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Box 484, Kaslo
British Columbia, V0G 1M0

Phone: (250)353-7350
E−Mail: ashadra@telus.net

June 18th, 2018

British Columbia Utilities Commission
Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street
Box 250, Vancouver, B.C.
V6Z 2N3 

Attention: Patrick Wruck, Commission Secretary

Information Request #2

FortisBC Inc 2017 Cost of Service Analysis and Rate Design (COSA)

Dear Mr Wruck:

1. COSA Methodology and Analysis

1.1 In the Kaslo Senior Citizens Association Branch #81 (KSCA81) IR#1.12.1. response, FortisBC 
(FBC)/EES Consulting (EES) state that they:

"...do not know whether the commissioners now on the WUTC do or do not agree with the views 
quoted above from earlier commissioners. FBC/EES are not aware of new WUTC 
decisions on the issue". 

i. How many times has EES appeared before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
(WUTC) as either a consultant or intervener, since Docket No. UE-920499 order was issued in 1992?

ii. When was the last time EES appeared before the WUTC?

iii. In what other utility commission jurisdictions has EES appeared where “Minimum System” and/or
“Zero Intercept” methodologies are not used?

iv. What other COSA methodologies does EES use other than "Minimum System" and/or "Zero-
Intercept"?

1.2.  Attached as Exhibit 12 please find a spreadsheet of the "Puget Sound Energy, Electric Cost Of 
Service Summary, Adjusted Test Year Twelve Months ended September 2016 @ Proforma Rev 
Requirement, Customer Charge Calculation".

In the British Columbia Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA) IR#1.4.2., FBC, via EES, provides a 
breakdown "...of the costs [that] can be found in the COSA Model in the Rev Req by Cust tab" for the 
residential class.

1.2.i. Using the COSA methodology allowed by WUTC for creation of the Puget Sound Energy, 
Residential Schedule 7, that creates a Monthly Customer Charge of $7.68, please develop a table that
compares FBC’s response to BCSEA IR#1.4.2 with Puget Sound Energy Residential Schedule 7.
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1.3 Attached as Exhibit 13, please find a memorandum from Economic and Engineering Services Inc, 
cited as "Final Minimum System Analysis", dated June 24, 1992. 

1.3.i. Please confirm that the change in the allocation of costs, 1981 as compared to 1992, between 
demand and customer for Conductors, Transformers and Power Poles was explained as due to 
inclusion of labour and equipment costs.

1.3.ii. Please confirm that labour and equipment costs include both installation of new equipment and 
maintenance of existing equipment.

1.3.iii. Please confirm that, compared to the 1981 to 1992 period, the distribution system within the 
FBC service area is not expanding as fast, if it is expanding at all, in 2018.

1.3.iv. What is the ratio of installing new distribution equipment versus upgrading and/or maintaining 
existing equipment?

1.3.v. Please confirm the accuracy of the following statement:

"Distributing the costs of power poles between customer and demand is important, as much of the 
system's size is due to demand loads. Without high demand loads, a large portion of power pole costs
would not be required".

1.3.vi. If not accurate, please state when FBC/EES changed its method of analysis and why. 

1.3.vii. Please confirm that the demand portion for power poles decreased from 35% to 24% between 
1981 and 1992.

1.3.viii. Please confirm that the term “demand” refers to energy related costs at so much per kWh, or 
capacity costs at so much per KW.

1.3.ix. If not confirmed, please explain why “demand” is a customer charge rather than an energy 
charge, with examples for illustration.

1.4. With reference to Appendix B of FBC’s application, please illustrate how the Peak Load Carrying 
Capacity (PLCC) is calculated, giving an example to elaborate its computation.

1.4.i. With reference to the minimum system cost of poles, in Appendix B, please confirm that $103.4 
million divided by $131.4 million is 79% (78.7%), not 81%.

1.5 With reference to the unnumbered table provided as part of the response in KSCA81 IR#1.1.3, 
please explain why if "...it is expected that the allocated revenue requirements would be higher than 
the percent of energy use and lower than the percent of customers" that the inverse is true for the:

i. Commercial Schedules 21/22
ii. Large Commercial Primary Schedules 30/32
iii. Large Commercial Transmission Schedule 31
iv. Lighting
v. Wholesale Primary Schedule 40
vi. Wholesale Transmission Schedule 41
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1.5.vii. What is the significance of citing both the Coincident Peak Demand and the percent of 
Coincident Peak Demand, noting that the numbers are different for Commercial Schedule 20, Large 
Commercial Primary 30/32, and Lighting.

1.5.viii. What is the difference in use of the term Coincident Peak and non-Coincident Peak, other than
time at which it occurs?

1.5.ix. Please explain the concerns with using non-Coincident Peak cost allocation, both from an intra-
class and an inter-class point of view as it relates to section 59(1)(a), 59(2)(b) and 59(4)(b) of the 
Utilities Commission Act (UCA), especially, for example, as it occurs for commercial and industrial 
businesses that have peak demands at different times of the day.

COSA: Growth in Energy Sales and Customer Classes

1.6. With reference to the two unnumbered tables provided in FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.4.: 

1.6.i Please confirm that, between 2009 and 2016, Industrial, Commercial and Lighting energy sales 
increased by 57.9%, 33.2% and 19.1% respectively, while Residential declined by 14%, Irrigation by 
6% and Wholesale by 4%. 

1.6.ii. Please also confirm that the Commercial customer class grew by 18.6% between 2009 and 
2016, the Residential class by 7%, the Industrial class by 5% and the Irrigation class by 3.8%, while 
the Lighting class declined by 20%.

1.6.iii. Please confirm that, between 2009 and 2016, for every percent by which the residential 
customer class grew, overall energy sales declined by 2%.

1.6.iv. What are the Residential class actuals for 2017, and does FBC have projections for this class 
out to 2023?

1.6.v. With reference to Schedule 1.1 Appendix A, COSA Schedules, please confirm that even though 
Residential energy sales declined by 14% between 2009 to 2016, EES Consultants are proposing to 
increase allocated revenues by 1.7%, while, in contrast, even though Commercial energy sales 
increased by 33.2%, allocated revenues for various Commercial rate schedules are proposed for a 
pricing decline of between 2.1% to 6.5%.

1.6.vi. Please explain why any reference to Industrial rate schedules are missing from Schedule 1.1.

COSA: Energy Costs

1.7. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.5, please confirm that, because FBC only 
creates 44.8% of its energy supply and therefore has to purchase the remaining 55.2%, this in part 
explains why some of FBC's energy prices are in fact higher than respective BC Hydro prices.

1.7.i. Given that Nelson Hydro has a similar percent of power purchase to FBC, please list the different
variables that cause Nelson Hydro to have a lower and different rate structure.

1.8. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.5 and IR#1.1.5.5, please list the dates by 
which all current short and long term energy purchase and capacity contracts are up for renewal 
and/or are due to expire.
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1.8.i. If energy and capacity purchase prices began to rise above the current cost of building new 
production facilities, how long would it take FBC to bring those new production facilities online, and 
what would FBC's preferred new production option be and why?

COSA: Energy Loss

1.9. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.15.6. and a statement made by FBC by email 
to a residential customer, October 26th, 2017:

"Gross system losses (ie the difference between generation/purchases and billed energy) is about 
8%. Transmission losses are in the range of 1-3% and distribution and unaccounted for energy is the 
balance".

1.9.i. What percentage of residential customers’ costs for transmission and distribution does the 
energy charge of $0.044 per kWh represent?

1.9.ii. If gross system losses are about 8% and transmission losses are in the range of 1% to 3%, what
is the exact percent (%) loss during distribution? 

1.9.iii. What is the cost per kWh charged to residential customers for these transmission and 
distribution line losses, both individually and collectively?

1.9.iv. Please confirm that FBC is charging residential customers for both capacity and energy that is 
not actually being delivered to that customer.

COSA: Customer and Energy Costs by Class

1.10. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.5.7. and Schedule 1.1, Appendix A, COSA 
Schedules, please create a table comparing both current customer and energy charges per kWh by 
class compared to the proposed customer and energy costs per kWh by class in this application, using
the "Combined Average Cost $/kWh" as found in Schedule 1 as a reference point. Please include the 
Industrial class and any other missing rate schedules in the table.

1.11. With reference to FBC's responses to KSCA81 IR#1.1.11.1 and 1.1.11.2., please find attached, 
as Exhibit 14, a table entitled: "Change in Cost of Electrical Service for Kaslo Low Income Household 
2006-2023". (FBC is requested to verify the numbers in this table with the billing statements provided 
to this customer household for the years 2006 to 2013, and to contact KSCA81 if they are unclear as 
to which residential customer's billing the attached table is referring to). 

1.11.i. With reference to FBC's response to BCSEA IR#1, specifically Attachment 1.4b, Table 3, "RCR 
Bill Impact by Consumption (2015 Rates), British Columbia Utilities Commission (the Commission) 
Residential Inclining Block (RIB) Rate Report to the Government of British Columbia FortisBC Inc. 
(FBC) RIB Rate Report, Errata” dated March 6, 2017, please confirm that the increase in the Basic 
Customer Charge in Exhibit 14, between 2006 and 2023, is 77.6%.

1.11.ii. Please confirm that, with the exception of 2012 and 2013, the overall increase in Exhibit 14 in 
the energy charge per kWh is from 6.6 to 11.75 cents – a 78% increase.

1.11.iii. Please confirm that, with the exception of 2013, the overall per kWh cost of service between 
2006 and 2023 in Exhibit 14 increases from 8.7 cents to 40.4 cents – a 364.4% increase.
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1.11.iv. Please confirm that, with the exception of the period after enrollment in the Net Metering (NM) 
Program, and before implementation of the "Kilowatt Hour Bank", there is no decline in the Basic 
Customer Charge cost in Exhibit 14.

1.11.v. Please confirm that the decline in energy charge costs in Exhibit 14 per kWh between 2011 and
2013 was 2.2% and that the decline in total customer costs in 2013 per kWh was 2.05%.

1.11.vi. Please explain the variation in price decline of approximately 2% for one or two years in 
Exhibit 14, as compared with the claim made by FBC in Table 3 "RCR Bill Impact by Consumption 
(2015 Rates)" that for customers consuming less than 5,000 kWh the price decline was 13.8%.

1.11.vii. Please confirm that there is no cumulative decline in Exhibit 14 Basic Customer Charge or the
per kWh energy rate after introduction of the Residential Conservation Rate (RCR).

Electric Heat Service

1.12. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.12, when did West Kootenay Power or its 
successor end rate Schedule 4 and why? 

COSA: Basic Customer Charge and Service Costs

1.13. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.13, please explain the reasons why West 
Kootenay Power and its successors have repeatedly applied to increase the percentage recovery of 
certain COSA costs through the Basic Customer Charge.

1.13.i. Please create a table showing the breakdown in the percentage of customer costs collected via
the Basic Customer Charge versus the percentage of customer costs collected from the per kWh 
energy charge for 1997, 2009, 2017 and as proposed for 2023, for all clasess of customer.

1.14. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.1.14, with regard the attribution of residential
Customer Costs at $427.18 at annual consumption rates of 730 kWh, 12,045 kWh and 36,500 kWh 
respectively, in 1964, in Public Utility Economics at p 163, Garfield and Lovejoy state that:

"The longer the period of time that a particular service pre-empts the use of capacity, the greater 
should be the amount of capacity costs allocated to that service".

1.14.i. Can FBC confirm that a higher capacity is required to deliver 2 kWh during a twenty-four hour 
day as compared to 33 kWh and 100 kWh over the same twenty-four hour period?

1.14.ii. If FBC confirms that a higher capacity is needed to deliver larger amounts of daily energy use, 
can FBC please explain why each customer, contrary to the principle outlined by Garfield and Lovejoy 
in 1964, is not allocated a..."greater...amount of capacity costs...to that service", depending on the 
amount of capacity used in a twenty-four hour period, a week or a month.

1.14.iii. The household cited as Exhibit 14, for example, had an average daily use of just under 10.5 
kWh for the six months from November 1st, 2017 to April 30th, 2018, which was partially offset by a 
transference of Net Metered energy to the FBC grid of around just under 3.4 kWh per day. Peak 
demand was 20 kWh on December 21st in 2017 and 34 kWh on February 28th so far in 2018.
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1.14.iv. Is FBC calculating that it costs as much, or more, to service this residential customer as it 
does to service a residential customer who uses an average of 29.6 kWh per day (10,800 kWh per 
year)?

