisBC’s own generation and, if necessary, any 
external sales. 
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17.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 4, pages 38-39 

Preamble: The Application states (page 38): 

The forecast increase from $130.437 million in 2017 to 
$133.071 million in 2018 is a result of a reduction in market 
and contracted purchases and correspondingly a greater 
reliance on relatively higher cost energy supplied by BC 
Hydro, as well as increases to BC Hydro, Waneta 
Expansion, and Brilliant contract rates. 

17.1 How much of the increase is due to “a reduction in market and 
contracted purchases and correspondingly a greater reliance on 
relatively higher cost energy supplied by BC Hydro”? 

17.2 Why does the forecast for 2018 assume a reduction in market and 
contracted purchases and a greater reliance on higher cost energy 
supplied by BC Hydro? 

17.3 Based on historical experience (i.e., 2016 and 2017) is the $2 M 
reduction in expected purchases under the BC Hydro PPA in order 
to account for additional real-time market opportunities reasonable? 

18.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 5, page 42 

Preamble: The Application states (page 42) 

Rent is charged at a unit rate per pole contact multiplied by 
the number of poles that are contacted. The 2017 Projected 
is expected to be in line with 2017 Approved. 2018 revenue 
is forecast to be higher than 2017 Approved due to 
escalations in unit rental rates. 

18.1 How are the unit rental rates established and what is the basis for 
the 2018 escalation in unit rental rates? 

19.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 6, page 48 

Preamble: The Application states (page 48): 

The AMI project was substantially completed during 2016, 
such that 2017 will be the first year of fully realized costs and 
savings for the AMI project. 

19.1 Do the CPCN values for AMI Costs and Savings as set out in Table 
6-5 for 2017 and 2018 reflect the values for first and second year of 
full implementation as per the CPCN Application and Order G-13-
14?  If not, what are the relevant values? 



 
 

9 

20.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 6, page 51 

20.1 What was the cost of the last MRS audit? 

21.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 7, page 58 

21.1 With respect to Table 7-5 (line 15), please provide a breakdown of 
the $25.287 M Special Projects and CPCN Additions to Plant by 
project.  

21.2 Please provide a break down by project of the ($5.391 M) Change 
in Special Projects and CPCN Work in Progress (Table 7-5, line 
14). 

22.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 7, page 60 

22.1 What was the proportion of customers (by customer class) billed 
monthly and bi-monthly as of June 2017? 

23.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 10, page 74 

23.1 Assuming they do not contain confidential or commercially sensitive 
information, please provide the pages from the 2016 Annual Report 
to BCUC that document the 2016 Actual Earning Sharing Account 
Ending Balance referenced in Table 10-4. 

24.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 12, page 108 
Annual Review for 2017 Rates, ICG 1.5.1 

24.1 In response to ICG 1.5.1 from last year’s review, FortisBC forecast 
that the incremental MRS O&M cost for 2018 would be $0.55 M and 
that there would be no capital costs for 2018.  Please explain the 
reason for the higher costs forecast for 2018 in the current 
Application ($0.72 M in O&M and $0.05 M in capital). 

25.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 12, page 112 

25.1 Please provide a copy of the Regulatory Account Filing Checklist as 
issued by the Commission on May 3, 2017. 

26.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 12, pages 2 & 119-121 

26.1 Why isn’t FortisBC proposing to recover the regulatory proceedings 
costs of the Community Solar Pilot Project in the rates to be 
charged to the customers participating in the pilot project? 

26.2 Why isn’t the cost of the Joint Use Pole Audit recoverable from the 
users themselves? 
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26.2.1 In the setting of the unit rental rates was any allowance 
made to recover the cost of the periodic joint use pole audit?  
If not, why not? 

26.3 With respect to page 120 (lines 14-20), has FortisBC provided the 
Commission with the results of its consultations with parties?  If so, 
please provide a copy of the “report”.  If not, when does FortisBC 
expect to provide the required report to the Commission?  

27.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 12, page 121 
Exhibit B-2, Appendix E, Table 2-1 

27.1 With respect to Table 2-1, please explain why the monthly fees 
received in the last two months of 2015 and the first four months of 
2016 are less than those in the 2016 months of April through 
August when there were more Radio-Off customers in the earlier 
period. 

27.2 At page 121, the Application states that since the completion of the 
Radio-Off Report the “shortfall” has grown to an estimated $0.120 
M on an annual basis.   

27.2.1 Please provide an updated version of Table 2-1 that 
substantiates this statement. 

27.2.2 It is noted that in the last four months covered by the Report 
(Appendix E, Table 2-1) fees roughly cover costs.  If not 
evident in the response to the previous question, please 
indicate what has changed to create the shortfall. 

28.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Tab 13, pages 132-134  

28.1 How are calls answered via the new call back option treated in the 
determination of the Telephone Service Factor (i.e., are they 
included in the calculation and is the time required to answer them 
measured from when the call was first received until the call back 
occurs?)? 

28.2 Please confirm that callers requesting the call back option are 
treated as “unabandoned calls” in the calculation of the Telephone 
Abandon Rate.  If not, how are they treated? 

28.3 Is it reasonable to expect the introduction of the “call back” option to 
have a favourable effect on the Telephone Abandon Rate (i.e., 
possibly reduce it)? 

28.4 It is noted that the Telephone Abandon Rate was 3.3% for the first 
half of 2016 (See Annual Review for 2017 Rates, page 112) but 
increases to 3.9% for 2016 overall and to 4.4% for 2017 year to 
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date.  To what does FortisBC attribute this recent increase in the 
Telephone Abandon Rate over the past 12 months? 

29.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Appendix C, pages 1 and 7 

Preamble: The Application states (Appendix C, page 1): 

FBC does not anticipate any significant delays to the project 
and plans to advance some work from 2018 into 2017. 

29.1 By how much has the capital spending on the project for 2017 
increased as a result of advancing this work? 

29.2 With respect to Table C-2 (page 7), please explain: 

29.2.1 Why the contingency has increased given that a portion of 
the work has already been completed (see page 1)? 

29.2.2 Where in the Project Cost Summary are the contributions to 
CoGF and Interfor included? 

30.0 Reference: Exhibit B-2, Appendix D, page 1 

Preamble: The Application states (Appendix D, page 1): 

FBC does not anticipate any significant delays to the project 
and plans to advance some engineering and procurement 
work from 2018 into 2017. 

30.1 By how much has the capital spending on the project for 2017 
increased as a result of advancing this work? 
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