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A. APPROVALS SOUGHT AND REQUIREMENTS OF THE ANNUAL REVIEW 

 Reference: APPROVALS SOUGHT 1.0
Exhibit B-2 (Application), Section 1.2, p. 2 
Z-Factor treatment 

On page 2 of the Application, FortisBC Inc. (FBC) includes the following in the list of approvals sought:  

Z-factor treatment for the 2018 incremental O&M and capital expenditures related to 
the Mandatory Reliability Standards (MRS) Assessment Reports No. 8 and No. 10, as 
described in Section 12.2 of the Application. 

1.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FBC is also seeking approval for Z-factor treatment for 
the incremental Mandatory Reliability Standards (MRS) costs associated with the 2018 
compliance audit. 

 
B. EVALUATION OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED RATEMAKING (PBR) PLAN 

 Reference: EVALUATION OF THE PBR PLAN 2.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.1, pp. 4–5 
Overview of operating and maintenance savings 

On page 4 of the Application, FBC states that: 
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[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. 

2.1 Please provide a breakdown of the actual 2014, 2015 and 2016 and projected 2017 operating & 
maintenance (O&M) savings between one-time and sustainable savings.  

2.2 Please explain the reasons for the $0.6 million decrease in O&M savings from actual 2016 O&M 
savings of $1.8 million to projected 2017 O&M savings of $1.2 million.  

FBC states the following on page 4 of its Application regarding cyber security cost pressures: 

The cyber security landscape is changing at a rapid pace, contributing to incremental 
cost pressures as the Company responds to the evolving risks. While causing only 
moderate pressure in 2017, O&M costs for cyber security are expected to increase in 
2018 by approximately $0.2 million, along with additional and related capital 
expenditures. The incremental O&M funding is for third party services and additional 
headcount required to protect the Company’s systems.  

2.3 Please explain the nature of the third party services being provided and whether the third party 
costs are expected to be limited to 2018 or are expected to continue into the future. 

2.4 Please indicate how many additional employees are being added to the headcount for the cyber 
security activities and provide a description of the job activities. 

2.4.1 Please also indicate the number of full-time equivalents (FTEs) expected to be added 
and/or whether these positions are permanent or contractor positions. 

2.5 Please provide a detailed breakdown of the specific security changes, and their associated costs, 
that are causing the O&M costs for cyber security to increase by $0.2 million in 2018. 

 Reference: EVALUATION OF THE PBR PLAN 3.0
Exhibit B-2 
Staffing levels 

3.1 Please provide the actual total FTEs, headcount and unfilled vacancies for each of 2013, 2014, 
2015 and 2016 actual, 2017 projected and 2018 forecast.  

 Reference: EVALUATION OF THE PBR PLAN 4.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.2, p. 5 
Initiatives undertaken – sharing of gas and electric contact centre staff 

On page 5 of its Application, FBC describes the sharing of gas and electric contact centre staff, which is 
forecast to produce annual savings for FBC of approximately $0.3 million.  
 
On March 1, 2017 the Commission issued Order G-25-17 in the FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) All-Inclusive 
Code of Conduct and Transfer Pricing Policy proceeding. 

 
4.1 Please explain the method for allocating costs between FBC and FEI for shared personnel.  

4.1.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the process described above is consistent 
with the Commission approved code of conduct and transfer pricing policy and any 
existing shared services agreements.   
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 Reference: EVALUATION OF THE PBR PLAN 5.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.2, p. 5 
Initiatives undertaken – Interactive Voice Response enhancements 

On page 5 of its Application, FBC describes Interactive Voice Response (IVR) enhancements which are 
“expected to reduce operating costs in the contact centre starting in 2018 with estimated annual savings 
of approximately $0.075 million.” 
 
5.1 Please provide a breakdown and description of the IVR enhancements project cost, including a 

breakdown between capital and O&M costs. 

 Reference: APPROVALS SOUGHT, OVERVIEW OF APPLICATION AND PROPOSED PROCESS 6.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.2, pp. 5–6 
Initiatives undertaken – SAP integration 

On page 6 of its Application, FBC describes the SAP Integration initiative as follows: 

The project has started with completion expected in the third quarter of 2018. The total 
cost of the project is estimated at $4.5 million. Based on the number of employees 
between the two companies (75% FEI, 25% FBC), approximately $3.4 million of the 
implementation costs will be allocated to FEI with the remaining $1.1 million to FBC. 
Total O&M savings for the project are expected to be approximately $0.9 million 
annually, with $0.6 million expected in FEI and $0.3 million in FBC. The savings will be 
realized beginning in 2019. 

On March 1, 2017 the Commission issued Order G-25-17 in the FEI All-Inclusive Code of Conduct and 
Transfer Pricing Policy proceeding.   
 
6.1 Please separately estimate the expected reduction in licensing costs and annual contractor costs 

(for FBC) resulting from the SAP integration. 

6.2 Is the planned common SAP platform currently being utilized by either FEI or FBC, or are both 
companies moving to a new common SAP platform? Please explain. 

6.2.1 If both companies are moving to a new common SAP platform, please explain why 
neither of the existing platforms was deemed appropriate for integration. 

6.3 Please provide a breakdown and description of the estimated $4.5 million project cost including 
how much of the total cost is capital and how much is O&M. 

6.4 Please clarify if the $4.5 million estimated project cost includes costs for training. If training 
costs are not included, please provide the estimated costs for training. 

6.5 Please explain how the method of allocating costs between FEI and FBC (i.e. based on the 
number of employees) was chosen and determined to be appropriate. 

6.5.1 Please also discuss if this is a standard practice for allocating costs between the utilities 
or specific to the SAP integration. 

6.5.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the method described above is consistent 
with the Commission approved code of conduct and transfer pricing policy.  

6.5.3 Please describe any other methods of allocating costs that were considered and discuss 
why they weren’t chosen.  
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 Reference: EVALUATION OF THE PBR PLAN 7.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.2, p. 6 
Initiatives undertaken – Outage Management System 

On page 6 of its Application, FBC describes the project to implement an Outage Management System 
(OMS). 

 
7.1 Please provide a breakdown and description of the OMS project cost including how much of the 

total cost is capital and how much is O&M. 

7.1.1 Please explain if the OMS project cost was part of the overall cost of the Advanced 
Metering Infrastructure (AMI) project.  

 Reference: APPROVALS SOUGHT, OVERVIEW OF APPLICATION AND PROPOSED PROCESS 8.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.3.1, pp. 6–9 
Capital spending results 

On pages 7 and 8 of its Application, FBC submits that: 

The Highway 97 forced relocation and customer-driven modifications at RG Anderson 
Terminal projects contribute $4.2 million to formula capital expenditures in 2017. Both 
projects are customer-funded, and are therefore offset by Contributions in Aid of 
Construction (CIAC). However, as recognized during the Annual Review for 2017 Rates, 
the CIAC for customer-funded projects, while a reduction to rate base, is excluded from 
the capital expenditure formula envelope under FBC’s PBR Plan. 

