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64.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 1.2 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 50.1 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 51.1 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 51.1 

64.1 Please provide a schedule that demonstrates that the revenues from 
the existing rates for RS 21 (as set out in Exhibit B-1, Table 6-15) in 
combination with the impact of the existing Transformation Discount 
($0.53/kW) produce the same revenues as the proposed RS 21 rates 
(as set out in Table 6-15) in combination with the proposed 
Transformation Discount ($0.32./kW – per BCUC 51.1). 

64.2 Please provide a schedule that demonstrates that the revenues from 
the existing rates for RS 30 (as set out in Exhibit B-1, Table 6-18) in 
combination with the impact of the existing Transformation Discount 
($2.676 / kVA) produce the same revenues as the proposed RS 30 
rates (as set out in Table 6-18) in combination with the proposed 
Transformation Discount ($5.26/kVA). 

65.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 2.2 

Preamble: The response states: 

“In addition, different rate design principles may have varying 
levels of importance in different contexts.” 

and 

“FBC’s intermediary role in the rate design process consists of 
applying its judgement and experience to balance the most 
relevant principles in a given context when identifying rate design 
solutions”. 

65.1 With respect to FBC’s rate design proposals for the Residential class’ 
default rates (as set out in Exhibit B-1, pages 57-74) what were the 
“most relevant” (rate design) principles that FBC considered it needed 
to balance? 

65.2 With respect to FBC’s rate design proposals for the Residential class’ 
optional TOU rates (as set out in Exhibit B-1, page 74) what were the 
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“most relevant” (rate design) principles that FBC considered it needed 
to balance?  

65.2.1 If these differ from those considered in the development of the 
default Residential rate design, please explain why. 

65.3 With respect to FBC’s rate design proposals for the various commercial 
classes RS 20, RS 21, RS 30 and RS 31 (as set out in Exhibit B-1, 
pages 74-82) what were the “most relevant” (rate design) principles that 
FBC considered it needed to balance? 

65.3.1 If these differ from those considered in the development of the 
default Residential rate design, please explain why. 

66.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 3.3 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 48.3 

 Preamble: The response to BCUC 3.3 states that:  “Generally speaking, 
inclining block rate structures may provide better price signals 
for energy conservation for some segments of residential 
customers.” 

  In the response to BCOAPO 48.3, “FBC distinguishes rate 
design principle #3 from “conservation objectives” which is 
taken into account in the Application as part of the government 
policy considerations” 

66.1 In FBC’s current circumstances, do inclining block rate structures 
“provide better price signals for energy conservation”, where “energy 
conservation” is interpreted as energy “efficiency” consistent with 
Bonbright principle #3? 

67.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 4.4 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 27.2.1 

Preamble: The response to BCUC 4.4 states that with respect to the cost  
   recovery of DSM programs:  “This cost recovery treatment  
   mechanism (from all customers) can be considered to be in  
   conflict with the cost causation principle; however, at the same  
   time it is aligned with the principle of encouraging efficient use  
   and discouraging inefficient use of the system”. 
 

The response to BCUC 4.4 also states that “Recovery of fixed 
costs (whether customer-related or demand-related) through 
fixed charges (such as basic charges or demand charges) 
aligns with several of the Bonbright principles such as, revenue 
stability and fair apportionment of costs among customers, but 
may be construed as running contrary to energy conservation 
and efficiency policies by leaving less of a price signal in the 
energy-based charges”. 

The response to BCUC 27.2.1 states “FBC looked at allocating 
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DSM on the basis of which class the conservation dollars were 
spent on; however, that approach would not reflect the long-
term benefits of reduced power supply and T&D costs 
associated with conservation spending. Using the same basis 
as was used when making conservation decisions in the 
planning process best reflects cost-causation and is more 
appropriate to use for the COSA”. 

67.1 With respect to the response to BCUC 4.4, please explain how the cost 
recovery treatment for DSM programs from all customers “is aligned 
with the principle of encouraging efficient use and discouraging 
inefficient use of the system”. 

67.2 In FBC’s current circumstances, does FBC’s proposal to increase the 
recovery of fixed costs (whether customer-related or demand-related) 
through fixed charges (such as basic charges or demand charges) run 
contrary to efficiency policies (as set expressed in Bonbright principle 
#3)? 

67.3 FBC’s response to BCUC 4.4 suggests that the proposed allocation 
approach for DSM expenditures (i.e., to all customers) is in conflict with 
the principle of cost causality.  However, the response to BCUC 27.2.1 
suggests that it best reflects cost causality.  Please reconcile. 

68.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 5.1 

68.1 When does FBC plan on completing its next REUS? 

69.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 7.1 and 7.1.1 

Preamble:  The response to BCUC 7.1 states:  “FBC believes rate shock, 
as a general concept, could be interpreted as either including 
general rate increases or not including them. However, 
throughout the Application, for clarity of analysis, only bill 
impacts related to the rate design and rebalancing proposals 
are described”. 
 
