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FortisBC Inc.  
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A. INTRODUCTION 

 Reference: APPROVAL SOUGHT AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.4, p. 5 
2012 Grand Forks Addition Project 

On page 5 of FortisBC Inc.’s (FBC) Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for  
the Grand Forks Terminal Station Reliability Project (Application), FBC states:  

FBC first proposed the installation of a second 161/63 kV transformer at GFT and the 
removal of 9L and 10L between CSC and CHR in its 2012-2013 Capital Expenditure Plan… 
At that time, FBC also sought approval for expenditures related to the relocation and 
storage of a spare transformer at GFT. In its Decision and Order G-110-12, the BCUC 
endorsed the relocation of the spare transformer, but rejected the proposed 
expenditures related to the installation of the second transformer because the need for 
increased reliability was not apparent. The BCUC also directed FBC to apply for a 
separate CPCN for approval of the project. 

1.1 Please compare the current situation of the Grand Forks Terminal (GFT) to its situation at the 
time of the original proposal included in the 2012-2013 Capital Expenditure Plan in terms of: 

• Reliability 
• Project Need 
• Condition of transmission lines 9 Line (9L) and 10 Line (10L) 
• Condition of GFT T1 Transformer (GFT T1) 
• Accessibility 
• Other applicable factors 
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B. PROJECT NEED AND EXISTING SYSTEM 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED, ALTERNATIVES, AND JUSTIFICATION 2.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2, p. 15; 
Appendix B, ABB GFT T1 Condition Assessment Report, pp. 7–8, 17–20, 24; 
Appendix D, ABB Oliver (OLI) T1 Field Inspection Assessment Report, p. 6 
GFT T1 and OLI T1 Condition 

On page 15 of the Application, FBC states “GFT T1 is of 1965 vintage and is now 53 years old, exceeding 
the expected transformer lifespan of 40 years.” 
 
2.1 In FBC’s view, please explain what factors led to GFT T1 operating beyond its expected lifespan. 

On pages 7–8 of Appendix B to the Application, ABB Inc. (ABB) states:  

The transformer maintenance records provided by the customer indicate that 3 LTC 
diverter tubes were replaced in October 2014 due to their leaks. The high concentration 
of Hydrogen (H2), Ethane (C2H4), and Acetylene (C2H2) shown in DGA sampled before 
October 2014 was from the diverter contamination. The 33 ppm to 54 ppm of Acetylene 
(C2H2) were found the years after the new oil was filled in October 2014, which were 
believed from the residual Acetylene (C2H2) in the insulations. 

Figure 1 on page 7 of Appendix B shows acetylene readings in the main tank of GFT T1 have decreased 
since April 2016.  

 

 
 
On page 17 of Appendix B, ABB provides a table and states:  

For this transformer, a risk of failure (RoF) was calculated. Table 8 below presents the 
risk of failure of the transformer with three different scenarios. The first scenario 
represents the transformer as is, with C2H2 in oil and assuming that no inhibitor in oil. 
However since it is speculated that the C2H2 in oil is the result of oil leaking form the 
LTC and not an active arcing issue in the active part and probably there is still some 
inhibitor in the oil, the (RoF) is calculated at this condition too. The (RoF) of a new unit 
with a verified short circuit design is also calculated for comparison. 
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2.2 Please provide the rationale for using 2.6% as the risk of failure for lifespan analysis of GFT T1, 

with reference to: the ABB report indicating that the acetylene concentration is a result of oil 
leaking from the load tap changer (LTC); and the decreasing acetylene readings since April 2016. 

2.3 Please provide the acceptable Risk of Failure (RoF) for the GFT T1 transformer. 

Page 20 of Appendix B includes the following recommendations: 
 

• Calibrate the temperature gauges. 
• Replace the oil leaking gasket of LTC mounting flange. 
• Reprocess or replace the oil in the LTC diverters. 
• Perform hot collar tests for tertiary bushings on next outage. 
• Add a conservator diaphragm to keep oxygen and moisture away from the oil. 
• Measure oxidation inhibitor every oil sample. 
• Measure oil power factor for both 25°C and 100°C. 
• Clean rust on the tank wall and touch up with the paint. 
• Perform LTC inspection and determine when an LTC overhaul will be required. 
• Closely monitor the Acetylene levels to early determine changes in the existing trend. 
• Periodically perform a winding resistance test to determine if gassing is due to issues with the 

LTC selector switch. 
• Reprocess the oil to reduce the high acetylene levels in the tank. 
• Repeat the risk of failure assessment in five years. 

 
2.4 If the recommended maintenance and improvements on GFT T1 are undertaken, please indicate 

if the RoF would be expected to improve.  

2.4.1 If so, please provide an estimate of how much the RoF would improve. 

 
On page 24 of the Application, FBC outlines the following plan for Alternative B: 

• Year 10 – Replace GFT T1 with OLI T1 
• Year 25 – Replace OLI T1 with new transformer 

 
On page 18 of Appendix B, ABB states:  

Using the risk of failure on the transmission utility population in figure 6, we can 
determine the 90th percentile of the population. 90th percentile is the value below 
which 90% of the population have a lower risk of failure. 90th percentile of the 
population is 3.25% risk of failure. Using this value as the maximum risk, ABB would 
recommend not to keep this transformer in service more than 15 years. 

2.5 Please provide FBC’s rationale in assigning a lifespan of 10 years to GFT T1 rather than a lifespan 
of 15 years as recommended by ABB. 

2.6 Please explain how FBC proposes to allocate load between the two transformers at GFT. 
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2.7 Please discuss whether the expected service lives of the transformers would be lengthened if 
two transformers were evenly sharing the current load of GFT T1. 