8.1 Please explain the impact, if any, of the CIAC for customer-funded projects being excluded from 
the capital expenditures formula envelope under FBC’s PBR plan and provide an illustrative 
example of how CIAC is treated under the current PBR plan and how CIAC would be treated if it 
were included in the capital expenditures formula envelope. 

 Reference: APPROVALS SOUGHT, OVERVIEW OF APPLICATION AND PROPOSED PROCESS 9.0
Exhibit B-2 (Application), Section 1.4.3, p. 7; FEI Annual Review of 2018 Rates 
proceeding, Exhibit B-2, Table 1-4, p. 111   
Overview of capital expenditures  

Table 1-2 of the Application includes capital expenditures for each of 2014–2017 and cumulative. Table 
1-4 of Exhibit B-2 in the FEI Annual Review of 2018 Rates proceeding includes capital expenditures for 
each of 2014–2017 and cumulative, with a breakdown of formula capital between growth and other. 

 
9.1 Please provide a revised Table 1-2 in the same format as Table 1-4 in the FEI Annual Review of 

2018 Rates proceeding, specifically to include a breakdown of the formula capital line item 
between growth and sustainment/other capital. 

9.1.1 Please provide a breakdown and explanation for both the annual variances (i.e. 2014, 
2015, 2016 and 2017) and the cumulative variance between formula and 
actual/projected growth capital, which separately quantifies the amount of the annual 
variance and the cumulative variance attributable to each contributing factor.  

                                                            
1 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49752_B-2_FEI_Annual_Review_2018_Rates.pdf 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49752_B-2_FEI_Annual_Review_2018_Rates.pdf
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9.1.2 Please provide a breakdown and explanation for both the annual variances (i.e. 2014, 
2015, 2016 and 2017) and the cumulative variance between formula and 
actual/projected other/sustainment capital, which separately quantifies the amount of 
the annual variance and the cumulative variance attributable to each contributing 
factor.  

 Reference: APPROVALS SOUGHT, OVERVIEW OF APPLICATION AND PROPOSED PROCESS 10.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.3.1, p. 7; FEI Annual Review of 2017 Rates proceeding, Exhibit 
B-3, BCUC IR No.9.1 2 
Capital spending results  

FBC states on Page 7 of the Application: 

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 main pressures in 2017 are described below. 

1. System improvements to accommodate customer growth;  

2. Forced relocation of transmission and distribution infrastructure due to the 
widening of Highway 97 near Kelowna by the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure;  

3. Customer-driven modifications at RG Anderson Terminal associated with the 
City of Penticton’s distribution voltage conversion project; and  

4. Increased cost of equipment and supplies purchased from the United States due 
to the unfavourable exchange rate. 

 
The following table was provided in response to BCUC IR No. 9.1 (Exhibit B-3) in the FEI Annual Review 
of 2017 Rates proceeding: 
 

 
 

10.1 For each of the main pressures described on page 7 of the Application, please provide a detailed 
breakdown by year (i.e. 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017) of the associated one-time and ongoing 
capital costs. 

10.1.1 If the aggregate forecast 2017 capital cost for the above-noted pressures is less than the 
$15.306 million capital spending in excess of the formula amount, please provide details 
and quantify any additional capital cost pressures experienced by FBC that are 
contributing to the variance between actual and formula capital. 

10.1.2 For each of the pressures identified above, please explain if the pressure is expected to 
continue through the remainder of the PBR term.  

                                                            
2 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2016/DOC_47628_B-3_FEI-BCUC-IR1-Response.pdf 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2016/DOC_47628_B-3_FEI-BCUC-IR1-Response.pdf
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10.1.3 For each of the four identified factors, please indicate in which year(s) the impact was 
experienced and whether the factor was related to growth or other/sustainment 
capital. Please provide the information in the same format as the response to 
BCUC IR No. 9.1 in the FEI Annual Review of 2017 Rates proceeding. 

10.2 In addition to initially delaying the above cost pressures, please elaborate on the additional 
steps that FBC has taken to reduce the actual costs. 

10.3 With regards to cost pressure number 4 (i.e. increased cost of equipment and supplies 
purchased from the United States due to the unfavourable exchange rate), please discuss if FBC 
considered an alternative supplier to avoid the unfavourable exchange rate. 

10.4 Please describe and quantify the system improvements that were required to accommodate 
customer growth.  

10.4.1 Please identify the specific customer classes that are driving the need for system 
improvements due to customer growth, and provide the supporting customer growth 
data by year.   

10.4.2 Please elaborate on why capital expenditures related to system improvements due to 
the customer growth are contributing to spending in excess of the formula, given that 
the capital expenditure formula incudes the customer growth factor.  

10.5 For each of pressure numbers 2 and 3 identified on page 7 of the Application, please provide the 
amount of the total Contribution in Aid of Construction received.  

 Reference: APPROVALS SOUGHT, OVERVIEW OF APPLICATION AND PROPOSED PROCESS 11.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.3.1, p.8 
Work prioritization and efficiencies   

FBC states on page 8 of the Application: 

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 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. 

11.1 With respect to work prioritization, please elaborate on how FBC is prioritizing its capital 
expenditures during the remainder of the PBR term, with reference to prioritization ascribed to 
existing ongoing projects as well as any new projects undertaken during the PBR term. 

11.1.1 Please provide a table showing a list of capital expenditures by project in 2017 which 
have been classified as urgent, essential and/or mandatory.  

11.1.2 Please provide a description and estimated capital cost of any projects that FBC 
originally planned to complete during the PBR term that are now expected to be 
delayed until after the PBR term.  

11.2 In addition to the work prioritization, please elaborate on the other cost saving measures that 
FBC has explored such as material, process and or technical cost saving measures. 
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 APPROVALS SOUGHT, OVERVIEW OF APPLICATION AND PROPOSED PROCESS 12.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 1.4.3.3, p. 11–13; FEI and FBC Multi-Year Performance Based 
Ratemaking Plans for 2014–2019 Approved by Decisions and Orders G-138-14 and G-
139-14, Capital Exclusion Criteria under PBR, Compliance Filing, Reasons for Decision 
and Order G-120-15, issued on July 22, 2015, p. 173; FEI Annual Review of 2017 Rates 
proceeding, Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR No.9.1; FEI Multi-Year Performance Based 
Ratemaking Plan for 2014–2018, Decision and Order G-138-14, issued September 15, 
2017 
Treatment of capital spending outside of the dead band  

On page 12 of the Application, FBC states that “by not adjusting the capital formula amount, the 
incentive properties of the PBR Plan remain intact and will remain consistent throughout the remainder 
of the PBR term.” 