1.14.v. If every residential customer had a peak demand of between 20 kWh and 34 kWh per day, 
would the size of the transmission and distribution system be smaller?

1.4.iv. Please illustrate by providing a comparison of the two residential customers’ actual cost of 
service versus EES constructed cost, in accordance with their daily consumption patterns.  

1.15. With reference to the FBC response to KSCA81 IR#1.2.1, EES states:

"While the customer-related costs are 21.2 percent higher on a per customer basis, they are 13 
percent lower on a per kWh basis because NM customers have a larger average use per customer. 
The overall 4.7 percent difference is a weighted average of combined demand and energy costs per 
kWh that are 11 percent higher and customer-related costs per kWh that are 13 percent lower". 

1.15.i. KSCA81 is unable to verify the numbers cited. Please provide the statistical source for this 
statement and explain why this would be a representative sample of all NM residential customers.

1.15.ii. Is FBC saying, via EES, that NM residential customers have above average or above median 
levels of kWh consumption compared to overall average and median levels of residential class 
consumption?

1.15.iii. Please illustrate with an example, as compared to a non-NM residential customer, why 
customer-related costs are 21.2% higher, while at the same time being 13% lower on a per kWh basis 
because of larger average usage on a per kWh basis.

1.15.iv. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.2.1.1, please illustrate why, if the cost is 
21% higher, the actual dollar ($) figures supplied are $45.6 for a non-NM residential customer and 
$91.10 for an NM one, by itemizing the actual costs in a comparative table. 

1.15.v. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.2.1.3., please confirm that the term 
"marginal costs" refers to "long run marginal costs". If not, please illustrate how this particular 
"marginal cost" calculation would differ from an embedded cost calculation. 

1.15.vi. Please explain why, if as a matter of principle embedded costs are based on actual costs, 
BCH RS 3808 is being used as a surrogate for any of the cost calculations.

1.16. With reference to FBC response to KSCA81 IR#1.2.2.1., please provide the calculations behind 
the statement:

"...peak demand for a NM customer is nearly double the peak demand for a Non-NM customer. NM 
customers have a much lower load factor than Non-NM customers due to the intermittent use of 
power taken from the utility".

1.16.i. With reference back to the data given in 1.14.iii., as an example, is FBC calculating that 
because an NM customer has a lower load factor due to intermittent use of energy, it therefore costs 
the Company more to service that customer?
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1.17. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA IR#1.2.2.4, it is stated:

"Because of different load factors by class, the results vary when demand-related costs are spread on 
a per kWh basis". 

Please confirm whether or not FBC is implying that a higher load factor causes demand-related costs 
per kWh to be higher and explain why it is calculated that way. 

1.18. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA IR#1.2.3, it is stated:

"...the NM group has a lower load factor than the Non-NM group...this results in a higher energy rate 
base per kWh for the NM group, it also results in a lower demand-related rate based per kW for the 
NM group". 

Please illustrate by providing the calculations that prove this statement.

2. Residential Time-of-Use (TOU) Pricing

With reference to David DeBiasio’s letter of comment, E-7, and FBC's response to KSCA81 
IR#1.2.5.3, attached please find Exhibit 15 which compares winter residential load by time of day with 
system load by time of day based on the data in Table 1 provided by FBC in the Revised Response to 
KSCA81 IR#1.15.1. 

As mentioned earlier, Garfield and Lovejoy stated in Public Utility Economics: 

"The longer the period of time that a particular service pre-empts the use of capacity, the greater 
should be the amount of capacity costs allocated to that service" (p 163). 

In the Revised Response to KSCA81 IR#1.15.1 FBC states in reference to residential winter load:
 
"Given the residential load shapes shown below, it is clear that the residential load shape is similar to 
the system load shape, and in fact, the percent of residential load relative to total system load is 
highest in the hours with the highest total system load levels. This would indicate that the residential 
class is driving the peak demand for the system as a whole".

While it is true that the residential load is the majority of the load for the three peak hours of 6.00 PM 
to 8.00 PM during the winter months, it is not true that residential demand drives the majority of load 
requirements beyond four hours of the day, and in fact residential load is only 43% to 44% of system 
load demand for twelve of the twenty-four hours of the day. Further, if "On-Peak" times are measured 
as being above 90% of peak, then the residential class is only at "On Peak" time for five hours from 
5.00 PM to 9.00 PM.

In contrast, the system winter load is at "On-Peak" times for ten hours a day, from 8.00 AM to Noon, 
and in fact only a shave off "On-Peak" at 1.00 PM, and then again at "On-Peak" from 5.00 PM to 9.00 
PM. Clearly factors other than the residential class are driving system load requirements for six of the 
ten "On-Peak" hours. During the proposed "On-Peak" residential period from 7.00 AM to Noon, for 
example, the residential load requirement declines from 84.4% at 8.00 AM to 78.7% at Noon, so it is 
not even at ”Mid-Peak” (85%), whereas the system load peaks in the morning at 9.00 AM at 95%, 
declining to 91.4% at Noon.
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2.1.i. If the purpose of setting rates is to deal with cost causation, and in light of the cost allocation 
principle stated by Garfield and Lovejoy above, please justify creation of an "On-Peak" TOU period for 
the residential class between 7.00 AM and Noon instead of "Mid-Peak" pricing from 8.00 AM to Noon, 
and "Off-Peak" pricing until 8.00 AM, and from Noon to 3.00 PM.

2.1.ii. Likewise, if the purpose of setting rates is to deal with cost causation, please explain why the 
evening "On-Peak" period should start at 4.00 PM when the residential demand is only 46% of system
load at the start of that hour, and only at 81.4% of residential peak demand as well, instead of "Mid-
Peak" pricing from 3.00 PM to 5.00 PM.

2.1.iii. Please explain why it is not preferable, under cost causation principles, to target the class or 
classes of customers responsible for the increase in load during those hours?

2.2. With reference to the Revised Response to KSCA81 IR#1.15.1, FBC states:

"In the summer months, the total system load for the hour ending at 1:00 pm is 460 MW compared to 
498 MW in the hour ending at 6:00 pm. The difference between these two hours is only 8 percent. 
What this shows is that, in both seasons, it would not take a large shift in loads to shift the peak hour 
without reducing the overall peak level".

Further, attached please find Exhibit 16, which compares summer residential load by time of day with 
system load by time of day based on the data in Table 2 provided by FBC in the Revised Response to 
KSCA81 IR#1.15.1.

For twelve of twenty-four hours in the summer the residential class only requires 34% to 35% of the 
system load, peaking at 44% of system load between 7.00 PM and 9.00 PM. Again, with reference to 
Garfield and Lovejoy, while it is true that residential peak load coincides with system peak load at 6.00 
PM and 7.00 PM, at no time during the day does residential load become the majority of the load. In 
fact there are only five hours during the day when residential load is above the "On-Peak" threshold: 
between 5.00 PM and 9.00 PM. Whereas the system load is above "On-Peak" from Noon to 9.00 PM 
– for nine hours. 

2.2.i. If the purpose of setting rates is to deal with cost causation, then given that 86.4% of the 
customer base, the residential class, only requires 34% to 35% of the load for twelve of twenty-four 
hours in the summer period, and never exceeds requiring 44% of the load even during peak system 
load hours, please explain why, when 13.6% of the customer base requires 66% of the load for twelve 
hours and even 56% of the system load for peak load hours, the residential class "On-Peak" hours are
from Noon to 9.00 PM, instead of from 5.00 PM to 10.00 PM, with "Mid-Peak" from 3.00 PM to 5.00 
PM, and with "Off-Peak" from 10.00 PM to 3.00 PM.

2.2.ii. Again, with reference to rate setting as a cost causation principle, KSCA81 is extremely 
concerned that at a point of time in the day when most young families are off at the beach or out 
recreating in the summer months, including those visiting the grandparents, energy prices are being 
pushed unnecessarily higher at a time in the year when power bills are usually at their lowest, for 
those residential customers not using air conditioning.

KSCA81 therefore asks if residential customers are not driving the summer peak load, why are they 
being proposed as the customer class to pay for it? 
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2.3. With reference to the Revised Response to KSCA81 IR#1.15.1, FBC provides an Off-Season 
Load Table 3 for March to June and September to November. This period of the year shows the 
greatest difference between residential customer load and system load, in that residential customer 
peak does not occur until 8.00 PM, whereas system peak occurs at 6.00 PM, as with other periods of 
the year.

As per the attached Exhibit 17, the difference between the percentage of residential peak load and 
system peak load ranges from 16.9 at 9.00 AM to a high of 22 at 1.00 PM, and does not fall below 20 
until 4.00 PM. In fact residential load is only above 95% of peak from 6.00 PM to 9.00 PM and only 
above 90%, otherwise, from 5.00 PM to 6.00 PM. In contrast the system load is above 95% of peak 
from 9.00 AM to 1.00 PM, and then again from 5.00 PM to 9.00 PM, and above 90%, otherwise, at 
8.00 AM, from 2.00 PM to 4.00 PM, and again at 10.00 PM. The entire system load is above 90% for 
fifteen of twenty-fours hours, whereas the residential load only is above 90% for five hours. 

2.3.i. If the purpose of setting rates is to deal with cost causation, then given that 65% of the system 
load is non-residential from 11.00 AM to 3.00 PM, and 60% or higher from 8.00 AM to 5.00 PM, with 
reference again to Garfield and Lovejoy, please explain why it is proposed to charge a “Mid-Peak” 
TOU rate from 7.00 AM to 9.00 PM, instead of from 4.00 PM to 10.00 PM.

3. Cost Allocation Method and Calculations

With reference to FBC"s response to KSCS81 IR#1.2.7, it is stated:

"Customer charges are based on customer-related costs. Those costs are allocated on the basis of 
the number of customers or in some cases a weighted average number of customers, 
as explained in the section “Customer Allocation Factors” starting on page 37 of the Cost of Service 
Study (Exhibit B-1, Appendix A). Residential customers make up 86.4 percent of the 
total number of customers. The percent of customer charge revenues paid for by the residential class 
is unrelated to the amount of energy used by the class". 

At page 37, referenced above, under "Other Allocation Factors", it is stated:

"Other costs are allocated based on specific rate base items, O&M function totals, revenues, labour 
ratios and other allocation factors.

3.1. Please explain the criteria used to allocate various costs to customers and customer classes 
versus costs charged to energy use, which presumably are allocated based on the amount of capacity
and energy a customer class and individual customers use.

3.2. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.2.10., it is stated:

"When a class, such as residential, has a lower load factor than other classes it means that the peak 
demand is higher in relation to energy use than for those classes with higher load factors. 
This will result in a higher demand allocation and a higher revenue requirement for the class". 

In Table 1, KSCA81 IR#1.1.15.1., FBC data indicates that the residential class morning peak demand 
at 8.00 AM on weekdays in winter is 49.45% higher than at 3.00 AM, and the evening peak, at 6.00 
PM, is 77% higher than at 3.00 AM. In contrast Total System peak is 42% higher at 9.00 AM than at 
3.00 AM, and 49.5% higher at the 6.00 PM evening peak.
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3.2.i. Is FBC stating that because the residential class (86.4% of the customers) are responsible for 
causing 67.3% of the growth in hourly demand during the day, whereas the rest of the classes (13.6% 
of the customers) only cause 32.7% of the growth in hourly demand, they, the residential class, should
pay for a higher proportion of the revenue requirement because they are responsible for causing a 
higher portion of the rise in demand?

3.2.ii. Is FBC stating that because the residential class is utilizing less of its peak demand capacity 
during the day than compared with other classes it should therefore pay more of the idle capacity 
costs?

3.2.iii. Please illustrate how much capacity is idle in winter, and at what times, in order to meet 
residential customer demand at peak times, explaining whether the source is own production, long 
term contract or market purchase.

3.2.iv. If FBC production from its own plants is not idle, and if the Company is close to maximizing 
utilization of long term contracts, please explain why, when peak demand presumably comes primarily 
from market purchases, the residential class should pay a higher cost than what it is consuming, which
is in effect a subsidization of the other classes? 

3.2.v. Please explain how this cost allocation methodology meets the energy objective as defined in 
2(b) of the Clean Energy Act (CEA)?