The response to BCUC 7.1.1 states:  “The percentage change 
in the total customer bill is and should be the key consideration 
in bill impact assessments”. 

69.1 Given FBC’s response to BCUC 7.1.1 that “the percentage change in 
the total customer bill is and should be the key consideration in bill 
impact assessments” why wouldn’t it be more appropriate for the bill 
impacts presented in the Application include the estimated effect of 
general rate increases? 

70.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 8.4 

Preamble: The response states “FBC’s proposal will slightly improve  
  economic fairness as well as rate and revenue stability.” 

70.1 Please explain what FBC means by “economic fairness” and how its 
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proposal achieves this. 

71.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 10.2 

 Preamble: The response states:  “The 2 CP used by FBC includes the two  
   highest winter plus the two highest summer peaks” 

71.1 Please confirm that the two winter/summer peaks used are not the two 
hours in the winter/summer with the highest peaks but rather two 
highest monthly peaks in the winter/summer such that the response 
would be better worded as “The 2 CP used by FBC includes the two 
highest winter months’ plus the two highest summer months’ peaks”.  

72.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 18.3 

72.1 In using the term “customer” in regards to the application of the 
minimum system approach, is FBC referring to the number of customer 
accounts or the number of customer connections to its distribution 
system (recognizing that a “customer” may have more than one 
“connection” to the distribution system)? 

72.1.1 If FBC is not actually referring to the number of “connections” 
please explain why. 

73.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 30.2.1 

73.1 Please confirm that, with respect to OEB Test #2 – as set out in Table 8 
of the EES Cost of Service Report (Attachment A, page 35) – the 4 CP 
method referred to is based on the four highest monthly peaks. 

73.2 If OEB Test #2 is applied to FBC’s 2 CP Method is the percentage still 
greater than 83%? 

74.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 32.1 

74.1 Please confirm that the 0.038 percent difference between revenues and 
the revenue requirement is due to the fact rates are rounded to a set 
number of decimal points.   

74.2 If not confirmed, what is the reason for the difference? 

75.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 36.1 

75.1 Please clarify what FBC means by “fairness” and whether the definition 
is consistent with Bonbright’s principle #2 – Fair apportionment of costs 
among customers. 

75.1.1 Given FBC’s “definition” of fairness please explain why a flat rate 
(as opposed to an inclining rate) is considered a “neutral option” 
from a fairness perspective. 

75.2 Given that a flat rate will send different price signals to customers than 
an inclining rate, please explain why it is considered a “neutral option 
for economic efficiency” when compared to an inclining rate. 



 5 

76.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 38.2 and BCUC 38.3 
Exhibit B-12, BCSEA 12.2 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 42.1, 42.2 and 42.3 
BCUC Order G-3-12, page 41 

Preamble: BCUC Order G-3-12 include the following observations and  
   directives:  
 

“Thus, there is ambiguity between the LMRC as defined by 
FortisBC and the true long-run marginal cost of new supply to the 
customer. The Block 2 rate is a delivered rate, while the LRMC is a 
cost of acquisition – it only relates to the cost of procuring energy 
but does not include the LRMC of transporting that energy to 
customers through transmission and distribution networks.” 
 
“However, FortisBC is directed to provide an update of the full long-
run marginal cost of acquiring energy from new resources, 
including the cost to transport and distribute that energy to the 
customer as part of the reporting to be submitted in 2014.” 

76.1 Based on the responses to BCOAPO 42.1 and 42.2, please provide a 
high level system-wide estimate of FBC’s long run marginal costs 
(including transmission and distribution) expressed in 2017$ / MWh.. 

77.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 49.4 

Preamble: The response states:  “In relation to RS 20, FBC has, in keeping  
   with the overall direction toward an increased reflection of cost  
   causation in rates, applied to increase the demand charge and  
   reduce the energy charge.” 

    The response also states:  “At the same time as making the  
  proposal to shift the cost recovery within the rate components,  
  FBC views that the changes are consistent with the other  
  principles.  

77.1 Given that RS20 has no demand charges – should the first reference 
read “In relation to RS 20, FBC has, in keeping with the overall direction 
toward an increased reflection of cost causation in rates, applied to 
increase the customer charge and reduce the energy charge” (change 
underlined).  If no change is required, please explain why. 

77.2 Please outline how the proposal to increase the demand (customer?) 
charge and reduce the energy charge is consistent with the other 
(ratemaking) principles. 

78.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 50.2 and BCUC 50.3 

78.1 Given that the proposed RS 21 flat energy rate is less that either the 
current Tier 1 and Tier 2 energy rates which, in turn, are both less than 
FBC’s current LRMC (per BCUC 38.2), please explain more fully why 
the flat rate maintains the price signal for energy efficiency (per BCUC 



 6 

50.3) and thereby serves rate design principle 3 (per BCUC 50.2). 

79.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 50.3, BCUC 50.4 and BCUC 50.8 

Preamble: The response to BCUC 50.3 states:  “Generally speaking the bill  
   impacts of the proposed changes are modest”. 