 
12.1 Please clarify how the incentive properties of the PBR Plan are expected to remain intact given 

that under the course of action included in the Application, any capital spending that exceeds 
the capital dead band will automatically be added into the following year’s opening plant in 
service. 
 

12.2 If the Commission was to determine that re-basing was required, please discuss the 
reasonableness of undertaking a limited re-basing approach, such as limiting the re-basing to 
specific cost pressures that relate to the majority of the capital over-spend thus far in the PBR 
Plan term. 

 
FBC states on page 12 of its Application: “To calculate the 2017 dead band adjustment, FBC notes that 
its actual 2016 capital exceeded the formula by approximately 6.37 percent. FBC is further expecting to 
exceed the 2017 formula by 32.71 percent as shown in Table 1-2.” 
 
Furthermore, FBC states on page 13 that “…[it] has evaluated its alternatives and believes that it is in the 
best long-term interest of customers to pursue the capital spending program it has planned that will 
result in the dead band being exceeded, not only in 2017, but in the remaining years of the PBR term.” 
 
12.3 Please explain whether FEI considers the forecast 2017 amount of 32.71 percent and the 

cumulative amount of 11.22 percent in excess of the capital dead-band to be “significant.” 

12.4 Please show the forecast 2018 and 2019 capital expenditures versus the forecast formula capital 
expenditures for those years and provide a detailed explanation of the specific factors that are 
expected to contribute to capital expenditures exceeding the dead band in each of the 
remaining years of the PBR term. 

12.5 Please elaborate on why FBC has not proposed to rebase the formula capital in order to better 
reflect the expected future spending, given that the forecast capital expenditures are expected 
to exceed the dead band for the remainder of the PBR.  

On page 12 of its Application, FBC states that: 

While FBC expects to continue to experience capital cost pressures, the dead band 
mechanism remains a reasonable way to deal with capital cost pressures by ensuring no 
sharing of negative earnings impacts with customers for capital expenditures in excess 
of 10 percent of the formula amount or 15 percent over two years. 

                                                            
3 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44209_07-22-2015_G-120-15-PBRCapitalExclusion-
ReasonsforDecision.pdf 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44209_07-22-2015_G-120-15-PBRCapitalExclusion-ReasonsforDecision.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44209_07-22-2015_G-120-15-PBRCapitalExclusion-ReasonsforDecision.pdf
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12.6 Please explain if, under the course of action included in the Application for capital expenditures 
in excess of the dead band (i.e. add to opening plant in service), the return on equity related to 
this amount will be included in the revenue requirement and rates for 2018 and beyond and 
recovered fully from ratepayers.  

12.6.1 If confirmed, please explain how the dead band mechanism remains a reasonable way 
to deal with capital cost pressure by ensuring no sharing of negative earnings impacts 
with customers for capital expenditures in excess of the dead band.  

In the FEI-FBC Capital Exclusion Criteria under PBR Reasons for Decision attached to Order G-120-15, the 
Commission stated the following on page 17: 

The Panel accepts there are a number of reasons why a capital expenditure level may be 
higher or lower than the threshold. Some of these may support and justify raising or 
lowering base capital while others may demonstrate a particular result to be an 
anomaly, not necessarily requiring rebasing. 

12.7 Based on the information provided in response to BCUC IR No. 9.1, 9.1.1 and 9.1.2 above, please 
explain if FBC considers the capital expenditures in excess of the formula to be a continuing 
trend or an anomaly.  

On page 13 of the Application, FEI summarizes the capital dead band “regulatory history” and states the 
following: 

If the capital dead band is exceeded, the opening plant in service for ratemaking 
purposes in the following year will be adjusted up or down by the amount that actual 
capital expenditures vary outside of the dead band from the formula-based amount, 
and the capital expenditure level utilized in calculating the earnings sharing is adjusted 
up or down by the same amount. 

12.8 Please provide the specific wording in either the FEI 2014-2018 PBR Decision issued on 
September 15, 2014 or the FEI-FBC Capital Exclusion Criteria Reasons for Decision accompanying 
Order G-120-15 where the Commission approved the treatment of capital spending in excess of 
the dead band in the manner described in the above preamble. 

12.9 Does FBC consider there to be any other options for treating the capital expenditures in excess 
of the dead band other than rebasing or adding the excess capital expenditures to opening plant 
in service in the following year? Please discuss. 

12.9.1 As part of the above response, please discuss whether an alternative option would be to 
share the impact of the capital expenditures in excess of the dead band 50/50 with 
ratepayers in the same manner that capital expenditures within the dead band are 
treated. 

12.10 Please quantify the impact of the $11.268 million capital expenditures in excess of the dead 
band on 2017 and 2018 depreciation expense, financing costs, rate base and earnings sharing 
for each of the following scenarios: 

1. Adding the $11.268 million to the opening plant in service in 2018 (i.e. approach 
included in the current application); and 

2. Leaving the $11.268 million as part of the 2017 capital expenditures (and thus exceeding 
the dead band).  
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C. LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES 

 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES 13.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 3.1, p. 21; Appendix A-2, pp. 8–9; Appendix A-3, section 1.2, pp. 
3-4  
Residential forecast variance 

On page 9 of Appendix A-2 of the Application, FBC presents Table 6.2 showing the historical load 
variance from 2011 to 2016. The residential variance is replicated in the table below: 
 

Residential 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Variance (GWh) (12) (35) (3) (106) (99) (71) 
Variance (%) -1.0% -2.9% -0.2% -8.2% -7.6% -5.5% 

 
FBC states on page 21 of the Application :“FBC’s load forecast methods… are consistent with those used 
in prior years and accepted by the Load Forecast Technical Committee in 2011.” 
 
FBC explains on page 3 of Appendix A-3 of the Application that “residential before savings load = Use per 
Account (UPC) x average customer count.” FBC further states on page 4 that “the before savings UPC 
forecast was based on a trend analysis of historical actual UPC values from 2014 to 2016.” 
 
13.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the methodology used to produce the residential 

forecast for each year from 2011 to 2016 is the same as the methodology used to produce the 
2017S and 2018F forecast, as explained in the Application. 

13.2 Please explain the factors that FBC considers may have contributed to the larger forecast 
variance in the residential load in 2014 to 2016 compared to the variance in 2011 to 2013. 

13.3 Please explain whether the methodology used to forecast the 2017S and 2018F forecast 
accounts for the factors that may have contributed to the forecast variance experienced in 2014 
to 2016 as explained above. 