4. Customer Service Policies

With reference to all of FBC's responses to KSCA81 IR#3., now that the redacted materials, previously
filed in-camera, have been provided to FBC, could the company please review their responses to 
KSCA81 IR#1.3, especially IR#1.3.1.3, IR#1.3.2.1., IR#1.3.2.7., IR#1.3.2.8., IR#1.3.2.11 and comment
further accordingly?

4.1.i. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.3.1.2 and IR#1.3.2.5, given the outlined 
policy, please explain why section 6.5 of terms and conditions of FBC’s Electric Tariff were not 
followed with regard an elderly senior couple who had an automatic paying account transferred to a 
Canada Post mailing account, and then when the mailed bill was not paid the account was cut off 
without the customer being contacted in person?

4.1.ii. Does FBC acknowledge that, especially in winter, some senior customers are away from their 
residence for prolonged periods of time, and therefore cutting electrical service could result in pipes 
freezing, etc.  

4.1.iii. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.3.2.4., of .4%, please give the exact number
as originally requested.

4.1.iv. With reference to FBC’s response to KSCA81 IR#1.3.2.3., there are approximately sixty-four 
members of KSCA81, of whom in excess of six members, plus other seniors, have made verbal 
complaints about billing procedures, such as the Letter of Comment by Ms Kubara in E-19. 
Irregardless of these billing issues relating to “Radio-Off” meters, KSCA81 is not aware of any of those
raising concerns about billing issues as having aggressive pets. 
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Of primary concern, as raised by Ms Kubara, are attempts by FBC to raise individual customer 
electricity charges after a period of estimates, once the meter is read. The concern here is that if the 
meters were read all the time, more accurate reading of energy use would emerge, instead of 
fluctuating charges based on an estimate, which can cause huge financial problems for low income 
seniors on fixed monthly incomes.

There is a correlated concern being expressed from some seniors and other low-income customers on
fixed incomes about the FBC Equal Payment Plan, which may be related to the increased energy use 
during the 2017 winter.

Is FBC willing to sit down with representatives of KSCA81 to discuss the various billing issues that 
have arisen?

One solution might be to provide the Seniors Advocate in Kaslo with the name and number of a 
specific FBC representative that can be called when billing disputes arise.

4.2. In response to BCUC IR#1.90.3, FBC states:

“FBC intends to provide customers with the ability to connect in-home displays they purchase (at a 
cost of $100-$400 per customer) and to provide web-based access to TOU period consumption 
information. The information provided through these services will help customers on TOU rates clearly
understand their consumption”. 

Attached please find Exhibit #18 – the online account information for an NM customer. Currently, as 
stated in Exhibit #18:

“Detailed consumption information is not available for your Net Metering rate.”

In fact the data provided is the gross transfer of electrical energy from this household’s solar PV 
system onto the FBC grid, and no consumption information is available whatsoever.

4.2.i. In what time frame can NM customers expect to be offered the same level of service as that 
proposed for TOU customers, including hourly access to consumption and transference information, 
currently collected by the smart meter?

4.3. In response to KSCA81 IR#1.8.3.1., FBC states:

“Depending on the circumstances of the customer and regardless of whether they may be considered 
low income or not, FBC may adjust charges where there is flexibility in the applicable tariff provisions 
and there is a reasonable basis to do so. 

4.3.i. Please illustrate how FBC can implement these options by first listing them and then illustrating 
how it would work where applicable, and please provide the link to the location on the FBC website 
where this information can be found for use by customers.

4.4. FBC then continues on in response to KSCA81 IR#1.8.3.1.to state:

“Beyond that, the government of BC has various programs that are designed to assist with the 
affordability of energy for low income households. Examples of programs specifically designed 
for low income residential customers include those run by the Ministry of Social Development 
and Poverty Reduction, which consist of crisis assistance programs that specifically help utility 
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customers”.

Please list the various programs that are available and from which BC Ministry, and then please 
provide a link to the location on the FBC website where this information can be found for use by 
customers.

4.5. Attached please find Exhibit 19, a letter dated July, 2013 from an FBC representative to the then 
Mayor of Kaslo concerning replacement of a retired FBC powerline technician. It is now nearly five 
years since the letter was written and FBC has yet to fill the permanent position in Kaslo.

4.5.i. In how many other rural areas of the FBC service area has FBC withdrawn permanent powerline
technician service?

4.5.ii. Please list the number of Full Time Equivalent (FTE) powerline (field) technician positions 
directly employed by FBC for 2012 through 2018.

4.5.iii. When will FBC fulfill the promise to continue supplying a permanent powerline technician to the 
Kaslo and Area D portion of their service area, and will that technician also be contracted to help 
service the adjacent Lardeau BC Hydro service area, as occurred in the past?

5. Multiple Metered Accounts

Please reconcile the response given in BCOAPO IR#1.25.3 with the different responses given in 
KSCA81 IR#1.4.1 through KSCA81 IR#1.4.1.3 and KSCA81 IR1.4.3.3.

6. Schedule 105: Regulation and Frequency Response Service 

6.i. With reference to FBC's response to KSCA81 IR#1.6.1. and IR#1.6.2., please explain why the cost
of delivering rate Schedule 105 is based only on the cost of the Company's own production instead of 
a composite of the value of production and purchase of electricity.

6.ii. If FBC does not know how and why the original calculation was made, how can customers be 
assured that it is a fair and reasonable price for the service in 2018? 

6.iii. Please list any other rate schedules that are based only on FBC’s own production costs and 
explain why this cost causation preference is made over a composite price.

6.iv. Please explain why this pricing preference is not a subsidization of those using the service as 
surely the composite price would in fact be higher than FBC’s own production price.

7.  Non-Customers Wheeling Power In and Out of the FBC Service Area

With reference FBC's response in KSCA81 IR#1.7.1, in Tariff Supplement 7 under 1.11 it states: 

"Eligible Customer: (i) Any electric utility...or any person generating electric energy for sale for resale 
is an Eligible Customer under the Tariff. Electric energy sold or produced by such entity may be 
electric energy produced in Canada,...;and (ii) Any retail customer taking unbundled transmission 
service pursuant to a provincial requirement that the Transmission Provider offer the transmission 
service, or pursuant to a voluntary offer of such service by the Transmission Provider, is an Eligible 
Customer under the Tariff". 
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7.i. Please confirm that BC Hydro, or any other Canadian utility, could provide electricity to any person 
within the FBC service area using Tariff Supplement 7.

7.ii. Please confirm that any person, not just any customer of FBC, could offer for sale electricity to BC
Hydro and/or any other Canadian utility in accordance with Tariff Supplement 7 to transmit that 
electricity.

7.iii. Please confirm that a FBC NM customer could switch from the Company to BC Hydro using Tariff 
Supplement 7.

7.iv. If 7.i., 7.ii. and 7.iii. are not confirmed, please indicate which sections of Tariff Supplement 7 
supercede or contradict the wording in 1.11 or any other sections of the FortisBC Tariff Schedule or 
Articles of Incorporation.

7.v. Please state which rate schedules would apply if a FBC residential customer were to switch to BC 
Hydro as its electricity service provider, and with reference to KSCA81 IR#1.7.2, please provide the 
exact proposed cost per MW for each rate schedule, and, if available, that cost per MW over what time
period: month, year, etc. 

7.vi. Please then provide the cost per MWh.

8. Rate Design Impacts on Low Consumption/Income Residential Customers

In response to BCUC IR#1.3.3. bullet point six, last sentence, FBC states:

"As a counterpoint, for lower consumption customers the FortisBC Inc. (FBC or the Company) price 
signal to conserve under a flat rate will be stronger since the flat rate will be higher than the lower 
block rate in an inclining block structure.” 

In response to BCUC IR#1.4.3., FBC further responds with a quote from a "...2015 study by Faruqui et
al entitled ‘the paradox of inclining block rates”, and states:

"Paradoxically, if a large share of consumption is concentrated in the lower tiers that are going to face 
higher prices under a flatter IBR, then a revenue neutral rate change that  ‘flattens’ the tiers might lead
to additional conservation". 

8.1. With reference to Table 6-10: FBC Residential Rate Proposal, please create a table that provides 
the percentage of overall residential kWh consumption for the last five years, by the same intervals as 
those listed in Table 6-10.

8.1.i. Please explain why, with reference to section 61 of the UCA, causing costs to rise for residential 
customers who are actively conserving electricity, including NM customers, and for those who already 
have low consumption, is not a discriminatory rate design under section 59 of the UCA and is in fact 
contrary to the spirit, if not the letter, of the law with regard sections 2, 6 and 19 of the CEA.

8.1.ii. Why, for example, would any residential customer undertake to make an investment to lower 
their overall consumption if FBC is going to be consistently asking the BCUC for permission to raise 
the cost of the Basic Customer Charge and to charge the same energy price to low end users as it 
does to high end users for energy.
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8.1.iv. Where in this proposed rate design is the financial incentive to conserve, as FBC appears to be 
implying from the statements made, as quoted in 8 above, that those who conserve should be priced 
to pay a higher electricity rate than those who do not conserve?

8.1.v. Why is this not financially de-incentivizing energy conservation?

8.2. In response to BCUC IR#1.6.3., FBC states:

The Company considers that removal of the RCR will have customer impacts based primarily on 
consumption levels, with customers having relatively low consumption generally experiencing 
annual bill increases. There will be low-income customers spread throughout the range of 
annual consumption. For this reason, FBC does not view the RCR removal as having an impact 
that either adds to or reduces the burden on customers based on income”.

Below are links to the 2016 Canadian Census for:

Central Kootenay:

http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?
TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5903

Kootenay Boundary:

http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?
TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5905

Okanagan Similkameen:

http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?
TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5907

Central Okangan:

http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?
TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5935

i. Can FBC confirm that the 2016 Canada Census data for these four regional districts finds the 
instance of low income persons as follows:

Central Kootenay 20.3% average, with a peak of 37% in the Village of Slocan 

Kootenay Boundary 16.3% average, with a peak of 35% in Electoral Area E – West Boundary

Okanagan-Similkameen 16.4% average, with a peak of 26.1% in Electoral Area G

Central Okanagan 12.5% average, with a peak of 16.8% in Electoral Area J 

ii. Can FBC also confirm that the 2016 Canada Census data for these four regional districts finds 
median household income as follows:

http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5935
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5935
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5907
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5907
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5905
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5905
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5903
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/fogs-spg/Facts-CD-Eng.cfm?TOPIC=6&LANG=Eng&GK=CD&GC=5903
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Central Kootenay $55,532, with the lowest median income being the Village of Slocan with $37,888.

Kootenay Boundary $59,721, with the lowest median income being Greenwood with $38,784.

Okanagan-Similkameen $57,069, with the lowest median income being Electoral Area G with $42,069.

Central Okanagan $71,127, with the lowest median income being Duck Lake 7 (Indian Reserve) 
$50,987.

iii. Can FBC confirm that the reported median household income in the Central-Okanagan is 87.7% 
higher than the median household income in the Village of Slocan, 83.4% higher than Greenwood, 
69.1% higher than Electoral Area G in Okanagan-Similkameen and 39.5% higher than the First Nation
community of Duck Lake 7?

iv. Does FBC agree that there appears to be a statistical correlation between instance of low income 
persons and size of median household income in the various municipalities and Electoral Areas found 
in the 2016 Canadian Census data for these four regional districts?

v. Does FBC agree that if a similar pattern of median household electrical energy consumption could 
be found between the various communities of these four regional districts, there could be a correlation 
found between median household income and median electrical energy consumption?

iv. Please create a table showing the number of residential households and annual median kWh 
electrical consumption per household, from 2012 to 2017, for the following municipalities:

Lake Country (District Municipality)
West Kelowna (District Municipality)
Slocan (Village)
Kaslo (Village)
Keremeos (Village)
Greenwood (City)

8.3. In response to BCSEA IR#1.16.2. FBC states:

“Generally speaking, customers with higher consumption are better off with a flat rate than with an 
inclining block rate”. 

In response to BCUC IR#1.6.3., FBC further states:

With respect specifically to the Customer Charge, where an increase in the Customer Charge is 
included in a change to rates, the bill impact is also related to consumption rather than income. 
An increase in the Customer Charge necessarily requires a decrease in the energy rate. Therefore, 
past a certain consumption level a Customer Charge increase provides a benefit to customers.