   The response to BCUC 50.4 states:  “Since the average bill  
   impacts across the consumption strata are relatively modest,  
   FBC does not expect to see large changes in customer  
   behaviour from the proposed RS 21 changes”. 

   The response to BCUC 50.8 states:  “FBC does not view a  
   phased-in approach as required since, as shown in Table 6-16  
   of the Application, bill impacts are moderate across the  
   consumption strata”. 

79.1 Given the proposed shift in cost recovery from energy charges to 
demand charges, please confirm that a customer’s bill impact will vary 
depending upon the monthly load factor. 

79.2 What is the range of monthly load factors for FBC’s 1,370 RS 21 
customers? 

79.3 What is the average monthly load factor for the RS 21 customers in 
each consumption strata set out in Exhibit B-1, Table 6-16? 

79.4 Based on the foregoing responses, doesn’t the range of bill impacts set 
out in Table 6-17 provide a better indication as to whether or not the bill 
impacts from the proposal are “moderate”? 

79.5 Does FBC consider the bill impacts, as set out in Table 6-17, to be 
“moderate”? 

80.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 68.4 and BCUC 1.2 

80.1 Using the proposed change in Rate Schedule 103, please indicate how 
the FBC’s revenues would change: 

i) Assuming the BCUC accepts the interpretation of the PTP 
service language as set out in section 7.2. 

ii) Assuming the BCUC does not accept the interpretation of the 
PTP service language as proposed by FBC in section 7.2. 

81.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 75.2 

Preamble: The response states:  “Revenue variances from forecast are  
   currently captured in the flow through deferral account and  
   recovered from or refunded to customers in subsequent periods. 

81.1 Please confirm that revenue variances from forecast for optional TOU 
Residential rate customers will be recovered from all customers and not 
just Residential customers. 

82.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 76.10 
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Exhibit B-15, ICG 18.1 
Exhibit B-1, Attachment H, Rate Schedule 2A 

82.1 For purposes of eligibility for RS 22A and RS 33, what does FBC 
consider to be a “satisfactory load factor” and why is load factor a 
consideration for purpose of eligibility? 

82.2 It is noted that a similar requirement (i.e., a satisfactory load factor, as 
determined by FBC) exists with respect to other proposed TOU rates 
(e.g., RS 2A – Residential TOU).  In each case, what would FBC 
consider to be a “satisfactory” load factor? 

83.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 79.1.3 and BCUC 75.1 

83.1 The response to BCUC 75.1 addresses variances that occur after the 
fact due to the actual loads and revenues for customers on the optional 
Residential TOU rate being different from forecast.  Does FBC agree 
that optional Residential TOU rates can also lead to a variance in 
forecast revenues at the times rates are set as the revenues forecast to 
be received in the test year from the customers assumed to be on TOU 
rates can differ from the forecast revenues in the test year assuming 
these same customers were all on the default Residential rate. 

84.1.1 If not agreed, please explain why. 

84.1.2 If agreed, please indicate whether any such shortfall/surplus in 
forecast revenues from Residential customers choosing the 
optional TOU rate will be made up by increasing/decreasing the 
rates in the test year for I) just Residential customers or ii) all 
FBC customers. 

84.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 79.1.8 

84.1 Does “economic fairness” as used in this response have the same 
meaning as in the response to BCUC 8.4?  If not, how does it differ? 

84.2 Please explain further how offering a first year bill guarantee I) distorts 
the efficient price signal and ii) weakens the economic fairness qualities 
of TOU rates. 

85.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 80.3.1 and BCUC 80.3.2 
Exhibit B-1, pages 112-114 

85.1 What is the number of hours in the on-peak, mid-peak and off-peak 
periods based on FBC’s proposal? 

85.2 What would be the number of hours in the on-peak, mid-peak and off-
peak periods if June was also included as summer month (as opposed 
to a shoulder month)? 

85.3 Please re-do Table 8-8 assuming June was also included as a summer 
month (as opposed to a shoulder month). 
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86.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 88.9 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 87.3 

Preamble: Attachment 88.9 does not provide the rate calculations for the  
   rates presented in Table 8-10 which were also requested in the  
   BCUC 88.9. 

86.1 Please provide the fully functioning Excel model that sets out the 
calculations underlying the rates presented in Table 8-10, In doing so 
please include the derivation of the various adjustments described in 
Exhibit B-1, page 114 and BCUC 87.3 (e.g., i) the adjustments to the 
electricity use by period to account for the impacts of TOU rates and ii) 
the adjustment to account for reduced power supply costs) 

87.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 87.3 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 88.6 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 93.1 
Exhibit B-1, page 114 

Preamble: Exhibit B-1 indicates that the TOU rates “needed to be slightly 
higher to maintain revenue neutrality” as a result of the 
application of the price elasticity assumptions to the electricity 
usage by period. 