 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES  14.0
Exhibit B-2, Appendix A-3, pp. 1–3 
Commercial class weather normalization 

On page 1 of Appendix A-3, FBC states: “The commercial class data started being normalized in 2017 
since a correlation presented itself in 2016, therefore there is no historical normalized data for that class 
at this time.” FBC shows the adjusted R2 in the commercial regression table (Table A3-2) on page 2, and 
explains the weather normalization process on pages 2 to 3. 
 
14.1 Please state the commercial class load forecast with and without weather normalization, and 

quantify the impact of weather normalization, for 2017S and 2018F, respectively.  

14.2 Please replicate the commercial regression table presented in Table A3-2 for 2014 and 2015. 

14.3 With reference to the results presented in the commercial regression table for 2016, please 
explain the criteria to determine whether a correlation is present. 

14.4 Please explain the factors that FBC believes resulted in the commercial class exhibiting weather 
influence during 2016, contrary to the historical consumption pattern. 
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 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES 15.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 3.2, p. 22 
Impact from City of Kelowna electric utility acquisition 

FBC states on page 22 of the Application that “[it] acquired the utility assets and customers of the City of 
Kelowna’s electric utility effective March 31, 2013, resulting in an increase in direct customers and 
changes in the composition of customers and sales load by class, which are reflected in the data and 
figures in this section.” 
 
15.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the change in customer mix resulting from FBC’s 

acquisition of the City of Kelowna electric utility in 2013 has been fully accounted for in the 2018 
forecast, as the 2018 forecast for the impacted rate classes relies on data from 2014 onwards. 

15.1.1 If not confirmed, please explain any adjustments necessary to account for the impact 
from the City of Kelowna electric utility acquisition to produce the 2018 load forecast for 
each impacted customer class. 

 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES 16.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 3.5.5, pp. 28–29 
Lighting 

On page 28 of the Application, FBC states: “Consistent with past practice FBC checks for trends in the 
historical load data. There is a statistically significant trend for the most recent five-year period, which 
was used to forecast load for this class.” 
 
Figure 3-7 on page 29 of the Application shows the historical actuals increased from 13 GWh in 2012 to 
16 GWh in 2016, and the forecast is 16 GWh for 2017S and 15 GWh for 2018F. 
 
16.1 Please present the result of the analysis showing a statistically significant trend for the most 

recent five-year period, and explain whether the trend is increasing or decreasing. 

16.1.1 Please explain how the trend from the analysis explained above is used to produce the 
2017S and 2018F forecast. 

 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES 17.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 3.1, p. 21, Section 3.5.7.1, p. 32; Appendix A-2, p. 7; Appendix A-3, 
pp. 6–7; FBC Annual Review for 2017 Rates proceeding, Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 6.1.2; FBC 
Application for Acceptance of Demand Side Management (DSM) Expenditures for 2017 
(FBC 2017 DSM Application), Appendix A, p. A16 
DSM and other savings 

On page 7 of Appendix A-2 of the Application, FBC presents table 5.3 showing the DSM and other 
savings without losses, and is replicated below:  
 

 
 
In the FBC Annual Review for 2017 Rates proceeding, FBC explains in response to BCUC IR 6.1.2 how FBC 
validates its savings estimates. 
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17.1 Please confirm that FBC’s methodology to validate its savings estimate is the same as explained 
in response to BCUC IR 6.1.2 in the FBC Annual Review for 2017 Rates proceeding. If not 
confirmed, please explain any changes and the rationale for the change in methodology.  

FBC states on page 6 of Appendx A-3 of the Application that “the forecast of DSM savings is consistent 
with the Company’s approved 2017 DSM Plan.” TableA6-1 on page A16 of Appenidx A to the FBC 2017 
DSM Application shows that the program savings for 2017 is 25,715 MWh. 
 
17.2 Please explain the difference between FBC’s DSM savings for 2017S of 23 GWh versus 25.7 GWh 

in FBC’s 2017 DSM Application. 

17.3 Please provide the basis for the estimated DSM savings for 2018, and explain the increase in 
DSM savings from 23 GWh in 2017S to 37 GWh in 2018F. 

FBC states on pages 6 to 7 of Appendix A-3 of its Application: “The [AMI] estimates and forecasts of 
incremental savings are based on the theft reduction information provided as part of the AMI CPCN 
Application as adjusted by the Commission determination provided in Order C-7-13.” 
 
On page 32 of the Application, FBC presents Table 3-2 showing the system losses before and after AMI 
for 2013 to 2019. The incremental AMI impact as presented in Table 3-2 is 3.9 GWh in 2017 and 7.0 
GWh in 2018. 
 
17.4 Please provide in table form i) the AMI estimates and forecast of incremental savings based on 

the theft reduction information provided as part of the AMI Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity (CPCN) Application, ii) the adjustments directed by Order G-7-13, and iii) the 
adjusted forecast incremental savings from 2013 to 2021. 

17.4.1 Please explain whether the increase in AMI savings from 5 GWh in 2017S to 9 GWh in 
2018F is consistent with the adjusted forecast incremental savings for 2017 and 2018 
from the AMI CPCN Application.  

17.5 Please reconcile the AMI savings of 5 GWh in 2017 and 9 GWh in 2018 presented in Table 5.3 in 
Appendix A-2, versus the incremental AMI impact on losses of 3.7 in 2017 and 7.0 in 2018 as 
presented in Table 3-2 in the Application. 

17.5.1 Please explain the methodology used to account for energy savings from AMI and a 
reduction in losses from AMI in the normalized after-savings annual forecast used for 
rate setting. 

17.6 Please replicate Table 3-2 in the Application to include the forecast vintage on losses before AMI 
and losses after AMI for years 2014 to 2016, consistent with the format presented for 2017 Seed 
and 2018 Forecast. 

On page 21 of its Application, FBC states: “CIP savings refer to potential savings due to the 
implementation of the Customer Information Portal, which allows customer to view historic billing and 
consumption data. The CIP was implemented in June, 2017.” 
 
17.7 Please explain, with reference to any data source, how the Customer Information Portal (CIP) 

savings forecast for 2017S and 2018F are calculated. 

 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES 18.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 3.5, p. 24; Section 3.6, p. 34 
Revenue forecast 

On page 24 of the Application, FBC presents Table 3-3 showing the normalized after-savings gross load 
and system peak by customer class. 
 



FBC Annual Review of 2018 Rates BCUC IR No. 1 12 of 18 

On page 34 of the Application, FBC states that “the forecast of revenues has been developed by applying 
approved 2017 rates to the forecast billing determinants for each customer class.” FBC further presents 
Table 3-5 showing the approved 2017, projected 2017, and forecast 2018 sales revenue at 2017 
approved rates. 
 