“...The consumption level above which a customer is better off with the higher Customer Charge 
can be found by dividing the annual difference in the customer charges by the difference in the 
energy rates.
 
($18.70 per month – $16.05 per month) x 12 months / ($0.12021 / kWh – $0.11749 / kWh) = 
11,691 kWh.
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In response to BCUC IR#145.1, FBC further states:

"It is the case that approximately 63 percent of residential customers consume less than 10,800 kWh, 
and that on average, these customers would experience annual bill increases of 11.5 percent based 
on 2016 consumption. FBC considers an 11.5 percent bill increase to be significant". 

8.3.i. Approximately what percentage of residential customers would have an annual consumption 
level of 11,691 kWh or less, and what would be the range of bill impacts on those customers from say 
0 kWh to 11,691 kWh annually.

8.3.ii. Please explain why this acknowledged “11.5% bill increase”, with reference to section 61 of the 
UCA, including NM customers, is not a discriminatory rate proposal under section 59 of the UCA and 
is in fact contrary to the spirit of, if not the letter of the law, with regard sections 2, 6 and 19 of the 
CEA.

8.3.iii. Why, for example, would any residential customer want to undertake any investment to reduce 
their consumption under 10,800 kWh annually if FBC is asking for an “11.5% bill increase” or more, 
and a bill decrease for anyone consuming above $10,800 kWh annually.?

8.3.iv. Where, in this proposed rate design, is the financial incentive to conserve, as FBC appears to 
be implying in the statement made in 8.3 above that those who conserve below 11,691 kWh annually 
should be priced to pay a higher electricity rate than those who consume more than 11,691 kWh 
annually?

8.3.v. Why is this not financially de-incentivizing energy conservation?

8.4. In response to BCUC IR#1.44.3.1., FBC states:

“This is not the same as saying that all customers within a given range will experience bill decreases, 
and in fact, some customers in those ranges will have bill increases and some customers in the lower 
ranges will have decreases”.
  
Can FBC please confirm that what they are obliquely referring to is the fact that, beyond annual 
consumption level, the percentage of Tier II energy that a residential customer currently uses annually 
is a key variable, such that the less Tier II energy a customer currently uses, the greater the financial 
impact from the proposed rate design will be on that customer?

8.5. In response to BCUC IR#1.79.1.6., FBC states:

“...to the extent that the implementation of TOU rates results in cost savings over the long term, these 
savings will offset any additional cost for implementation, customer communication and outreach”.

8.5.i. Please explain why, beyond any additional costs to implementation of the proposed TOU 
program, any savings will not be shared with the customers enrolled in the TOU program.
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8.6. Further, FBC additionally states in response to BCUC IR#1.79.1.6:

“FBC believes that any costs of making programs available to customers should be borne by all 
customers and not by those customers that choose to participate”.

8.6.i. Please list all of the incurred costs that FBC is thinking of when making this philosophical 
statement.

8.6.ii Please list all of the other rates and programs implemented by FBC where the same incurred 
costs are borne by all of the ratepayers and not the participants, and would this same philosophy 
apply to, for example, the NM program?

8.7. In response to BCUC IR#1.6.3., FBC states:

“The introduction of an optional TOU rate will provide an opportunity for customers at all income levels
to reduce annual bills, although customers with higher incomes may be better able to install the types 
of equipment that allow for the shifting of consumption to periods with lower energy rates”. 

8.7.i. With reference to section 59(1)(a), 59(2)(b) and 49(5)(c) of the Utilities Commission Act, what 
measures and/or programs is FBC prepared to offer “low income” residential customers so that they 
can afford “...to install the types of equipment that allow for the shifting of consumption to periods with 
lower energy rates”?

8.8. A Social Planning and Research Council Study of BC report entitled BC Seniors’ Poverty Report 
Card was released June 12th, 2018:

https://www.uwlm.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/B.C.-Seniors-Poverty-Report-Card.pdf  

This report found that the Low Income Measure, after-tax poverty rate1, for seniors 65 and over by 
community in the FBC service area was as follows:

Peachland 2.3%
Westbank 2.5%
West Kelowna 2.7%
Trail 3%
Castlegar 3.1%
(Summerland 3.7%)
Okanagan Falls 3.8%
Kelowna 3.9%
(Penticton 4%)
(Grand Forks 4.3%)
Fruitvale 4.3%
Lake Country 4.4%
Oliver 4.5%
Creston 4.6%
Osoyoos 4.7%
(Nelson 4.8%)

Kaslo 5.6%
Rossland 5.7%

https://www.uwlm.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/B.C.-Seniors-Poverty-Report-Card.pdf
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Keremeos 6%
Princeton 6.7%

1.  The Low Income Measure threshold is defined as 50% of the median adjusted income of the unit of analysis assigned at 
the person level. A person is deemed to be in low income if their adjusted income is less than this Low Income Measure 
threshold.

In response to KSCA81 IR#1.8.3. FBC states:

“There will be low-income customers spread throughout the range of annual consumption”. 

8.8.i. KSCA81 is unable to verify the accuracy of this statement. Please provide the source of the 
statistical data and the data itself that confirms that low-income customers are “spread throughout the 
range of annual consumption” in numbers equal to the statistical percentages shown in Table 6-10 of 
the application.
 
8.9. In FBC’s response to KSCA81 IR #1.8.3.2, it is stated:

“FBC also notes that for a minimum charge to be equal to FBC’s current monthly Customer Charge 
the threshold should be much higher than 5 kWh assumed in the question (close to 160 kWh per 
month). 

8.9.i. Does FBC agree that it was stated in the information request KSCA81 IR#1.8.3.2:

“Would FortisBC consider, instead, a minimum charge equivalent to 5 kWh per day, such that if a 
customer uses no kWh in a day they still pay for 5 kWh, if they use 4 kWh per day they still pay for 5 
kWh, if they use 5 kWh they pay for 5 kWh and if they use 6 kWh they pay for 6 kWh, and so on?” 

8.9.ii. Can FBC please confirm that “5 kWh per day”, as originally stated in the information request, is 
the equivalent of 150 kWh per month (times 30 days) and is therefore close to the 160 kWh cited in 
the Company’s response to KSCA81 IR#18.3.2 above.

8.9.iii. Earlier the Company states in response to KSCA81 IR#1.8.3.2. that: 

“In addition, the minimum charge approach is less aligned with the cost causation principle since 
customers who consume less than the pre-determined threshold in a month shall pay for the electricity
they have not consumed. A Customer Charge is designed to recover a portion of fixed customer-
related costs and not to recover a portion of variable power purchase costs”.

Please confirm that the “Basic Customer Charge” is currently $16.05 and that a 5 kWh per day 
“Minimum Monthly Charge” for 30 days is $15.18.

8.9.iv. Does FBC acknowledge that a low-income customer with a budget of $30 per month for 
electricity can only access approximately 138 kWh per month, 4.6 kWh per day, when a Basic 
Customer Charge of $16.05 per month is implemented. Whereas, with a Minimum Monthly Charge of 
$15.18, a low-income customer can access nearly 297 kWh per month, 9.9 kWh per day?

8.9.v. Please, therefore, explain why a “Minimum Monthly Charge” does not accomplish the same goal
that FBC has of having each customer pay a minimum amount each month towards the upkeep of the 
Company’s grid (irregardless of whether or not the customer uses any electricity from the grid), while 
allowing low-income customers to access more than double the electricity each month than if a Basic 
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Customer Charge was in place?

8.9.vi. Further, given the huge range of median community income found by the 2016 Canada 
Census, ranging from $71,127 in Central Okanagan to $37,888 in the Village of Slocan, and the 
considerable range in seniors’ after-tax poverty levels, ranging from 2.3% in Peachland to 6.7% in 
Princeton, why is FBC so opposed to having a dialogue with seniors about finding creative ways to 
address their ability to pay ever increasing, above inflation, power bills? 

9. Household Size and Income as a Factor in Energy Consumption

In 2011 Statistics Canada published a study entitled Households and the Environment: Energy Use:

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/en/pub/11-526-s/11-526-s2013002-eng.pdf?st=UY2rFOCi

This publication found that:

i. 28% of BC households used electric baseboard heaters as the main heat source in 2011 – Table 1
ii. 39% of BC Households used electricity as the main heating fuel in 2011 – Table 2
iii. BC residential dwellings 56 to 95 square meters in size used 47% the amount of energy of a 
dwelling 231 square meters or more in 2011 – Table 4.2
iv a BC apartment dweller used 36% of the amount of energy used by a single detached dwelling in 
2011 – Table 4.3
v. BC renters used 55.5% the amount of energy used by home owners in 2011 – Table 4.4
vi. While the amount of energy used per square meter was similar, BC households earning less than 
$20,000 used 40.4% of the energy used by households earning $150,000 or more –  Table 4.6

9.1.i. Does FBC acknowledge that the 2011 Statistics Canada’s study found a significant statistical 
correlation between square meter size of dwelling, household income and the amount of household 
energy use?

9.1.ii. With reference to FBC’s response to BCSEA IR#1.15.3, has the Company done a literature 
search to see if there are other Canadian studies, by province, that attempt to find statistical 
correlations between dwelling size, household income and energy use?

10. Utility Residential Customer Costs Compared

Nelson Hydro, in the Final Argument for its 2018 Rate Design application, provides a table entitled 
“2018 Estimated Monthly Residential Electric Bill”:

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Arguments/2018/DOC_51675_2018-05-25_Nelson-Hydro-
FinalArgument.pdf

For every level of consumption up to and including 9,000 kWh per year, FBC has the highest electricity
rate of all the public utilities in the region. Thus while KSCA81 is not disputing that FBC has a different 
set of cost causation parameters as compared to either BC Hydro or Nelson Hydro, the fact remains 
that FBC electricity rates range anywhere from 10.9% to 20.8% higher than Nelson Hydro rates and 
anywhere from 21% to 10.9% compared to BC Hydro.

10.1. With reference to Letters of Comment Hutter E-5, Roberts E-10, Symmes E-16, O’Keefe E-18, 
Kubara E-19, Dallyn E-20 and especially Louise E 11-1, does FBC acknowledge that seniors living in 
the service region, especially if they are living on primarily government pensions and programs, are 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Arguments/2018/DOC_51675_2018-05-25_Nelson-Hydro-FinalArgument.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Arguments/2018/DOC_51675_2018-05-25_Nelson-Hydro-FinalArgument.pdf
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/en/pub/11-526-s/11-526-s2013002-eng.pdf?st=UY2rFOCi
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experiencing difficulty paying their annual power bills?

10.2. With reference to E-20, the Letter of Comment from the Kaslo Food Hub (operating under the 
North Kootenay Lake Community Services Society), does FBC acknowledge that some of those 
employed persons who work for minimum wage, those who are unemployed and receiving 
Employment Insurance or provincial Social Assistance, or a provincial Disability Pension, or Canada 
Pension Plan (CPP) Disability pension, etc are having to choose between eating and heating their 
dwellings?

10.3. In the absence of any oral discussion with FBC outside of this hearing, previously requested via 
the BC Utilities Commission, and in the absence of any oral hearing process with this application 
and/or any oral settlement process, how does FBC suggest any kind of dialogue take place with 
seniors and low income customers over cost of electrical service to residential ratepayers?

10.4 Does FBC acknowledge that, unlike all other customer classes, Residential customers cannot 
pass on increased electrical consumption costs to their “customers” as they are the customer for all of 
the service.

All of which is respectfully submitted,
Andy Shadrack
for KSCA81 
    





 


 


 


 


 
 
August 23, 2013 
 
 
Village of Kaslo 
Box 576 
Kaslo BC  V0G 1M0 
Via e-mail:  village @netidea.com 
 
Attention:  Greg Lay, Mayor 
 
Dear Mayor Lay: 
 
Thank-you for your letter of July 30, 2013 expressing concerns over FortisBC’s staffing plan to 
perform power disconnects in support of the Volunteer Fire Department.  I wish to confirm 
that FortisBC will continue to staff a Powerline Technician in Kaslo consistent with the service 
previously seen.  The previous incumbent’s position has been filled; however, due to some 
unforeseen circumstances we have been unable to provide full time support to Kaslo locally.  
A key focus for our Operations structure is to ensure adequate emergency response time and 
we will continue to work to maintain this for Kaslo upon conclusion of our current labour 
disruption. 
 