 The Application and BCUC 87.3 indicate that the calculation of 
the TOU rates took into account the impact of savings in power 
supply that result for the changes in consumption. 

87.1 Does the reference to the rates needing to be “slightly higher” take into 
account:  i) just the effect of the change usage patterns (i.e., lower use 
in the on-peak period but higher use in the mid and off-peak periods 
with an overall reduction in total usage or ii) does it also take into 
account the reduction in power supply costs?   

87.2 Overall, does the incorporation of price elasticity effects on usage by 
period and the resulting impact on power supply costs result in lower or 
higher TOU rates than if neither of these two considerations had been 
taken into account? 

87.3 If TOU rates are higher overall, does this mean that the default rates for 
Residential customers will also be higher if, during the rate setting 
process, a portion FBC’s customers are assumed to “opt” for TOU 
rates? 

1. If not, why not? 

2. If yes, please indicate how this result is consistent with FBC’s 
rationale for offering optional TOU rates that they “deliver 
benefits to customer(s) in general” (per BCUC 93.1). 
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88.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 79.1.2 
Exhibit B-1, page 72 

88.1 The Application (page 72) states that one of reasons for moving to a flat 
rate is that the RCR “may create inequity amongst customers with 
regard to the ability to take steps to reduce consumption”.  Are there 
also differences between customers in their ability to take steps to 
either i) reduce usage in the on-peak period or ii) shift their usage from 
the on-peak to the mid-peak or off-peak periods? 

88.2 If yes, doesn’t the offering of optional TOU rates potentially create 
inequity amongst customers, particularly if, as a result of customers 
opting for TOU rates, the default rates FBC offers its customers are 
higher than would otherwise (i.e., if no customers opted for TOU rates) 
be the case? 

89.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 110.3 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix D, page 10 

89.1 The response to BCUC 110.3 indicates that the Equifax credit check 
and ID validation per transaction only relate to the setup of a new 
account.  Appendix D indicates that the cost of these activities is $5.25 
per transaction which represents roughly 40% of the total proposed 
charge for Account Setup or Transfer.  Given the materiality of this cost 
and the fact it is only incurred in the case of new accounts, wouldn’t it 
be reasonable to have a separate and lower charge for account 
transfers? 

90.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 1.1 

90.1 The initial IR focused specifically on the principles considered in the 
development of the COSA methodology.  The response provided in the 
referenced information request (BCUC 3.1) addresses the role the 
various principles in design of rates and the proposed rate schedules.  
Please respond to the question as posed and indicate what role if any 
the other rate principles (apart from Principle #2 – cost causation) 
played in the development of the cost of service methodology. 

91.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 12.1 and 12.1.1 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 12.2 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 12.5 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix A, page 22 

Preamble: Appendix A states that: “Without standby service the 
customer would reduce its service to the portion just taken  
under Rate 31 and would forgo standby service”. 

BCOPAO 12.5 indicates that in the absence of RS 37 a contract  
demand would be established for RS 31 and that the  
prospective contract demand is undetermined. 

91.1 The responses to BCOAPO 12.1 and 12.1.1 suggest that a customer 
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taking service under a combination of RS 31 and RS37 would take the 
same level of service overall under just RS 31 if RS 37 was not 
available.  

91.1.1 Please confirm if the above interpretation of the responses is 
correct.   

91.1.2 Please reconcile these responses with the referenced quotes 
from:  i) Appendix A which suggests that if RS 37 was not 
available the customer would reduce its required level of service 
from FBC and ii) BCOPAO 12.5 which suggests that if RS 37 
was not available the customer would set a level of contract 
demand for RS 31 that is undermined (i.e., could be higher, 
lower or the same). 

91.2 The responses to BCOAPO 12.1, 12.1.1 and 12.2 suggest that FBC’s 
planning with respect to both power supply and wires infrastructure is 
based on customers’ full loads, including load met by the customer’s 
self-generation. 

91.2.1 Please confirm if this interpretation of the responses is correct. 

91.2.2 If not, please indicate how customer’s use of self-generation to 
supply its own load and requirements for RS 37 service are 
factored into the planning of future requirements for power 
supply and wires infrastructure. 

92.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 13.5 

92.1 For purposes of this response, what does FBC/EES consider to be a 
“significant impact”? 

93.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 21.1 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 27.1 

93.1 Please explain more fully how classifying a portion of DSM costs as 
distribution-customer is consistent with the planning basis for DSM (per 
BCUC 27.1) and the principle of cost causation. 

94.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 25.2 and 25.3 
Exhibit B-19, VOK 3 b) 

Preamble: The response to BCOAPO 25.2 confirms that the Lighting  
   customer counts used in the COSA represent the number of  
   Lighting customers and not the number of lighting connections  
   to FBC’s system. 

   The response to BCOAPO 25.3 states that apart from the  
   Wholesale Customer class, all other customers have only one  
   “connection” to FBC’s system. 
. 

94.1 With respect to the Lighting class, would customers include 
municipalities (other than those served as Wholesale customers) who 
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have streetlights? 