18.1 In a functional excel spreadsheet, please show the input and calculations to produce the 

approved 2017, projected 2017 and forecast 2018 sales revenue in Table 3-5.  

18.2 Please explain the effect on FBC’s flow-through deferral account balance and 2019 rates from a 
+/- 3 percent over/under-forecast in 2018 on each of the following, all else equal: 

a) gross load forecast; 
b) winter system peak; and 
c) summer system peak 

 
D. OPERATING &MAINTENANCE (O&M) EXPENSE 

 Reference: O&M EXPENSE 19.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 6.3.3, pp. 47–49 
AMI Project 

On page 48 of its Application, FBC discusses the AMI savings related to meter reading as follows: 

The manual meter reading cost forecasts used in the CPCN for 2013 and 2014 (the last 
full years of manual meter reading) were higher than the costs actually experienced in 
those years. These savings resulted largely from efficiencies found in absorbing the City 
of Kelowna manual meter reading work. As a result, the savings potential was 
diminished in 2015 and beyond.  

19.1 Please elaborate on the efficiencies found in absorbing the City of Kelowna manual meter 
reading work and identify the specific meter reading cost components that were impacted by 
these efficiencies.  

On page 49 of its Application, FBC discusses the AMI savings related to Measurement Canada 
Compliance as follows: 

The CPCN application forecast the number of Measurement Canada compliance meter 
exchanges to double in 2018 over 2017 levels (in the absence of AMI), increasing 
avoided costs by approximately $0.250 million over 2017. This avoided cost does not 
result in a reduction to 2018 O&M costs, but will still result in lower rates for customers 
than in the absence of AMI. 

19.2 Please provide the CPCN forecast and actual 2017 and 2018 number of meter exchanges.   

19.3 Do the forecast AMI savings included in Line No. 5 of Table 6-5 include savings related to 
Measurement Canada compliance? If not, please explain why not.  

19.4 Please provide the amount of Measurement Canada compliance costs included in base 
experienced in 2014, 2015, 2016 O&M and the actual Measurement Canada compliance costs 
and forecast 2017, 2018.  
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 Reference: O&M EXPENSE 20.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 6.3.4, pp. 49 - 51 
MRS incremental operating expense 

On page 49 of its Application, FBC submits that it will incur $1.070 million in incremental O&M in 2018 
related to MRS. Table 6-6 includes a breakdown for Approved 2017, Projected 2017 and Forecast 2018 
MRS costs between Assessment Report No. 8, Assessment Report No. 10 and 2018 Compliance Audit.  

 
20.1 For each of Line item 1, 2 and 3 in Table 6-6, please provide a breakdown of the Approved 2017, 

Projected 2017 and Forecast 2018 costs between one-time and ongoing costs.  

20.2 Please expand table 6-6 to provide a breakdown of forecast and actual operating costs from 
2015- 2019 driven by MRS overall and discuss any variance. Please specifically show how much 
of the cost can be attributed to CIP V5 overall. 

20.3 With respect to the Assessment Report No. 8 costs included in Table 6-6, please provide a 
breakdown of the approved 2017, projected 2017 and forecast 2018 O&M costs, including at a 
minimum the following categories: CIP V5 labour, CIP V5 licensing fees, training and any other 
relevant categories.  

FBC forecasts the 2018 costs related to the MRS audit to be $0.350 million.  
 

20.4 Please provide the actual O&M costs for the most recent MRS audit and provide an explanation 
for the variance between the actual costs and the forecast costs for the upcoming 2018 audit.  

 
E. RATE BASE 

 Reference: RATE BASE 21.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 7.8.2, pp. 61–63 
Other Working Capital – Uncollectible Accounts 

On page 62 of the Application, Table 7-9 includes a summary of Uncollectible Accounts in Working 
Capital.  
 
21.1 Please expand Table 7-9 to include a column for forecast 2018 Uncollectible Accounts in 

Working Capital.  

 Reference: RATE BASE 22.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 7.3, p. 57 
CPCN and Special Projects capital expenditures 

On page 57 of the Application, FBC lists the projects related to capital expenditures to be included in the 
2018 rate base. 
 
22.1 Please confirm the approved budget and level of class estimation for the Cora Linn Dam Spillway 

Gate Replacement Project. 

22.2 Please discuss the project expenditures to date (Q1, Q2, Q3, 2017) detailing any variance in 
estimated costs. 

22.3 Please discuss any potential variances in forecast costs for the Corra Linn Dam Project. 



FBC Annual Review of 2018 Rates BCUC IR No. 1 14 of 18 

 
F. FINANCIAL SCHEDULES 

 Reference: FINANCIAL SCHEDULES 23.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 11, Schedule 11 and 12,pp. 88–89; Section 12.4.1.1, p. 119 
Deferral accounts 

Section 11 includes Schedule 11 (Unamortized Deferred Charges and Amortization – Rate Base) and 
Schedule 12 (Unamortized Deferred Charges and Amortization – Non Rate Base).  
 
On page 119 of its Application, FBC states that it intends to file an application for approval of a DSM 
Expenditure Schedule for 2018 and future years by the first quarter of 2018.  
 
23.1 In the same format as provided in Schedules 11, 12 and 12.1 of the Application, please provide 

the previous years’ information on unamortized deferred charges by starting with Actual 2016 
ending balances and including the projected 2017 deferral account additions and the projected 
2017 amortization.  

23.2 Schedule 12.1 includes a $600k 2018 addition to the 2017 Rate Design Application deferral 
account. Please provide a breakdown of the forecast $600k addition.  

23.3 Schedule 11 includes a $7.9 million 2018 addition to the Demand Side Management (DSM) 
deferral account. Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $7.9 million addition is FBC’s 
best estimate of 2018 DSM spending levels, which will be included in the Multi-Year DSM 
Expenditure Schedule Application.  

 
G. ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS 

 Reference: ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS  24.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 6.3.4, p. 49; FEI Multi-Year Performance Based Ratemaking Plan 
for 2014–2018, Decision and Order G-138-14, issued September 15, 2017; FBC Annual 
Review of 2016 Rates proceeding, Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 13.74 
MRS 

The following direction was included on page 99 of the Commission Decision in the FEI 2014-2018 PBR 
proceeding (PBR Decision): 

The Commission Panel further directs that exogenous events not be aggregated. The 
materiality threshold must be applied to the costs/savings of each exogenous factor 
event and the costs/savings for a specific event must exceed the materiality threshold in 
order to be eligible for exogenous factor treatment. 