We will also explore the suggestion of having a local contractor perform a power disconnect 
in emergency situations if our employee is not available at the time. 
 
Thank-you again for bringing this to my attention.  If this response does not address Kaslo’s 
concerns, please feel free to give me a call at 250-469-8086. 
 
Yours truly, 
 


 
 
Doyle Sam 
Executive Vice President 
  Network Services, Engineering & Operations 
 
cc  John Walker  
 
 


Doyle Sam 
EVP, Network Services, 
Engineering & Generation 
FortisBC Inc. 


Suite 100, 1975 Springfield Rd 


Kelowna BC V1Y 7V7  


Canada 


Telephone:  (250) 469-8086 


Facsimile:   1-866-614-1339 


Doyle.Sam@fortisbc.com 












Exhibit 17
FortisBC 2017 Cost of Service Analysis & Rate Design


Residential Off-Season Load Versus System Off-Season Load
March-June & September to November


Hour of Day Residential Load As A % Of Peak System Load As A % Of Peak Gap


8.00 AM 83.1% 94.1% +11


9.00 AM 80.3% 97.2% +16.9


10.00 AM 79.2% 97.7% +18.5


11.00 AM 76.3% 97% +20.7


Noon 74.4% 96.3% +21.9


1.00 PM 73.7% 95.7% +22


2.00 PM 73.2% 94.8% +21.6


3.00 PM 73.2% 93.9% +20.7


4.00 PM 86.7% 93.8% +7.1


5.00 PM 91.1% 96.7% +5.6


6.00 PM 95.5% 100% +4.5


7.00 PM 97.1% 99.5% +2.4


8.00 PM 100% 98.5% -1.5


9.00 PM 96.7% 96.3% -.4%


10.00 PM 88.3% 91.6% +3.3








Exhibit 15
FortisBC 2017 Cost of Service Analysis & Rate Design


Residential Winter Load Versus System Winter Load


Hour of Day Residential Load As A % Of Peak System Load As A % Of Peak Gap


8.00 AM 84.4% 93.5% +9.1


9.00 AM 83.1% 95% +11.9


10.00 AM 82.5% 94.5% +12


11.00 AM 81.1% 93% +11.9


Noon 78.7% 91.4% +12.7


1.00 PM 77.2% 89.9% +12.7


5.00 PM 92.6% 95.1% +2.5


6.00 PM 100% 100% Same


7.00 PM 99.8% 98.4% -1.4


8.00 PM 99% 95.7% -3.3


9.00 PM 91.9% 91.9% Same
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Puget Sound Energy
Electric Cost of Service


Test Year Twelve Months ended September 2016
BC detail


Docket No. UE-170033
ECOS Model


Page 1 of 1
Compliance Filing


Line 
No. Description Total Company


Residential Sch 
7


Sec Volt Sch 
24 (kW< 50)


Sec Volt Sch 25 
(kW > 50 & < 350)


Sec Volt Sch 
26 (kW > 350)


Pri Volt Sch 31 
(General Service)


Pri Volt Sch 
35 (Irrigation) Pri Svc 43 Campus 40


High Volt 
46/49


Choice/Retail 
Wheeling PV


Choice/Retail 
Wheeling HV


Lighting 50-
59


Firm Resale 
Small


(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) (l) (m) (n) (o) (p)
PLANT INVESTMENT: (Basic Customer Related)


1 Meters (A/C 370) 136,044,280$  88,452,024$    25,069,994$   6,816,311$           777,623$       9,590,071$          22,484$        3,344,153$  766,009$     418,776$  24,004$        564,090$      -$             198,741$   
2 UG Service (A/C 369) 141,200,591$  141,200,591$  -$               -$                     -$               -$                    -$              -$            -$            -$          -$             -$             -$             -$           
3 OH Service (A/C 369) 39,681,227$    34,421,865$    5,076,817$     179,789$              2,757$           -$                    -$              -$            -$            -$          -$             -$             -$             -$           
4 Transformers (A/C 368) 457,328,636$  -$                 -$               -$                     -$               -$                    -$              -$            -$            -$          -$             -$             -$             -$           
5 Subtotal Transformer, Meter & Service 774,254,734$  264,074,479$  30,146,810$   6,996,099$           780,380$       9,590,071$          22,484$        3,344,153$  766,009$     418,776$  24,004$        564,090$      -$             198,741$   


6 General Plant 71,365,821$    58,800,904$    7,196,056$     725,702$              145,878$       490,323$             1,088$          164,354$     94,884$       53,552$    11,561$        226,024$      3,445,966$   9,529$       
7 Prod, Trans & Dist Plant 369,184,429$  264,074,479$  30,146,810$   6,996,099$           780,380$       9,590,071$          22,484$        3,344,153$  766,009$     418,776$  24,004$        564,090$      52,258,331$ 198,741$   
8 Related General Plant 67,919,855$    58,800,904$    7,196,056$     725,702$              145,878$       490,323$             1,088$          164,354$     94,884$       53,552$    11,561$        226,024$      -$             9,529$       


9 Related Distribution Accumulated Depreciation (157,917,447)$ (139,208,089)$ (11,551,920)$  (2,257,790)$          (244,516)$      (2,990,492)$         (7,011)$         (1,042,814)$ (238,866)$    (130,588)$ (7,485)$        (175,902)$     -$             (61,974)$    


10 General Accumulated Depreciation (28,867,960)$   (23,827,746)$   (2,918,334)$    (290,126)$             (58,982)$        (190,886)$            (422)$            (63,847)$      (38,091)$      (21,512)$   (4,714)$        (92,068)$       (1,357,535)$  (3,697)$      
11 Related General Accumulated Depreciation (27,510,424)$   (23,827,746)$   (2,918,334)$    (290,126)$             (58,982)$        (190,886)$            (422)$            (63,847)$      (38,091)$      (21,512)$   (4,714)$        (92,068)$       -$             (3,697)$      


12 Net Plant Investment 656,746,718$  159,839,548$  22,872,612$   5,173,886$           622,761$       6,899,015$          16,139$        2,401,846$  583,937$     320,228$  23,365$        522,145$      -$             142,600$   


EXPENSE: (Modified Basic Customer Related)
13 OE - Supervision & Eng (A/C 580) 375,703$         213,248$         60,441$          16,433$                1,875$           23,121$               54$               8,062$         1,847$         1,010$      58$              1,360$          47,715$        479$          
14 OE - Meters (A/C 586) (874,752)$        (568,739)$        (161,198)$       (43,828)$              (5,000)$          (61,663)$              (145)$            (21,503)$      (4,925)$        (2,693)$     (154)$           (3,627)$        -$             (1,278)$      
15 OE - Customer Installation (A/C 587) 4,619,596$      3,003,526$      851,291$        231,458$              26,405$         325,646$             763$             113,556$     26,011$       14,220$    815$             19,155$        -$             6,749$       
16 ME - Line Transformers (A/C 595) -$                 -$                 -$               -$                     -$               -$                    -$              -$            -$            -$          -$             -$             -$             -$           
17 ME - Meters (A/C 597) 501,020$         325,748$         92,327$          25,103$                2,864$           35,318$               83$               12,316$       2,821$         1,542$      88$              2,077$          -$             732$          
18 CAE - Supervision (A/C 901) 10,693,623$    9,325,329$      1,166,607$     81,311$                23,844$         9,550$                 9$                 1,841$         13,219$       7,682$      2,360$          45,179$        16,636$        57$            
19 CAE - Meter Reading (A/C 902) 23,748,366$    20,868,672$    2,676,342$     167,039$              17,155$         10,330$               21$               3,423$         3,402$         772$         42$              981$             -$             188$          
20 CAE - Records & Collections (A/C 903) 13,977,291$    12,028,660$    1,439,912$     119,886$              67,151$         23,432$               9$                 3,076$         43,401$       26,434$    8,318$          159,051$      57,948$        14$            
21 Subtotal O&M and Cust Acctg Expense 53,040,846$    45,196,445$    6,125,722$     597,402$              134,293$       365,733$             795$             120,770$     85,775$       48,967$    11,527$        224,176$      122,299$      6,940$       


22 Total Admin & General (not including AC 928 Reg Comm Exp) 19,742,281$    15,946,575$    2,097,042$     224,203$              45,111$         163,645$             365$             55,044$       30,020$       16,975$    3,570$          69,960$        1,086,572$   3,199$       
23 Total Prod, Tran, Dist & Customer Expense 62,072,889$    49,545,966$    6,816,475$     747,997$              151,376$       561,918$             1,254$          189,170$     101,629$     57,541$    12,019$        235,695$      3,640,846$   11,003$     
24 Related Admin & General 16,940,432$    14,546,664$    1,884,536$     179,064$              40,020$         106,511$             231$             35,141$       25,337$       14,446$    3,424$          66,541$        36,499$        2,018$       


25 Distribution Depreciation Expense 12,199,957$    8,726,525$      996,222$        231,191$              25,788$         316,911$             743$             110,510$     25,313$       13,839$    793$             18,641$        1,726,913$   6,568$       
26 Related Distribution Depreciation Expense 10,473,044$    8,726,525$      996,222$        231,191$              25,788$         316,911$             743$             110,510$     25,313$       13,839$    793$             18,641$        -$             6,568$       


27 Total Depreciation Expense 16,450,095$    12,228,369$    1,424,778$     274,410$              34,476$         346,111$             808$             120,298$     30,964$       17,028$    1,482$          32,101$        1,932,135$   7,135$       
28 General Distribution Expense 4,250,138$      3,501,844$      428,556$        43,219$                8,688$           29,201$               65$               9,788$         5,651$         3,189$      688$             13,461$        205,222$      568$          
29 Depreciation Net of General Expense 12,199,957$    8,726,525$      996,222$        231,191$              25,788$         316,911$             743$             110,510$     25,313$       13,839$    793$             18,641$        1,726,913$   6,568$       
30 Related General Depr Expense 4,044,916$      3,501,844$      428,556$        43,219$                8,688$           29,201$               65$               9,788$         5,651$         3,189$      688$             13,461$        -$             568$          


31 Total Plant in Service 468,436,147$  345,851,591$  40,154,695$   8,005,367$           983,260$       10,271,986$        23,997$        3,572,728$  897,969$     493,253$  40,082$        878,432$      57,050,793$ 211,994$   
32 Property Tax (A/C 236) -$                 -$                 -$               -$                     -$               -$                    -$              -$            -$            -$          -$             -$             -$             -$           
33 Related Property Tax -$                 -$                 -$               -$                     -$               -$                    -$              -$            -$            -$          -$             -$             -$             -$           


34 Total Related Expense 84,499,238$    71,971,477$    9,435,036$     1,050,876$           208,789$       818,356$             1,834$          276,209$     142,077$     80,441$    16,433$        322,819$      158,798$      16,094$     


35 Customers (Annual) 13,380,480      11,767,920      1,415,016       91,392                  9,336             5,700                   12                 1,896           1,896           300           24                168              86,724          96              
36 Cost of Capital (Net of Tax) 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97% 6.97%
37 Conversion Factor 0.752385         0.752385         0.752385        0.752385              0.752385       0.752385             0.752385      0.752385     0.752385     0.752385  0.752385      0.752385      0.752385      0.752385   
38 1 - FIT Rate 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79% 79%


40a Total Customer Plant Investment Related Revenue Requirement 60,858,520$    14,811,796$    2,119,528$     479,447$              57,709$         639,309$             1,496$          222,571$     54,111$       29,674$    2,165$          48,385$        -$             13,214$     
39 $ / Month per Customer for Plant Investment 4.55$               1.26$               1.50$              5.25$                   6.18$             112.16$               124.63$        117.39$       28.54$         98.91$      90.22$          288.01$        -$             137.65$     
41a Total Customer Expense Related Revenue Requirement 88,723,723$    75,569,645$    9,906,734$     1,103,414$           219,228$       859,269$             1,925$          290,018$     149,180$     84,463$    17,254$        338,958$      166,737$      16,898$     
40 $ / Month per Customer for Expense 6.63$               6.42$               7.00$              12.07$                  23.48$           150.75$               160.43$        152.96$       78.68$         281.54$    718.93$        2,017.61$     1.92$            176.02$     
42a Total Customer Related Revenue Requirement 149,582,243$  90,381,441$    12,026,263$   1,582,861$           276,937$       1,498,578$          3,421$          512,589$     203,291$     114,137$  19,419$        387,343$      166,737$      30,112$     
41 TOTAL MONTHLY CUSTOMER CHARGE 11.18$             7.68$               8.50$              17.32$                  29.66$           262.91$               285.06$        270.35$       107.22$       380.46$    809.14$        2,305.61$     1.92$            313.67$     





		BC detail






[><M~b~t IJ . 
fcJr-6,s (JC~ UJ/1 (t>S t- () f >£f'v1C~ ltna fy 51S 


&d R-0--&- .04-~, 9" 


TECHNICAL APPENDIX 8 


MINIMUM SYSTEM ANALYSIS 
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P.O. Box 1989 • 12011 Bel-Red Rd., Suite 201 
Bellevue. Washington 98009 


(206) 451-8015 • FAX (206) 451-8096 


~IEiVIORANDUM 


George Isherwood 


Clint Kalich 
Boris Prokop 


June 24, 1992 


Final Minimum System Analysis 


File#: 


A final minimum system analysis has been completed for West Kootenay's electrical 
distribution system. All costs and prices used in this analysis are in Canadian dollars. A 
description of the procedures followed to obtain the customer and demand figures for 
conductor, transformers, and poles are included in the next few paragraphs. Changes 
between our 1992 and 1981 studies are explained primarily by the addition of labor, 
travel time, and equipment costs, but other smaller changes also exist and are explained 
in their appropriate sections. Three hours travel time per employee per day is assumed 
for each job. 