94.1.1 In not, for such street lights, who is considered the customer? 

94.1.2 If yes, wouldn’t the street lighting service provided to such 
municipalities involve more than one connection to FBC’s 
system? 

94.1.3 If street lighting service to such municipalities involves more than 
one connection to FBC’s system, why isn’t each such connection 
considered a “customer” for purposes of the minimum system 
methodology and the allocation of the customer-related portion 
of distribution plant costs? 

94.2 With respect to unmetered non-lighting loads (billed as General 
Service), in the situation where one telecom provider owns and requires 
service for multiple telephone booths, is the telecom provider 
considered one “customer” or is each telephone booth considered “one 
customer” for purposes of the COSA and, in particular, the application 
of the minimum system methodology and the allocation of the 
customer-related portion of distribution plant costs? 

94.2.1 If the former please explain why such customers are only 
considered to have one connection. 

94.3 With respect to unmetered non-lighting loads (billed as General 
Service), in the situation where a municipalities (other than those 
served as Wholesale customers) owned and required service for 
multiple traffic lights, is the municipality considered one “customer” or is 
each traffic light considered “one customer” for purposes of the COSA 
and, in particular, the application of the minimum system methodology 
and the allocation of the customer-related portion of distribution plant 
costs? 

94.3.1 If the former please explain why such customers are only 
considered to have one connection. 

95.3 With respect to VOK 3 b) indicates that there are (at least) four 
commercial customers that have multiple service points.  For purposes 
of the minimum system calculation is each of these service points 
treated as a separate “customer”? 

95.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 31.2.2 
OEB, Board Directions on Cost Allocation Methodology for 
Electricity Distributors (EB-2005-0317), page 60 
(https://www.oeb.ca/documents/cases/EB-2005-
0317/report_directions_290906.pdf) 

Preamble: It is noted that the OEB also established tests for determining  
   the appropriate NCP allocator to use for distribution costs. 

95.1 The intent of the original question was to solicit what the results would 
be from the various tests if they were applied to FBC’s NCP data.  

https://www.oeb.ca/documents/cases/EB-2005-0317/report_directions_290906.pdf
https://www.oeb.ca/documents/cases/EB-2005-0317/report_directions_290906.pdf
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Please provide the results of the OEB’s tests with respect to NCP to the 
FBC data. 

96.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 31.3 

96.1 Please confirm that Residential with Net Metering and Residential w/o 
Net Metering are not separate customer classes but rather both sub-
sets of the Residential class (similar to Residential with Gas Access and 
Residential w/o Gas Access being subsets of the Residential class as 
opposed to separate customer classes). 

96.2 What would be impact on the NCP value for the Residential class if the 
class’ NCP value was calculated not by adding the NCP values for 
Residential with and without Net Metering but rather by determining the 
NCP for the class overall? 

97.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 33.2 and 33.2.1 

Preamble: The responses state that the CUSTW weighting factors used  
   are the same as those used in the COSA for 2009 and that 
   consultations with staff indicated it was not necessary to change  
   the factors for 2017. 

97.1 Please confirm that the CUSTW weighting factor is used in the 
allocation of meter reading costs. 

97.2 Please confirm when FBC started to use AMI meter readings for 
customer billing purposes. 

97.3 Does the adoption of AMI metering and AMI meter reading alter the 
cost of meter reading for Residential customers relative the cost pre-
AMI metering? 

97.4 Does the introduction of AMI meters and AMI meter reading for some 
customer classes alter the relative weighting factors for meter reading 
for purposes of the COSA? 

98.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 36.3 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 27.1 

Preamble: The response to BCOPAO 36.3 assumes that such  
  transmission costs would be classified a demand related and  
  allocated on the basis of the 2 CP allocator and that the  
  classification and allocation of all other Generation costs would  
  remain unchanged. 

The response to BCOAPO 27.1 states “An alternate way of  
looking at the transmission component of Rate 3808 is to  
assume that it is part of a delivered price of power supply.  Much  
like purchases from the market, transmission must be procured  
to deliver the market purchases and that cost is typically included  
in the delivered price of market power” 

98.1 Given that the 3808 rates used to classify FBC’s various power supply 
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sources include transmission to the FBC system, why wouldn’t it be 
reasonable to also apply the resulting energy/demand factors to the 
transmission costs associated with each power supply source? 

98.2 Alternatively, if these generation-related transmission costs are 
classified as demand-related and allocated on the basis of the 2 CP 
allocator, wouldn’t it be necessary to adjust the 3808 rates used to 
classify FBC’s other power supply sources in order to remove the 
transmission component of these rates? 

99.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 40.1 

99.1 Please confirm that under FBC’s Residential flat rate proposal the 
revenue to cost ratios for both segments will move closer together. 

100.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 46.2 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 89.1 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix A (EES Study) – Appendix C (Load 
Analysis), page 74 

100.1 Using the sample of 233 Residential customers noted in the second and 
third references, please provide a response o BCOAPO 46.2 – as 
originally posed. 