FBC notes, in response to BCUC IR 13.7 in the FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates proceeding: 

The amount included in the 2013 Base O&M for MRS was $2.150 million. These are the 
ongoing O&M costs required to maintain compliance with the MRS standards that were 
applicable to FBC in 2013 and continue to be applicable today. 

                                                            
4 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44821_B-2_FBC_BCUC-IR1-Response.pdf 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44821_B-2_FBC_BCUC-IR1-Response.pdf


FBC Annual Review of 2018 Rates BCUC IR No. 1 15 of 18 

On page 49 of the Application, Table 6-6 provides a breakdown of the MRS Incremental O&M expense, 
as follows: 
 

 
 

24.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that all of the MRS standards that were applicable to FBC 
in 2013 continue to be applicable today.  

24.2 Please discuss if FBC considers the total forecast 2018 incremental MRS costs (O&M and capital) 
to be related to one specific event or the aggregate of three specific events (i.e. Assessment 
Report No. 8, Assessment Report No. 10 and 2018 Compliance Audit).   

 Reference: ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS  25.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 12.4.1, pp. 113–121 
New deferral accounts 

On page 119 of its Application, FBC describes the proposed Multi-Year Demand Side Management 
Expenditure Schedule Application deferral account and states that “FBC is seeking approval of a deferral 
account attracting a WACD return, to capture costs related to the multi-year DSM Expenditure Schedule 
application. FBC will propose the disposition of this account in a future application.” 

 
25.1 Please discuss why WACD return, as opposed to STI, is proposed for the Multi-Year Demand Side 

Management Expenditure Schedule Application deferral account. 

On page 119 of its Application, FBC describes the Community Solar Pilot Project Application deferral 
account and states that “FBC is seeking approval of a deferral account attracting a STI return, to capture 
an estimated $0.125 million ($0.093 million after tax) related to this tariff application. FBC proposed to 
amortization the costs over one year, in 2018.” 

 
25.2 Please provide a breakdown of the forecast $0.125 million additions to the above-noted deferral 

account.  
 
On page 121 of its Application FBC describes the 2018 Joint Use Pole Audit deferral account and states 
that the estimated costs are $0.200 million.  
 
25.3 Please provide a breakdown of the $0.200 million additions to the 2018 Joint Use Pole Audit 

deferral account.  

25.3.1 Please provide the actual cost of the last Joint Use Pole Audit in 2013 and explain any 
variance between the actual 2013 costs and the forecast 2018 costs.   
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 Reference: ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS  26.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 12.4.2.2, pp. 121–124 
Flow-through deferral account 

Line 29 of Table 12-5 on page 123 of the Application includes $(0.886) million for “2015 ending deferral 
account balance true-up.” 

 
26.1 Is Line 27 of Table 12-5 intended to read as “2017 after-tax flow-through addition to deferral 

account” and is Line 29 of Table 12-5 intended to read as “2016 ending deferral account balance 
true-up” as opposed to 2015? 

26.2 Please provide a table in the same format as Table 12-5 to provide the 2016 Approved and 2016 
Actual flow through data and the resulting variances in order to explain the 2016 ending deferral 
account balance true-up amount of $(0.886) million.  

26.2.1 Please provide an explanation for any significant variances identified in the table 
provided in response to IR No. 26.2 above.  

 
H. SERVICE QUALITY INDICATORS 

 Reference: SERVICE QUALITY INDICATORS  27.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 13.2.2, p. 126, 132-134; Section 1.4.2, p. 5; FBC Annual Review of 
2017 Rates Reasons for Decision and Order G-8-17, issued on January 20, 2017, p. 28 
Service quality indicators - responsiveness to customer needs 

On page 5 of the Application, FBC describes the sharing of gas and electric contact centre staff initiative.   
 
27.1 Please discuss the impact, if any, that the sharing of gas and electric contact centre staff has had 

or is expected to have on the Telephone Service Factor (Non-Emergency), Customer Satisfaction 
Index and Telephone Abandon Rate service quality indicators (SQIs) or any other SQIs. 

On page 134 of the Application, Table 13-10 shows that the Telephone Abandon Rate is 2.7% in 2015, 
3.9% for 2016 and 4.4% for June 2017 YTD.  
 
Page 28 of the Reasons for Decision accompanying Order G-8-17 in the FBC Annual Review of 2017 Rates 
proceeding, included the following directive: 

…the Panel directs FBC to include in its annual review for 2018 rates application a 
discussion of the impact, if any, that the new call back option has had on the Telephone 
Abandon Rate Service Quality Indicator and to discuss whether there are other 
measures, such as “Time Until Call Back is Received,” which may provide additional 
value to FBC’s existing informational indicators. 

On page 134 of its Application, FBC states: “The requested measurement of ’Time Until Call Back is 
Received’ is therefore not available.” 
 
27.2 Please explain the factors that are contributing to the increase in Telephone Abandon Rate from 

2015 to 2017 YTD.  

27.3 Please discuss whether there are other measures, other than “Time Until Call Back is Received”, 
which may provide additional value to FBC’s existing informational indicators considering the 
introduction of the new call back option in 2016. 
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I. AMI RADIO-OFF METER OPTION ORDER G-220-13 COMPLIANCE FILING 

 Reference: AMI RADIO-OFF METER OPTION  28.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 11, Schedule 12.1; Appendix C; FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates 
proceeding, Exhibit B-1-1, p.39 5; FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates Decision and Order 
G-202-156 
AMI Radio-off Shortfall deferral account 

On page 39 of Exhibit B-1-1 in the FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates proceeding, FBC states:  

With respect to the per-premise Radio-off fees, the approved tariff fees are expected to 
be less than the cost associated with providing the Radio-off service, with a net cost to 
all customers of $0.168 million and $0.392 million expected in 2015 and 2016 
respectively. As radio-off meter reading services commenced in the last week of July, 
2015, no cost versus revenue information was available at the time of preparing this 
Application. 

In the FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates Reasons for Decision accompanying Order G-202-15, the 
Commission directed FBC to record the shortfall amounts in a deferral account for future determination. 
 
Schedule 12.1 of Section 11 of the Application, FBC includes a 2018 continuity schedule for the deferral 
accounts financed at the weighted average cost of debt, which includes the AMI Radio-off Shortfall 
deferral account on Line No. 15.  

 
28.1 Please provide a continuity schedule in the same format as Schedule 12.1 of the AMI radio-off 

shortfall deferral account for each of 2015 actual, 2016 actual and 2017 projected.  

28.1.1 For each of 2016 actual, 2017 projected and 2018 forecast, please reconcile the 
additions to the deferral account to a breakdown of meter reading costs and bi-monthly 
per-read fee revenue. 