Minimum system analysis is a method used to classify distribution into the functional 
categories of customer and demand. It requires an inventory of current system in place 
and the costs of the various components in the system. With the system broken down 
into the classifications of customer and demand, costs can be appropriately distributed. 


Conductor Analysis 


Conductor in a utility's service territory serves the needs of many different customers. 
Some single-phase customers require only one voltage while others require two. Larger 
customers often demand three-phase service in multiple sizes and voltages, placing 
additional demand on West Kootenay's system. To ensure a fair distribution of costs 
between customer and demand, minimum system analysis is used to work through the 
many different configurations. 


West Kootenay's inventory cost sheets were deemed inadequate for replacement 
estimation. West Kootenay's conductor supplier, Noramco Wire and Cable Company, 
Limited, was contacted and a price sheet obtained. Numbers for determining the quantity 
of conductor were provided by West Kootenay from a BCUC district survey. A 
breakdown, by conductor type, of the BCUC district survey was made possible using a 
survey taken by West Kootenay. The final breakdown is shown in Table lA-2. Labor 
costs were included in the conductor analysis. Labor hours were taken from the 
SEABEE Planners and Estimator Handbook, while labor rates were obtained from work 
orders provided by West Kootenay. 


All three-phase replacement lines were assumed to require 4 srrands of conductor, while 
single-phase were assumed to require three strands. A multiplier, based upon the 


Olympia. WA Bellevue. WA Vancouver. BC Portland.OR Washington. DC 







percentages of three-phase to single-phase, was generated to multiply by actual p~1, 
kilometers. This allowed better representation of the actual conductor kilometers in W 
Kootenay's system. 


A review of underground to overhead line was performed. It was concluded that 
underground was responsible for too small a portion of system costs (less than 5%) to be 
represented in the conductor analysis. 


A minimum size of two lines of 4 ACSR was assumed to determine minimum system 
costs. The results of the minimum system analysis are shown below. Also included are 
the figures from the 1981 minimum system analysis. 


Customer 


Demand 


1992 Study 


48% 


52% 


1981 Study 


37% 


63% 


The rise in the customer portion of conductor costs was attributed to the following: 1) the 
addition of labor and equipment costs; and 2) a switch to an all aluminum system with 
4ACSR determined the minimum conductor size. The addition of labor and equipment 
nearly quadrupled minimum system conductor costs. The large portion of costs 
distributed to labor and equipment allowed a smaller portion to be attributed to demand. 
The assumption of replacement with an all aluminium system disallowed the more costly 
copper conductor into the analysis. A reduction in the minimum conductor size was also 
applied, where West Kootenay would use 4ACSR instead of 2ACSR as its minimum 
system material. These changes in the physical components of the system also drove the 
customer portion up. 


Transformer Analysis 


Transformers are another utility cost that is inflated by large demand customers. Again, 
minimum system analysis is used to determine what percentage of transformer costs are 
caused by the customer and what percentage is due to demand. 


Transformer sizes less than 500 kV A were assumed to be included in West Kootenay's 
distribution system. Transformers smaller than 10 kVA were assumed to be replaced by 
10 kVA transformers, as smaller transformers are no longer installed in West Kootenay 
territory. A 10 kV A transformer was the minimum size used for this analysis. 


EES obtained district-provided figures from a 1992 survey to determine transformer 
quantities within West Kootenay's system. Table 2A-1 is a listing of transformer 
distribution in West Kootenay's system. Initially, EES attempted to use West Kootenay's 
inventory records for transformer costs. It was decided that a distributor's costs would be 
more representative for replacements. Replacement prices were taken from a Federal 
Pioneer Limited price sheet for 7200-240/120 volt transformers. 1992 results can be seen 
in Table 2A. The customer and demand components from this study, as well as the 1981 
study, are shown below. 







Customer 


Demand 


1992 Study 


73% 


27% 


1981 Study 


40% 


60% 


Table 2A gives a break down of EES's minimum system analysis for transformers. There 
was a discrepancy between EES's 1981 and 1992 minimum system studies on 
transformers. In the 1981 study, the customer portion of transformers represented 40 
percent and demand was responsible for 60 percent. The 1992 study saw the customer 
portion rise to approximately 73 percent and the demand portion fall to 27 percent. This 
change was driven by the addition of labor and equipment. Labor and equipment costs 
were split between transformers smaller and larger than 150 kVA, as West Kootenay's 
work orders allowed additional time to install the larger material sizes. Additionally, in 
1981, an average 7.5-10 kVA transformer was assumed at a significantly lower cost 
relative to other transformers. Since transformers smaller than 10 KV A are no longer 
being installed in West Kootenay's service territory, and are no longer available, the 
minimum size also rose. These two factors accounted for the change in the customer and 
demand percentages. 


Power Pole Analysis 


Distributing the costs of power poles between customer and demand is important, as 
much of the system's size is due to demand loads. Without high demand loads, a large 
portion of power pole costs would not be required. Power pole analysis allows for the 
proper split between customer costs and demand costs. 


West Kootenay currently had 48,947 power poles in its service territory by the end of 
1990 (See Table 3A-2 for poles in place). Forty and fony-five foot quantities were taken 
from West Kootenay's "West Kootenay Power - B.C. Telephone Shared Pole Agreement, 
Schedule E'' cost information sheet. Thirty-five foot pole quantities before 1981 were 
taken from EES's 1981 minimum system study for West Kootenay; the numbers from 
1981 to 1990 were available from West Kootenay records. . 


Material costs were derived from Schedule D of the above mentioned document. The 
anchor plate and rod costs, along with the material overhead charges, were used in 
conjunction with West Kootenay's inventory costs for power poles. For the minimum 
system cost, a pole size of thirty-five feet was assumed. Replacement costs by pole size 
can be seen in Table 3A-l. Table 3A shows the customer and demand split for power 
poles. The results were as follows: 


Customer 


Demand 


1992 Study 


76% 


24% 


1981 Study 


65% 


35% 


The addition of labor and equipment was the primary driver of the increased customer 
portion. This study took into account the fact that three-phase systems require an 







additional insulator and pin and are normally installed on poles larger than 35 feet.~1, . 
the minimum system pole requires only two insulators and does not need a cross 
labor costs were reduced to compensate. 







Table 1A 


MINIMUM SYSTEM ANALYSIS - CONDUCTOR 


Conductor Type Cost/Km. Line in KMTotal Cost 


927 AL $3,137 72 $225,096 
477 AL $2,887 836 $2,414,174 
336 AL $2,387 20 $48,243 
2/0 ACSR $2,037 2,323 $4,731,143 
2ACSR $1,687 5,124 $8,642,632 
4ACSR $1,417 447 $633,685 
90MCM CU $2,037 630 $1,283,471 
2CU $1,927 713 $1,373,851 
3 cu $1,927 421 $811,425 
4CU $1,687 661 $1,114,778 
6 cu $1,417 1,782 $2,524,394 
8 cu $1,417 657 $930.880 


$13,686 $24,733,772 


Minimum System Cost $11,952,443 48.32% Customer-related 
Actual System Cost $24,733,772 51.68% Demand-related 


Assumptions: 


All conductor costs were taken from Noramco Wire and Cable Comapny, Limited; 
West Kootenay's transformer supplier. Actual quotes were given by Joe Edward~ 
and are not binding. 


All three-phase lines were assumed to require 4 strands of conductor while all 
single-phase lines were assumed to require three. 


The minimum system used for this analysis was two lines of 4 ACSR. 
See "Operating Area and Utility Plant Detail As At December 31, 1990" for 


original distribution figures used in this analysis. 
Underground conductor was left out of this analysis since it represents less 


than 5% of West Kootenay's system. 







Conductor Costs per Kilometer 


Requirements: 
1 Line Truck 
1 Wire Truck . 


Total Truck Costs 


10 Man Crew 
1 Journeyman Lineman 
1 Journeyman Lineman 
1 Journeyman Lineman 
1 Journeyman Lineman 
1 Groundman 
1 Groundman 
1 Groundman 
1 Groundman 
1 Groundman 
1 Groundman 


Total Labor Costs 


Total Labor & Truck 


Cost/Hr. Hours/Km. Total/Km. 
$25.00 2.3 $57.50 
$25.00 2.3 $57 .50 


$115.00 


Cost/Hr. Hours/Km.* Total/Km. 
$33.06 3.8 $125.63 
$33.06 3.8 $125.63 
$33.06 3.8 $125.63 
$33.06 3.8 $125.63 
$24.01 3.8 $91.24 
$24.01 3.8 $91.24 
$24.01 3.8 $91.24 
$24.01 3.8 $91.24 
$24.01 3.8 $91.24 
$24.01 3.8 $91.24 


$1,049.94 


$1,164.94 


* Includes 2.3 hours per kilometer for installation plus 1.5 hours of travel time 


,1, 
I I I 


"" 







Mini;i,um System & 4ACSR Costs/Km. 


Material 
0/H 
Truck&Labor 


Total/Km. 


2 ACSR (4CU)/Km. 927 AUKm. 


Material $550.00 Material 
0/H $5.00 0/H 
Truck&Labor $1 .164.94 Truck&Labor 


Total/Km. $1,719.94 Total/Km. 


1/0 ACSR (2,3 CU)/Km. 477 AL 


Material $790.00 Material 
0/H $5.00 0/H 
Truck&Labor $1 1164.94 Truck&Labor 


Total/Km. $1,959.94 Total/Km. 


2/0 ACSR (90MCM C U)/Km. 336 AL 


Material $900.00 Material 
0/H $5.00 0/H 
Truck&Labor $1,164.94 Truck&Labor 


Total/Km. $2,069.94 Total/Km. 