101.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 49.1 
Exhibit B-1, pages 76 and 78 

101.1 What is the average monthly load factor for the 576 RS 21 customers 
with usage of less than 200,000 kWh per year 

101.2 Based on this load factor what please provide a schedule that sets out 
the monthly bill for each of the following: 

i) A RS 20 customer with a monthly energy use equivalent to 40 
kW times 730 hours times the average monthly load factor 
calculated in part (1) using existing RS 20 rates (per Table 6-13). 

ii) A RS 20 customer with a monthly energy use equivalent to 40 
kW times 730 hours times the average monthly load factor 
calculated in part (1) using FBC’s proposed RS 20 rates (per 
Table 6-13). 

iii) A RS 21 customer with 40 kW of billing demand and a monthly 
energy use equivalent to 40 kW times 730 hours times the 
average monthly load factor calculated in part (1) using existing 
RS 21 rates (per Table 6-15) 

iv) A RS 21 customer with 40 kW of billing demand and a monthly 
energy use equivalent to 40 kW times the average monthly load 
factor calculated in part (1) using FBC’s proposed RS 21 rates 
(per Table 6-15). 
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102.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.1 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 28.1 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 17.1 
Exhibit B-15, ICG 5.2 
Exhibit B-17, KSCA 1.5.1 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix A, page 29 – Table 7 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix A, Schedule 3.1 
FBC’s Annual Review for 2018 Rates, Exhibit B-2, Table 4-2 
FBC’s Annual Review for 2017 Rates, Exhibit B-2-2,  
    Schedule 19 

Preamble: BCOAPO states “the 2017 forecast power supply costs were  
   used consistent with what was used in the COSA”. 

102.1 With respect to the BCH 3808 Purchases, please reconcile the 
difference between the total costs used in the COSA (Appendix A, 
Table 7 - $49.0 M) and the TOU Rate Design (BCOAPO 56.1 - $48.9 
M) with the forecast/approved 2017 BCH 3808 cost of $46.968 M (per 
FBC’s Annual Reviews for 2017 and 2018 Rates). 

102.2 With respect to Market Purchases, please reconcile the costs used in 
the COSA (Appendix A, Table 7 - $6.2 M) and the TOU Rate Design 
(BCOAPO 56.1 - $6.1 M) with the forecast/approved 2017 cost of 
$11.391 M (per FBC’s Annual Reviews for 2017 and 2018 Rates). 

102.3 With respect to FBC’s Kootenay River plants, the responses to ICG 5.2, 
KSCA 1.5.1 and Table 7 indicate that the O&M costs are $16 M.  
However the responses to BCOAPO 17.1 and BCOAP 28.1 indicate the 
O&M costs are $13.6 M.  Please reconcile. 

103.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.1 and 56.2 
BCOAPO 28.1 
Exhibit B-13, CEC 12.1 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix A, page 29, Table 7 

   Exhibit B-1, Appendix A, Schedule 5.3 
FortisBC’s 2016 LTERP, pages 74-76 

Preamble:  BCOAPO 56.2 states “a portion of the Kootenay River Plants  
   classified as demand-related in the COSA were considered  
   capacity-related costs and used to develop the on-peak cost  
   differential” 

103.1 With respect to BCOAPO 56.1 and CEC 12.1, if the demand-related 
costs for the Kootenay River Plants are $4.9 M and demand-related 
costs represent 20% of total costs this would suggest the total costs are 
in the order of $24 - $25 M.  However, this value does not reconcile with 
any of the values for the Kootenay River Plants provided in the 
evidence (see BCOAPO 102 above and the response to BCOAPO 
28.1).  Please provide the derivation of the $4.9 M – the capacity –
related portion of the Kootenay River Plants.   In doing so please 



 15 

provide the total cost for the Kootenay River Plants as used in the 
calculation (with references to the evidence). 

103.1.1 Please reconcile the total costs for the Kootenay River Plants, 
as used in this calculation, with the values for the Kootenay 
River Plant as referenced in BCOAPO 28.1. 

103.2 Please explain why, for purposes of the TOU rate differentials 
(BCOAPO 56.1), there are no capacity costs ascribed to the Brilliant 
Power Purchase Agreement when:  i) in Appendix A, Table 7 – 205 MW 
of capacity is associated with the purchase and ii) in the 2016 LTERP 
capacity is attributed to the purchase (Table 7 and page 76). 

104.0 Reference: Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.1 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.3 
Exhibit B-8, BCUC 86.2 

104.1 Please explain why the mid-peak energy cost differential is calculated 
based by dividing the energy costs attributed to BCH 3808 and Net 
Market purchases by the total energy requirements of the on-peak and 
mid-peak periods (i.e., 1,622 GWh - per BCUC 86.2) as opposed to 
dividing the cost by the total GWh provided by these two resources (i.e., 
967 GWh – per BCOAPO 56.3) 

105.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 81.1 
Exhibit B-10, AMC 9.1 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 55.2.1 
Exhibit B-12, BCSEA 28.2 
Exhibit B-16, IRG 2.2 
Exhibit B-1, page 108 

Preamble: BCUC 81.1 states “The goal of the proposed TOU 
rates is to send price signals to reduce loads during on-peak  
hours to potentially lower the cost of power supply driven by  
peak loads”. 