28.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the additions to the AMI radio-off shortfall deferral 
account include the shortfall related to the difference between the revenue from the bi-monthly 
per-read fee and the meter reading costs. 

 Reference: AMI RADIO-OFF METER OPTION  29.0
Exhibit B-2, Section 12.4.2.1, p. 121; Appendix E 
Report on Radio-off AMI Meter Option participation and costs  

As noted on page 1 of Appendix E, Order G-220-13 included the following directive: 

FortisBC must track the actual number of Radio-Off AMI Meter Option participants and 
the actual annual manual meter reading costs separately from other costs and submit a 
report on these items with the British Columbia Utilities Commission on or before 
September 30, 2016.  

                                                            
5 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44559_B-1-1_FBC-Annual-Review-Materials.pdf 
6 http://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/item/127119/index.do?r=AAAAAQAIRy0yMDItMTUB 
 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_44559_B-1-1_FBC-Annual-Review-Materials.pdf
http://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/item/127119/index.do?r=AAAAAQAIRy0yMDItMTUB
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On page 121 of the Application, FBC states:  

The Radio-Off Report, based on the Company’s experience between June 2016 and 
August 2016, concluded that the shortfall between radio-off costs and revenues should 
be minimal and that no revision to RS 81 was required. Since the completion of the 
Radio-Off Report, however, the shortfall has grown to an estimated $0.120 million on an 
annual basis. FBC therefore intends to address RS 81 and to propose the disposition of 
the deferral account in its upcoming Rate Design Application.  

29.1 Does FBC intend on filing the AMI Radio-off Report, updated to include the data for September 
2016 onward, as part of its upcoming Rate Design Application? Please discuss why or why not.  

29.2 Please discuss if FBC intends on addressing both the per-premises setup fee and the bi-monthly 
per-read fee as part of its upcoming Rate Design Application.  
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	14.0 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES  Exhibit B-2, Appendix A-3, pp. 1–3 Commercial class weather normalization
	14.1 Please state the commercial class load forecast with and without weather normalization, and quantify the impact of weather normalization, for 2017S and 2018F, respectively.
	14.2 Please replicate the commercial regression table presented in Table A3-2 for 2014 and 2015.
	14.3 With reference to the results presented in the commercial regression table for 2016, please explain the criteria to determine whether a correlation is present.
	14.4 Please explain the factors that FBC believes resulted in the commercial class exhibiting weather influence during 2016, contrary to the historical consumption pattern.

	15.0 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES Exhibit B-2, Section 3.2, p. 22 Impact from City of Kelowna electric utility acquisition
	15.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the change in customer mix resulting from FBC’s acquisition of the City of Kelowna electric utility in 2013 has been fully accounted for in the 2018 forecast, as the 2018 forecast for the impacted rate c...
	15.1.1 If not confirmed, please explain any adjustments necessary to account for the impact from the City of Kelowna electric utility acquisition to produce the 2018 load forecast for each impacted customer class.


	16.0 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES Exhibit B-2, Section 3.5.5, pp. 28–29 Lighting
	16.1 Please present the result of the analysis showing a statistically significant trend for the most recent five-year period, and explain whether the trend is increasing or decreasing.
	16.1.1 Please explain how the trend from the analysis explained above is used to produce the 2017S and 2018F forecast.


	17.0 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES Exhibit B-2, Section 3.1, p. 21, Section 3.5.7.1, p. 32; Appendix A-2, p. 7; Appendix A-3, pp. 6–7; FBC Annual Review for 2017 Rates proceeding, Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 6.1.2; FBC Application fo...
	17.1 Please confirm that FBC’s methodology to validate its savings estimate is the same as explained in response to BCUC IR 6.1.2 in the FBC Annual Review for 2017 Rates proceeding. If not confirmed, please explain any changes and the rationale for th...
	17.2 Please explain the difference between FBC’s DSM savings for 2017S of 23 GWh versus 25.7 GWh in FBC’s 2017 DSM Application.
	17.3 Please provide the basis for the estimated DSM savings for 2018, and explain the increase in DSM savings from 23 GWh in 2017S to 37 GWh in 2018F.
	17.4 Please provide in table form i) the AMI estimates and forecast of incremental savings based on the theft reduction information provided as part of the AMI Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) Application, ii) the adjustments dir...
	17.4.1 Please explain whether the increase in AMI savings from 5 GWh in 2017S to 9 GWh in 2018F is consistent with the adjusted forecast incremental savings for 2017 and 2018 from the AMI CPCN Application.

	17.5 Please reconcile the AMI savings of 5 GWh in 2017 and 9 GWh in 2018 presented in Table 5.3 in Appendix A-2, versus the incremental AMI impact on losses of 3.7 in 2017 and 7.0 in 2018 as presented in Table 3-2 in the Application.
	17.5.1 Please explain the methodology used to account for energy savings from AMI and a reduction in losses from AMI in the normalized after-savings annual forecast used for rate setting.

	17.6 Please replicate Table 3-2 in the Application to include the forecast vintage on losses before AMI and losses after AMI for years 2014 to 2016, consistent with the format presented for 2017 Seed and 2018 Forecast.
	17.7 Please explain, with reference to any data source, how the Customer Information Portal (CIP) savings forecast for 2017S and 2018F are calculated.

	18.0 Reference: LOAD FORECAST AND REVENUE AT EXISTING RATES Exhibit B-2, Section 3.5, p. 24; Section 3.6, p. 34 Revenue forecast
	18.1 In a functional excel spreadsheet, please show the input and calculations to produce the approved 2017, projected 2017 and forecast 2018 sales revenue in Table 3-5.
	18.2 Please explain the effect on FBC’s flow-through deferral account balance and 2019 rates from a +/- 3 percent over/under-forecast in 2018 on each of the following, all else equal:


	D. Operating &Maintenance (O&M) Expense
	19.0 Reference: O&M EXPENSE Exhibit B-2, Section 6.3.3, pp. 47–49 AMI Project
	19.1 Please elaborate on the efficiencies found in absorbing the City of Kelowna manual meter reading work and identify the specific meter reading cost components that were impacted by these efficiencies.
	19.2 Please provide the CPCN forecast and actual 2017 and 2018 number of meter exchanges.
	19.3 Do the forecast AMI savings included in Line No. 5 of Table 6-5 include savings related to Measurement Canada compliance? If not, please explain why not.
	19.4 Please provide the amount of Measurement Canada compliance costs included in base experienced in 2014, 2015, 2016 O&M and the actual Measurement Canada compliance costs and forecast 2017, 2018.