$280.00 
$5.00 


$1,164.94 


$1,449.94 


$2,000.00 
$5.00 


$1,164.94 


$3,169.94 


$1,750.00 
$5.00 


$1,164.94 


$2,919.94 


$1,250.00 
$5.00 · 


$1,164.94 


$2,419.94 


El~ 







Tabla 1A-1 


West Koolenay Power 
Conductor Values By D1s1rlc1 By Conduc1or Size 


TOTAL 
_ Q~1!!E!_ ~~ 427 AL 336 ACSfi 2/0ACSA __ 2AC~!L_ __ 4_ACSfi __ OOMCMfy__ __2QU __ --~QU __ __ if!!___ __ 6.Q!!_ --~..Q!!____ OVERHEAD_ --
Castlagar $0 $374,681,469 $0 $92,525,394 $437,862, 138 $0 $132,179,134 $62,520,287 $0 $32,839,660 $45,971,807 $91,943,614 $895,842,036 
Craw1ord Bay $0 $0 $0 $643,338,594 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $18,804,268 $63,177,232 $0 $725,320,094 
Creslon $0 $213,157,244 $0 $601,576,375 $871,853.106 $419,455,655 $210,551.731 $0 $0 $74,730.266 $41,845,566 $167,382,262 $2,386,394,962 
Kaslo $0 $0 $0 $256,879.198 $148,916.039 $0 $0 $0 $0 $63,821,159 $0 $0 $469,616,396 
Salmo $0 $128,933,877 $0 $363,879.609 $602.701,417 $0 $545,819,413 $0 $0 $0 $0 $63,278,532 $1,575,678,971 
S. Slocan $0 $0 $0 $586,697,668 $485,879,818 $0 $0 $555,012,058 $0 $161,959,939 $0 $0 $1,789,549,483 
l"ra1I $0 $43,656,257 $0 $30,801,877 $63,772,243 $21,425.74 I $77,004,693 $218,537,768 $29,138,369 $76,526,691 $321,386,116 $321,386,116 $1,159,979,614 
Gruenwood $0 $0 $0 $291,734,683 $1,449,618.796 $50,732,556 $0 $275,979.053 $0 $120,801,566 $202,930,223 $50,732,556 $2,442,529,432 
Grano Forks $0 $83,719,623 $0 $98,447,955 $652,245,637 $41,088.153 $0 $0 $502,907,965 $0 $301,313,120 $0 $ I ,596,002,830 
K<llowna $225,095,620 $1,027,507,463 $0 $724,962,713 $1,921,233,482 $0 $0 $0 $91,441,315 $0 $336.188,675 $0 $3,073,826.185 
Koro1111,os $0 $124,677,892 $0 $498,480,072 $849,926,601 $101,982,946 $146,611.786 $138,693.766 $138,693.766 $364,254,258 $163,172.713 $40,793.178 $2.442,609,086 
Ol!vor $0 $184,445,290 $0 $130,136,240 $323,321,070 $0 $130.136,240 $123,108,010 $49,243,204 $64,664,214 $905,225,801 $181,045.160 $1,906.879,940 
Pl1,~!~!2[1 iQ _gµ,39~~32 -"~~~ii l.-1111.~ji~ _1B~~Ql,8~~ ~~-_______jQ _J11,rn~,m _____ \(! ---~111 --11~Jrn,m _il43,~8~J!2~ _l!M\2,~ _I !al!?,O~Q.?9/ 


Total S225 095 620 S2 414 174 446 $48 242 633 $4 731 143 307 S8 642 632 194 S633 685 051 SI 283 471 290 $ I 373 850 942 $811 424 619 $1 114 777 834 S2 524 394 279 $930 879 722 S22 046 259 238 
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Table lA-2 


West Koolenay Power 
Conductor K~ometers By District By Conductor Size 


336 210 2 4 SOMCM TOTAL 3 Single 3-Phase Single 3-Phase Single Total TOTAL TOTAL 
_ _Q~r!':!_ ~~?~ 42~__h__ ~Q§!L AC§fL ~§!L ACSf!_ ~y_ -~~11- 3CU _jQ~ 6CU 8CU QY!!!-!Q .!'~~- _!'_!Jase ~ PJiase.'!! Muh~ ~!:!!!~! ~!:!!!e!~! QYB_!~Q Q'!fil!Q 


Castlagar 0.0 129.8 0.0 45.4 259.6 0.0 64.9 32.4 0.0 19.5 32.4 64.9 188.5 83.5 105.0 44.28% 55.72% 1.8 1.7 3.4 649.0 519.2 
Crawford Bay 0.0 0.0 0.0 315.9 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0 11.1 44.6 0.0 107.0 50.6 56.4 47.29% 52.71% 1.9 1.6 3.5 371 6 371 6 
Creston 0.0 73.8 0.0 295.4 516.9 295.4 103.4 0.0 0.0 44.3 29.5 118.1 433.7 175.8 257.9 40.54% 59.46% 1.6 1.8 34 1.476 8 1,402.9 
Kaslo 0.0 00 0.0 126.1 88.3 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 37.8 00 0.0 72.4 35.1 37.2 48.54% 51.46% 1.9 1.5 35 2522 252 2 
Salmo 0.0 44.7 0.0 178.7 357.3 0.0 268.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 44.7 252.7 135.2 117.5 53.50% 46.50% 2.1 1.4 3.5 893.3 848 6 
S. Slocan 0.0 0.0 00 288.1 288.1 0.0 00 288.1 00 96.0 0.0 0.0 300.1 599 240.2 19.95% 80.05% 0.8 2.4 3.2 960.2 960 2 
Trail 0.0 15.1 0.0 15.1 37.8 15.1 37.8 113 4 15.1 45.4 226 0 226.8 220.4 95.0 125.4 43.11% 56.89% 1.7 1.7 3.4 756.1 733 5 
Grnanwood 0.0 0.0 0.0 143.2 859 4 35 0 0.0 143 2 00 71.6 143 2 35.8 415.1 186 9 228.2 45.02% 54.98% 1.8 1.6 3.5 1,432.3 1,432.3 
Grand Forks 00 29.0 0.0 48.3 386.7 29.0 0.0 00 261.0 0.0 212.7 0.0 270 6 154 9 115.7 57.23% 42.n% 2.3 1.3 3.6 966.7 937 7 
Killowna 71.8 355.9 0.0 355.9 1,139 0 00 0.0 0.0 47.5 00 237.3 00 717 6 220.1 497.5 30.67% 69.33% 1.2 2.1 3.3 2,372.9 1,779.7 
Kil1ilffill0S 0.0 43.2 0.0 244.7 503.9 720 720 72.0 720 215.9 115.2 28.8 391.3 265.7 125.6 67.91% 32.09% 2.7 1 0 3.7 1,439.6 1,3%5 
Olivar 0.0 63.9 0.0 63.9 191.7 0.0 63 9 63.9 25.6 38.3 638 9 127.8 377.5 145.4 232.1 38.51% 61.49% 1.5 1.8 3.4 1.2779 1.214 0 
Panticton 0.0 80.8 20.2 .?Q?, ! 195.2 0.0 20.2 0.0 0.0 80.8 101.1 10.1 2960 122 6 173.5 41.40% 58.60% 1.7 ~1:.!l ~;!1 J&rn:~ ~~g~§ ··--·--- -· - -· --· ~.· == --------=. ·----· -;,.=. ---- .=..;;;....::::::.-= ~----- ~:...::..:....:. ----- ------ .,;;;,.;;_.,:~=-= ~:..:.==-= ---- ----------


Total 71.8 836.3 20.2 2 322.8 5 123.7 447.3 630.1 713.0 421.1 660.9 1 781 .8 657.0 4 042.9 17306 2 312.3 42.81% 57.19% 1.7 1.7 3.4 13 859.2 12 757.9 
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3 Phase 3 Phase 1 Phase 1 Phase Total Total % % 
Overhead Under/Build Overhead Under/Build Underground Overhead Underground Total Overhead Underground 


Castlegar 73.16 10.30 105.04 0.00 7.08 178.20 17.38 195.58 91.11% 8.89% 
Crawford Bay 17.80 32.80 48.40 8.00 1.65 66.20 42.45 108.65 60.93% 39.07% 
Creston 128.47 47.33 257.86 0.00 1.58 386.33 48.91 435.24 88.76% 11.24% 
Kaslo 14.20 20.93 37.24 0.00 0.20 51.44 21.13 72.57 70.86% 29.12% 
Salmo 77.80 57.40 115.89 1.60 0.22 193.69 59.22 252.91 76.56% 23.42% 
S. Slocan 34.00 25.87 222.46 17.77 3.30 256.46 46.94 303.40 64.53% 15.47% 
Trail 75.37 19.63 114.51 10.B7 5.B6 189.88 36.36 226.24 63.93% 16.07% 
Greenwood 154.11 32.BO 209.73 18.50 2.22 363.84 53.52 417.36 67.18% 12.82% 
Grand Forks 130.97 23.90 103.74 12.00 0.40 234.71 36.3 271.01 66.61% 13.39% 
Kelowna 201.70 18.40 475.90 21.60 134.00 677.60 174 B51.60 79.57% 20.43% 
Keremeos 183.64 82.10 120.06 5.50 1.BO 303.70 69.4 393.10 77.26% 22.74% 
Oliver 113.26 32.10 212.63 19.51 9.51 325.69 61.12 3B7.01 64.21% 15.79% 
Penticton !:!6.2!:! ~§g!:! 1Q3.§fi Ht?!:! ?AI i~~M!Q ~~,Q;! ~Q~A~ 7~,Q7% gg,~;!O(! 


Total 1290.76 439.84 2177.14 135.13 175.29 3467.90 750.26 4218.16 82.21% 17.79% 
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Table 2A 


MINIMUM SYSTEM ANALYSIS - TRANSFORMERS 
Maximum transformer size = SOOKV A 


# Replace 
Size Installed Cost 


10 'r0/A 3,837 (Incl. <1 O'r0/ A) $1,387 
15 'r0/A 5,359 $1,587 
25 'r0/A . 7,175 $1,687 
37 'r0/A 989 $1,987 
50 'r0/A 4,359 $2,287 
75 'r0/A 1,583 $2,687 


100 'r0/A 330 (Incl. 112KV A) $3,187 
167 'r0/A 208 (Incl. 150KVA) $3,824 
250 'r0/A 73 (Incl. 200 & 225KV A) $4,824 
333 'r0/A 105 (Incl. 300KVA) $5,424 
500 'r0/A 83 $6,824 


Total 24,101 


El~ 
$5,323,492 
$8,506,930 


$12,107,167 
$1,965,548 
$9,970,820 
$4,254,170 
$1,051,845 


$795,325 
$352,129 
$569,486 
$566.365 


$45,463,279 


Minimum System Cost $33,437,968 
Actual System Cost $45,463,279 


73.55°/o Customer-related 
26.45% Demand-related 


Assumptions: 


Transformer costs were taken from Federal Pioneer Limited and are in no way 
binding. N. Brian Everett is responsible for the quotes. 
W. Kootenay has many different sized transformers. Federal explained that industry 


uses the above listed transformers as the normal in W. Kootenay's system size. 
Any transformers that weren't available were replaced by the next larger size. 


A 1 o KVA transformer is assumed to be the minimum size used for this analysis. 







Labor Rate $33.06 per Hr. 


Labor Costs per Transformer <=150 KVA 


Travel 
On-Site 


Total 


1.50 Hrs. 
3.50 Hrs. 


$49.59 
$115.71 


$165.30 


Labor Costs per Transformer > 150 KV A 


Travel 
On-Site 


Total 


Truck Costs 


Line Truck Cost/Hr. 


1.50 Hrs. 
8.00 Hrs. 


$49.59 
$264.48 


$314.07 


$25.00 


Truck Costs per Transformer <=150 KVA 


3.00 Hrs. $75.00 


Truck Costs per Transformer > 150KV A 


4.50 $112.50 


El9 







Material Costs (other than transformer) 


Cut out $132.11 El! Mounting Bracket $60.00 
Materials 0/H $5.00 


Total $197.11 


Total Cost by Transformer Size 


10 KVA 


Transformer $950.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $1,387.41 


15KVA 


Transformer $1,150.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $1,587.41 


25KVA 


Transformer $1,250.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $1,687.41 







37KVA 


Transformer $1,550.00 El, Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $1,987.41 


50 KVA 


Transformer $1,850.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $2,287.41 


75KVA 


Transformer $2,250.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $2,687.41 


100KVA 


Transformer $2,750.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $165.30 
Truck $75.00 


Total $3,187.41 







167KVA 


Transformer $3,200.00 El~ Materials $197.11 
Labor $314.07 


Truck $112.50 


Total $3,823.68 


250KVA 


Transformer $4,200.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor . $314.07 


Truck $112.50 


Total $4,823.68 


333 KVA 


Transformer $4,800.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $314.07 
Truck $112.50 


Total $5,423.68 


500KVA 


Transformer $6,200.00 
Materials $197.11 
Labor $314.07 
Truck $112.50 


Total $6,823.68 







Table 2A-1 


West Kootenay Power 
Transformer Distribution By District By Size 


_SIZE_ TRAIL CASTLE CREST. CRA'!'J:__ ~R~Ef\J. QRANQ-=- K_A~!:Q_ KELO~K~REM. Q!:~V~R_ 0 ENTIC. SALMO_ S.SLO. _TOTAL_ 


10 KVA 198 172 339 65 161 407 23 606 452 552 288 177 397 3,837 
15 KVA 257 294 607 143 405 512 130 930 344 515 313 413 496 5,359 
25 KVA 511 523 895 74 426 347 148 1,466 460 744 527 397 657 7,175 
37 KVA 135 43 26 9 9 12 3 578 14 38 72 44 6 989 
50 KVA 401 269 399 49 177 136 88 1,380 224 630 348 223 35 4,359 
75 KVA 116 68 45 21 21 24 6 978 23 159 94 21 7 1,583 


100 KVA 40 24 16 7 10 7 11 121 18 50 15 7 4 330 
167 KVA 13 5 12 0 7 6 0 134 0 19 6 6 0 208 
250 KVA 10 2 3 0 0 0 0 30 3 13 12 0 0 73 
333 KVA 1 8 1 0 0 1 0 80 5 8 1 0 0 105 
500 KVA 3 8 2 3 0 0 3 49 2 8 2 3 0 83 


Total 1 685 1.416 2,345 371 1 216 1,452 412 6 352 1,545 2 736 1,678 1,291 1,602 24 101 
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Table 3A 


MINIMUM SYSTEM ANALYSIS - POWER POLES 


# 
Size Installed 


35' Single 6,353 
40' Single 14,516 
40' Three 10,866 
45' Single 9,844 
45' Three 7,368 


Total System 48,947 


Minimum System Cost 


Actual System Cost 


Assumptions: 


Replace 
Cost Total 


$674 $4,280,454 
$747 $10,849,363 
$775 
$862 
$890 


$29,450,362 


$38,593,368 


$8,424,317 
$8,483,451 
$6,555.783 


$38,593,368 


76.31 % customer-related 


23.69% demand-related 


Pole costs include anchor plate and rod and material 0/H as given in 
"Schedule 0, "Calculation of Current Pole-in-Place Cost, 1991." 