AMC 9.1 states” As FBC has stated in the Application regarding  
the design of the TOU rates, there are power supply benefits  
that may result in rate mitigation from the shifting of  
consumption from on-peak to off-peak periods. Simple  
conservation of energy during off-peak periods will not have the 
 same result and the lost revenue resulting from such  
conservation would likely place upward pressure on rates”. 

The Application states “TOU rates are generally intended to 
incent customers to shift the time of consumption in a manner  
that allows the utility to reduce costs or generate incremental  
revenue such that a rate benefit will accrue to all customers” 

BCOPAO 55.2.1 states “The focus of the TOU rates is to incent  
customers to shift usage away from the on-peak period.  The  
cost of serving customers at different times of the day is the  
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focus of the TOU pricing. 

BCSEA 28.2 states “Based on EES’ experience, TOU rates are  
generally not set on the basis of LRMC but instead are based  
on short term price or cost differentials. 

ICG 2.2 states “The pricing for TOU rates was set to reflect the  
cost differentials for FBC power supply during different time  
periods. This was done so that customers would face the  
appropriate price signals as to how much FBC could save as a  
result of reduced consumption in on-peak periods. 

105.1 Is the goal of TOU rates to reduce power supply costs or to reduce 
rates (i.e., revenue changes by customer response to TOU rates, either 
through load shifting or load increase/decreases are more than offset by 
changes in power supply costs)? 

105.2 With respect to the response to BCOAPO 55.2.1, is it the incremental 
cost or the average cost of serving customers at different times of the 
day that is the focus of TOU pricing?  Similarly, with respect to ICG 2.2, 
is FBC referring to the differentials in incremental costs or average 
costs as between the different time periods? 

105.2.1 If it is not the incremental cost, please explain why given that 
incremental costs indicate how changes in consumption will 
impact power supply prices. 

106.0 Reference: Exhibit B-8, BCUC 86.2 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.3 
Exhibit B-12, BCSEA 30.3 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.6 and 56.7 

Preamble: BCUC 86.2 states “The differential is equal to the mid-peak 
amount related to variable energy costs of $42 million 
divided by the sum of the 530 GWh and 1,092 GWh of energy  
for the combined on-peak and mid-peak period. The variable  
energy costs are needed to provide power in both the on-peak 
and mid-peak periods. 

BCUC 86.2 also states “All other costs, including long-term 
contracted resources from Brilliant, were included as baseload 
and applied to all hours.” 

BCOAPO 56.3 states “However, for comparison purposes, the 
energy resource included in the mid-peak and on-peak 
resources provided 967 GWh out of the total 1,092 GWh shown 
in Table 8-8 of the Application. This is comprised of 750 GWh of 
BC Hydro 3808 plus 217 GWh of market purchases. The 
baseload resources, including energy from FBC owned 
generation and purchases under the Brilliant Power Purchase 
Agreement, therefore provide the equivalent to all the energy in 
the off-peak hours, plus 125 GWh of energy in the mid-peak and 
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on-peak hours”. 
“Furthermore, all energy resources except for BC Hydro 3808 
purchases and market purchases are fully subscribed, so any 
incremental energy purchases will need to be sourced from 
either the BC Hydro PPA or from the market, regardless of the 
time they occurred”. 

BCOAPO 56.6 states “The FBC-owned resources and 
purchases from the Brilliant Power Purchase Agreement are 
fully dispatched and additional energy would be needed from 
other sources if total annual energy is increased. In that case, 
FBC would need to meet additional off-peak use from either the 
PPA with BC Hydro or through market purchases. If there had 
been a shift of power from one period to another, there would 
have been no need for additional purchases”. 

BCOAPO 56.7 states “Shifting energy from the mid-peak to off-
peak hours would therefore not change the composition of 
FBC’s energy resources, only the timing of the use of these 
resources, and potentially the capacity resources used in each 
hour.” 

BCSEA 30.3 states “All of FBC’s energy resources are fully 
subscribed other than BC Hydro RS 3808 purchases and 
market purchases. Therefore, these two resources would be on 
the margin in all TOU periods.” 

106.1 Please confirm that the response to BCOAPO 56.3 is not meant to 
indicate that energy from FBC owned generation and purchases under 
the Brilliant PPA are only used to meet energy requirements in the off-
peak period. 

106.2 Rather please confirm that, as indicated in the response to BCUC 86.2 
energy from FBC-owned generation and the Brilliant PPA is dispatched 
as baseload generation and used to meet energy requirements in all 
hour of the year.  If not confirmed, please explain why. 