	20.0 Reference: O&M EXPENSE Exhibit B-2, Section 6.3.4, pp. 49 - 51 MRS incremental operating expense
	20.1 For each of Line item 1, 2 and 3 in Table 6-6, please provide a breakdown of the Approved 2017, Projected 2017 and Forecast 2018 costs between one-time and ongoing costs.
	20.2 Please expand table 6-6 to provide a breakdown of forecast and actual operating costs from 2015- 2019 driven by MRS overall and discuss any variance. Please specifically show how much of the cost can be attributed to CIP V5 overall.
	20.3 With respect to the Assessment Report No. 8 costs included in Table 6-6, please provide a breakdown of the approved 2017, projected 2017 and forecast 2018 O&M costs, including at a minimum the following categories: CIP V5 labour, CIP V5 licensing...
	20.4 Please provide the actual O&M costs for the most recent MRS audit and provide an explanation for the variance between the actual costs and the forecast costs for the upcoming 2018 audit.


	E. Rate Base
	21.0 Reference: RATE BASE Exhibit B-2, Section 7.8.2, pp. 61–63 Other Working Capital – Uncollectible Accounts
	21.1 Please expand Table 7-9 to include a column for forecast 2018 Uncollectible Accounts in Working Capital.

	22.0 Reference: RATE BASE Exhibit B-2, Section 7.3, p. 57 CPCN and Special Projects capital expenditures
	22.1 Please confirm the approved budget and level of class estimation for the Cora Linn Dam Spillway Gate Replacement Project.
	22.2 Please discuss the project expenditures to date (Q1, Q2, Q3, 2017) detailing any variance in estimated costs.
	22.3 Please discuss any potential variances in forecast costs for the Corra Linn Dam Project.


	F. Financial Schedules
	23.0 Reference: FINANCIAL SCHEDULES Exhibit B-2, Section 11, Schedule 11 and 12,pp. 88–89; Section 12.4.1.1, p. 119 Deferral accounts
	23.1 In the same format as provided in Schedules 11, 12 and 12.1 of the Application, please provide the previous years’ information on unamortized deferred charges by starting with Actual 2016 ending balances and including the projected 2017 deferral ...
	23.2 Schedule 12.1 includes a $600k 2018 addition to the 2017 Rate Design Application deferral account. Please provide a breakdown of the forecast $600k addition.
	23.3 Schedule 11 includes a $7.9 million 2018 addition to the Demand Side Management (DSM) deferral account. Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $7.9 million addition is FBC’s best estimate of 2018 DSM spending levels, which will be include...


	G. Accounting Matters and Exogenous Items
	24.0 Reference: ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS  Exhibit B-2, Section 6.3.4, p. 49; FEI Multi-Year Performance Based Ratemaking Plan for 2014–2018, Decision and Order G-138-14, issued September 15, 2017; FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates proceedi...
	24.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that all of the MRS standards that were applicable to FBC in 2013 continue to be applicable today.
	24.2 Please discuss if FBC considers the total forecast 2018 incremental MRS costs (O&M and capital) to be related to one specific event or the aggregate of three specific events (i.e. Assessment Report No. 8, Assessment Report No. 10 and 2018 Complia...

	25.0 Reference: ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS  Exhibit B-2, Section 12.4.1, pp. 113–121 New deferral accounts
	25.1 Please discuss why WACD return, as opposed to STI, is proposed for the Multi-Year Demand Side Management Expenditure Schedule Application deferral account.
	25.2 Please provide a breakdown of the forecast $0.125 million additions to the above-noted deferral account.
	25.3 Please provide a breakdown of the $0.200 million additions to the 2018 Joint Use Pole Audit deferral account.
	25.3.1 Please provide the actual cost of the last Joint Use Pole Audit in 2013 and explain any variance between the actual 2013 costs and the forecast 2018 costs.


	26.0 Reference: ACCOUNTING MATTERS AND EXOGENOUS ITEMS  Exhibit B-2, Section 12.4.2.2, pp. 121–124 Flow-through deferral account
	26.1 Is Line 27 of Table 12-5 intended to read as “2017 after-tax flow-through addition to deferral account” and is Line 29 of Table 12-5 intended to read as “2016 ending deferral account balance true-up” as opposed to 2015?
	26.2 Please provide a table in the same format as Table 12-5 to provide the 2016 Approved and 2016 Actual flow through data and the resulting variances in order to explain the 2016 ending deferral account balance true-up amount of $(0.886) million.
	26.2.1 Please provide an explanation for any significant variances identified in the table provided in response to IR No. 26.2 above.



	H. Service Quality Indicators
	27.0 Reference: SERVICE QUALITY INDICATORS  Exhibit B-2, Section 13.2.2, p. 126, 132-134; Section 1.4.2, p. 5; FBC Annual Review of 2017 Rates Reasons for Decision and Order G-8-17, issued on January 20, 2017, p. 28 Service quality indicators - respon...
	27.1 Please discuss the impact, if any, that the sharing of gas and electric contact centre staff has had or is expected to have on the Telephone Service Factor (Non-Emergency), Customer Satisfaction Index and Telephone Abandon Rate service quality in...
	27.2 Please explain the factors that are contributing to the increase in Telephone Abandon Rate from 2015 to 2017 YTD.
	27.3 Please discuss whether there are other measures, other than “Time Until Call Back is Received”, which may provide additional value to FBC’s existing informational indicators considering the introduction of the new call back option in 2016.


	I. AMI Radio-Off Meter Option Order G-220-13 Compliance Filing
	28.0 Reference: AMI RADIO-OFF METER OPTION  Exhibit B-2, Section 11, Schedule 12.1; Appendix C; FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates proceeding, Exhibit B-1-1, p.39 4F ; FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates Decision and Order G-202-155F  AMI Radio-off Shortfall...
	28.1 Please provide a continuity schedule in the same format as Schedule 12.1 of the AMI radio-off shortfall deferral account for each of 2015 actual, 2016 actual and 2017 projected.
	28.1.1 For each of 2016 actual, 2017 projected and 2018 forecast, please reconcile the additions to the deferral account to a breakdown of meter reading costs and bi-monthly per-read fee revenue.

	28.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the additions to the AMI radio-off shortfall deferral account include the shortfall related to the difference between the revenue from the bi-monthly per-read fee and the meter reading costs.

	29.0 Reference: AMI RADIO-OFF METER OPTION  Exhibit B-2, Section 12.4.2.1, p. 121; Appendix E Report on Radio-off AMI Meter Option participation and costs
	29.1 Does FBC intend on filing the AMI Radio-off Report, updated to include the data for September 2016 onward, as part of its upcoming Rate Design Application? Please discuss why or why not.
	29.2 Please discuss if FBC intends on addressing both the per-premises setup fee and the bi-monthly per-read fee as part of its upcoming Rate Design Application.