Actual pole cost derived from W. Kootenay inventory sheet. 


El~ 







Labor Costs 


/~Journeyman Lineman 


Truck Costs 


$/Hr.Iman 
$33.06 


Line Truck 
# Hours 


3 


Replacement System 


Hrs. 


$/Hr. Total Cost 
$25.00 $75.00 


Minimum System (Without Crossarm) 


Hrs. 
Total Labor 8. 72 $288.28 Total Labor 8.42 $278.37 
(7.22 hrs + 1.5 travel) (6.92 hrs + 1.5 travel) 


35' Pole Replacement Cost (Single-Phase) 


Pole 
Crossarm 
Anchor Plate (Every 3rd pole) 
Anchor Rod (Every- 3rd pple) 
Insulators (3@ $27.88) 
Material 0/H 
Trucks 
Labor 


Total 


$180.39 
$32.97 


$4.60 
$6.20 


$83.64 
$5.00 


$75.00 
$288.28 


$676.08 


40' Pole Replacement Cost (Single-Phase) 


Pole 
Crossarm 


Anchor Plate (Every 3rd pole) 
Anchor Rod (Every 3rd pole) 
Insulators (3 @ $27.88) 
Material 0/H 
Trucks 
Labor 


Total 


$254.03 
$32.97 


$4.60 
$6.20 


$83.64 
$5.00 


$75.00 
$288.28 


$749.72 


40' Pole Replacement Cost (Three-Phase) 


Pole 
Crossarm 
Anchor Plate (Every 3rd pole) 
Anchor Rod (Every 3rd pole) 
Insulators (4@ $27.88) 


Material 0/H 
Trucks 
Labor 


Total 


$254.03 
$32.97 


$4.60 
$6.20 


$111.52 


$5.00 
$75.00 


$288.28 


$777.60 







45' Pole Replacement Cost (Single-Phase) 


Pole 
Crossarm 
Anchor Plate (Every 3rd pole) 
Anchor Rod (Every 3rd pole) 
Insulators (3@ $27.88) 
Material 0/H 
Trucks 
Labor 


Total 


$368.45 
$32.97 


$4.60 
$6.20 


$83.64 
$5.00 


$75.00 
$288.28 


$864.14 


45' Pole Replacement Cost (Three-Phase) 


Pole 
Crossarm 
Anchor Plate (Every 3rd pole) 
Anchor Rod (Every 3rd pole) 
Insulators (4@ $27.88) 
Material 0/H 
Trucks 
Labor 


Total 


$368.45 
$32.97 


$4.60 
$6.20 


$111.52 
$5.00 


$75.00 
$288.28 


$892.02 


Minimum System Cost - 35' pole, no crossarm 


Pole 
Crossarm 
Anchor Plate (Every 3rd pole) 
Anchor Rod (Every 3rd pole) 
Insulators (2@ $27.88) 
Material 0/H 
Trucks 
Labor 


Total 


$180.39 
$0.00 
$4.60 
$6.20 


$55.76 
$5.00 


$75.00 
$278.37 


$605.32 







Table 3A-1 


Power Pole Replacement Costs By Length 
West Kootenay Power E ' 


I--~~-.-------= 
O' Pole Replacement Costs ~s· Pole Replacement Costs 35' Pole Replacement Costs 


Pole 
Anchor Plate 
Anchor Rod 
Material 


· Total 


$180.39 
$13.61 
$18.48 


$5.00 


$217.48 


Pole 
nchor Plate 
nchor Rod 


'aterial 


otal 


$254.03 Pole $368.45 
$13.61 nchor Plate $13.61 
$18.48 nchor Rod $18.48 


$5.00 Material $5.00 


$291.12 $405.54 







Table 3A-2 


West Kootenay Power 
Power Pole Additions By Year By Size 


Year I 35' Pole 40' Pole I 45' Pole I Total 


I 
23) . 539 1 


209
1 


1956. 982 
1957/ 


I 


529 719 621: 1,869 
1958: 246 411 141 ! 798 
1959! 2661 507 246


1 


1,019 
1960 137j 531 641 732 
1961 226' 649 113 ! 988 
1962 211 I 430 127 768 
19631 1241 860 163 1,147 
1964i 96 1,033 157 1,286 
1965: 92 987 192, 1,271 
1966 1 176 841 · 223: 1,240 
1967/ 119 924! 334 1,377 


I I I 


1968, 130! 757' 110 997 
1969


1 148! 864 1 
I 


143 1,155 
951 


i 


1970 962 160 
' 


1,217 
1971 120 1 1,085 142 1,347 
19721 295! 1,094 101 ! 1,490 


104 1 977 
I 


1973i 3801 1,461 
1974 111 I 1,481 384


1 


1,976 
1975 295! 1, 1441 166! 1,605 


104! 
I 


1976 1,325 i 277' 1,706 
1977 111 ! 731 I 482! 1,324 


1021 
I 


1978 723 628 1,453 
1979 48 1 658 502 1,208 
1980 109 746 745 1,600 
1981 200 796 999 1,995 
1982 180 625 775 1,580 
1983 210 584 1,072 1,866 
1984 162 308 697 1,167 
1985 280 493 801 1,574 
1986 280 448 1,087 1,815 
1987 142 437 1,060 1,639 
1988 208 415 1,193 1,816 
1989 253 270 1,464 1,987 
1990 210 28 1 254 1.492 


Total I I 6.353. 25.3821 17.212 I 48.947 

















Exhibit 14
Change In Cost Of Electrical Service For Kaslo Low Income Household 2006-


2023
FortisBC Inc 2017 Cost Of Service Analysis And Rate Design


Annual
Cost of
Basic


Charge


Annual
Increase


Basic
Charge


Basic
Charge
As %
of Bill


Actual
Energy
Costs


Energ
y in 
cents
Cost
Per
kWh


Total
Cost 


in
cents
Per
kWh


Annual
Electricity
Useage


in
MWh


Basic 
Charge 2006


$126.55 23.5% $412.33 6.6 8.7 6.216


Basic 
Charge 2007


$130.32 +3% 29.9% $305.81 6.8 9.7 4.485


Basic 
Charge 2008


$135.44 +3.9% 36% $240.61 7.1 11.1 3.391


Basic 
Charge 2009


$142.75 +5.4% 34.6% $269.69 7.5 11.5 3.6


Basic 
Charge 2010


 $154.72 +8.4% 34.7% $290.96 8.1 12.5 3.58


Basic 
Charge 2011


$172.82 +11.7% 36.4% $301.67 9 14.2 3.34


Basic 
Charge 2012


$178.147 +3.1% 38.8% $280.88 8.956 14.66 3.137


Basic 
Charge 2013


 $181.777 +2% 38.7% $288.4 8.86 14.36 3.287


Basic 
Charge 2014


$181.987 +.1% 38.1% $295.86 9.16 14.76 3.260


Basic 
Charge 2015


 $173.891 -4.4%7 49.7% $175.76 9.46 18.76 1.865


Basic 
Charge 2016


$186.481 +7.2% 59.5% $125.884 9.8 24.56 1.281


Basic 
Charge 2017


$142.41 -23.6%7 52.5% $128.964 16.56 34.76 .783


Basic 
Charge  
20187


$192.84 +35.4%3 70.8% $79.354 10.1 34.8 .783


Basic 
Charge 
20237


$224.722 +16.5%3 71% $91.994 11.75 40.45 .783







 
1. This represents the actual Basic Customer Charge costs while enrolled in the Net Metering 
program before implementation of the kWh bank. By initially being able to offset the Basic 
Charge with Net-metered energy in the billing period in which our households power 
production occurred we end up paying directly for more of the energy consumed annually and
therefore pay for more of the fixed costs found within the energy charge, while also covering 
off the cost of the Basic Charge with Net-Metered energy. 


2. This is before adding in any annual incremental rate increases after 2018.


3. This represents an approximately 57.8% increase between 2017 and 2023, which is 
contrary to the spirit of, if not the law, as stated in section 58.1(6) of the Utilities Commission 
Act:


“(6) Nothing in subsection (3) prevents the commission from setting rates for the authority, but
the commission, after March 31, 2010, may not set rates for the authority such that the 
revenue-cost ratio, expressed as a percentage, for any class of customers increases by more
than 2 percentage points per year compared to the revenue-cost ratio for that class 
immediately before the increase”.


4. This assumes the same level of consumption as 2017, .783 MWh, and that the energy rate 
is a flat one at $.11749 in 2023, with only a proposed incremental increase of .17% in 2018. 
The obverse is now true as a result of implementing the kWh bank. As the number of kWhs 
offset increases FortisBC can now argue that they are recovering less and less of the fixed 
costs through the energy rate, and thus it becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy that allows them 
to make the argument for an increase in the Basic Charge for Net-Metering customers.


5. This combined cost estimate is calculated without adding in any annual incremental 
increase in either the energy charge or the Basic Customer Charge after 2018. While the 
overall bill increase is only .3% between 2017 and 2018, the increase between 2018 and 
2023 is 16.4%, 3.28% per year - once again above the BC Consumer Price Index. 


7. The RIB rate was introduced in late 2012 and while the energy rate declined by .6% the 
actual increase in the Basic Customer Charge meant that the combined cost of electricity 
increased by 2.8% for our household.


In 2013 the Basic Charge still went up by 1%, but the energy rate dropped by 1.7%, for a 
combined decrease in the cost of electricity of 2%. 


In 2014 the Basic Charge still rose by 1%, the energy rate by 3.4% and the overall combined 
cost by 2.8%. 


Consequently the combined cost of energy for 2012-2014 was 14.5 cents per kWh, .6% less 
than 2012 and 1.3% less than 2013.


In 2015 our household joined the Net-Metering program on April 2nd and while the Basic 
Customer Charge costs declined by 4.4%, the energy rate increased by 3.3%, our overall 
combined costs per kWh rose by 27.2%.







Still verifying 2016 as there apparently is a bill missing for that year. 


In 2017 our household was able to substantially reduce Basic Customer Charge costs as we 
could directly offset them with solar PV production, the power for which is transferred to 
FortisBC at a substantial premium that includes no wheeling charges, no line losses and no 
transmission costs. Further while the overall cost of energy declines because of increased 
solar PV production offsetting purchase of grid electricity, the cost of the remaining purchase 
of that energy per unit rises by 68.4% for the energy consumed and by 41.6% for the 
combined costs. So it simply is not true that as a Net-Metering customer consumes less grid 
energy they pay less per unit of energy consumed, remembering that the increased 
production sold to FortisBC also increase the amount of premium the company earns on the 
kWh sold without wheeling charges, line losses and transmission costs. 


7. These are estimates based on the same level of consumption as 2017 and only include the
proposed incremental annual increase for 2018