106.3 Please set out a schedule that for 2017 shows: 

 The total energy provided by each of i) FBC’s own generation 
plants and ii) the Brilliant PPA. 

 The average energy per hour provided by each of i) FBC’s own 
generation plants and ii) the Brilliant PPA on an annual basis. 

 The average off-peak energy requirements (i.e., total off-peak 
energy divided by the number of hours in the off-peak). 

106.4 Please confirm that energy resources other than just FortisBC’s own 
generation and the Brilliant PPA are utilized to meet off-peak energy 
requirements. 

106.5 Given that load shifts between the mid-peak and off-peak periods do 
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not change the composition of FBC’s energy resources (per BCOAPO 
56.7) and that incremental energy purchases would need to be 
sourced from either the BC Hydro PPA or from the market, regardless 
of the time they occurred (per BCOAPO 56.3 and BCSEA 30.3), 
please provide the justification for having a TOU energy price 
differential between the mid-peak and off-peak periods. 

107.0 Reference: Exhibit B-12. BCSEA 34.3 

107.1 .Based strictly on the sample of customers examined by FBC what was 
the lost revenue if just those customers who would be better off 
financially with no change in their consumption opted for TOU rates. 

107.2 Please explain how this result was “extrapolated” to the entire 
Residential class to arrive at the $9.4 M figure. 

108.0 Reference: Exhibit B-13, CEC 15.2 
Exhibit B-11, BCOAPO 56.3 

Preamble: The response to BCOAPO 56.3 states “it cannot be determined  
   with accuracy which energy resource was used in each hour”. 

   The response to CEC 15.2 states “but the market purchases  
   included as part of the analysis did not provide any capacity  
   since they were not on peak hours”. 

108.1 If (per BCOPAO 56.3) FBC cannot determine which energy resources 
were used in each hour, how can FBC conclude (per CEC 15.2) that 
market purchases were not on peak hours? 

108.2 If FBC is able to determine which hours market purchase were made, 
please use the same approach to provide a response to BCOAPO 56.3 
(or, in the alternative, please explain why the same approach cannot be 
used to provide a response to BCOAPO 56.3).. 

109.0 Reference: Exhibit B-13, CEC 40.4 

109.1 Please provide the Revenue to Cost Ratio resulting from the analysis 
(or alternatively explain how the release of this value would reveal 
information regarding the customer’s operation that would be 
considered confidential). 

110.0 Reference: Exhibit B-15, ICG 7.2 

Exhibit B-8, BCUC 51.1 

110.1 With respect to the RS 21 class, please confirm that (per BCUC 51.1) 
the allocation of cost in the COSA reflects the fact that some customers 
are served at primary voltage and some are served at the secondary 
voltage? 

110.1.1 If not confirmed, is the data available such that the COSA could 
be revised to account for the fact that some RS 21 customers 
are served at primary voltage? 
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110.1.2 If not confirmed, do the revenues used in the calculation of the 
Revenue to Cost Ratio reflect revenue before the application of 
the transformation discount? 

110.1.3 If yes, do the revenues used in the calculation of the Revenue to 
Cost Ratio reflect revenue after the application of the 
transformation discount? 

110.1.4 Based on the foregoing responses, are the revenues and costs 
for the RS 21 class (as used in the determination of the Revenue 
to Cost Ratio) calculated on a consistent basis? 

110.2 With respect to the RS 30 class, does the allocation of cost in the 
COSA assume that all customers are served at primary voltage? 

110.2.1 If yes, is the data available such that the COSA could be 
revised to account for the fact that some RS 30 customers are 
served at transformation voltage? 

110.2.2 If yes, why doesn’t the COSA recognize that customers 
are not all served at the “same” voltage as is done for the RS 21 
class? 

110.2.3 If no, is there not an inconsistency in the calculation of 
RS 30 class’ Revenue to Cost ratio, since the revenues used 
assume all the customers are served at primary voltage (per 
ICG 7.2) whereas the allocation of costs recognizes that some 
customers are served at transmission voltage. 

111.0 Reference: Exhibit B-17, KSCA 1.15.2 

111.1 Please confirm that in the COSA demand-related costs are allocated 
using:  i) a 2 CP factor which reflects the peak demand for four hours of 
a single year and ii) a NCP factor which reflects estimates of customer 
class one hour peak demand based on a single year. 

111.2 Given the comments of the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission does FBC see merit in determining the allocators for 
demand-related cost using the results for more than one year? 

112.0 Reference: Exhibit B-18, Resolution 10 

112.1 The response states that no gas customers have “more electric heat” 
and are “less likely to peak at the same time as the total system”.  
Taking these two responses together would suggest that the total 
system peak (which occurs in the winter) is not driven by space heating 
load. 

112.1.1 Please confirm whether or not this is the case.  If the total 
system peak is driven by space heating load, please reconcile 
the two comments. 

112.1.2 If the total system peak is not driven by space heating load, 
what is the main driver for the time of the system peak? 
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