2.7.1 If yes, please provide updated lifespan estimates for all three transformers (GFT T1, OLI 
T1 and a new GFT T2), considering half of the current load forecast on GFT T1. 

2.7.2 If no, please explain why not. 

 

On page 6 of Appendix D, ABB states “the active part of the transformer is in excellent condition”. 
 
2.8 Please provide evidence to support the proposed 15-year lifespan of OLI T1. 

2.9 Please discuss whether storing OLI T1 on-site for 10 years could negatively impact the 
serviceable lifespan of OLI T1. 

2.10 Please discuss whether OLI T1 is currently designated as a spare in contingency plans elsewhere 
in FBC’s system. 

2.10.1 If OLI T1 is used as a spare elsewhere in FBC’s system, please comment on the 
availability of suitable spare transformers of similar size if OLI T1 is placed in service at 
GFT. 

 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED, ALTERNATIVES AND JUSTIFICATION  3.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.3, pp. 2–3; Section 3.2, pp. 16–18 
9L and 10L Condition 

On pages 2–3 of the Application, FBC states: 

In the event of a GFT T1 outage or failure, the system is designed for 63 kV supply to be 
delivered via 9L and 10L. However, 9L and 10L transmission lines were originally 
constructed in 1908 and are in poor condition, with 10L requiring visual assessment and 
rehabilitation to minimum standards before it can be energized. Portions of 9L and 10L 
also traverse the Rossland Mountain Range making them extremely difficult to access in 
the winter. As such, the switching required to reconfigure the system to 63 kV supply 
from 9L and 10L can result in lengthy restoration times and energization of 10L may not 
be possible if the line cannot be accessed. 

3.1 Please explain whether outage restoration times will improve if the portions of 9L and 10L that 
traverse the Rossland Mountain range are removed from service.  

 
Pages 16–18 describe the condition of 9L and 10L and state that a 2016 assessment by DBS Energy 
Services Inc. found the following: 

• 37% of 9L structures were recommended for replacement; 
• 69% of the entire 10L line was in need of replacement; and 
• 9L and 10L are generally in quite poor condition overall and are a considerable risk as to 

reliability and safety. 
 
Table 3-1 on page 18 provides 9L and 10L outage statistics for the period June 2013 to June 2018: 
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3.2 Of the outages cited in Table 3-1, how many can be attributed to the “poor condition” of 9L and 

10L? 

3.2.1 Please provide an estimate of how much FBC would expect the reliability of lines 9L and 
10L to change if these lines were rehabilitated as proposed in Alternative C. 

3.3 Please compare and contrast these statistics to all other 60 kV transmission lines in the FBC 
system.  

3.4 Please provide separate tables for 9L outage statistics and 10L outages statistics. 

3.5 If statistics are available, please complete Table 3-1 to reflect outages for the 5-year period from 
June 2008 to May 2013. 

3.5.1 Please plot the occurrence of outages on 9L and 10L by year, for the 10-year period 
covered by Table 3-1 and the response to the above question. 

Figure 3-2 on page 13 of the Application shows that lines 9L and 10L run parallel for most of their 
alignment. 

3.6 Please discuss whether having two lines in parallel significantly changes the outage times 
experienced by customers as compared to outage duration at the transmission line. 

3.7 Please provide customer outage statistics over the past five years for customers normally served 
by lines 9L and 10L.  

3.7.1 Please provide a comparison of reliability statistics for customers served from lines 9L 
and 10L to average reliability metrics for FBC customers. 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED, ALTERNATIVES, AND JUSTIFICATION  4.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.4, p. 4; Section 3.1, pp. 11–14; Section 3.2, p. 16; 
Overview of Existing Facilities and Project Need 

On page 4, FBC proposes to “remove 44.6 km of the 9L and 10L transmission lines between CHR and 
CSC.” 
 
Figure 3-1 on page 12 of the Application represents a single-line diagram of the transmission system 
between Warfield Terminal Station (WTS) and Kettle Valley Terminal Station (KET). 
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Figure 3-2 on page 13 represents a geographic map of 9L and 10L. 
 

 
 
Page 11 states: 

GFT T1 provides the local 63 kV 16 transmission supply to Grand Forks Terminal T3 
distribution transformer (GFT T3), and to the distribution substations Ruckles (RUC), 
Christina Lake (CHR) and Bradford/Roxul (BRA) via 63 kV transmission lines 9 Line E (9EL) 
and 10 Line E (10EL). Cascade distribution substation (CSC), which is located near 
Rossland, is supplied from WTS, which is located near Warfield, via 9L and 10L in normal 
operation… In the event of an outage to GFT T1, the 63 kV supply can be provided to 
these distribution substations from WTS via the 63 kV transmission lines 9 Line (9L) and 
10 Line (10L).  

4.1 Please provide information on how frequently 9L and 10L have been utilized as backup 63 kV 
feeds to Ruckles (RUC), Christina Lake (CHR) and Cascade (CSC) substations in the past 5 years. 

4.2 Please explain whether FBC expects the removal of lines 9L and 10L to negatively impact 
reliability at RUC, CHR or CSC substations by removing a backup 63kV source. 

4.3 Please discuss whether normally-open lines 10EL from GFT to CHR and 9L from WTS to CSC are 
in adequate condition and sufficiently accessible to act as reliable backup 63kV sources at CHR 
and CSC year-round.  

4.3.1 Please confirm whether any costs required to repair and to maintain these lines have 
been included in the costing for Alternatives A and B. 

On page 11 of the Application, FBC states: “GFT is supplied at 161 kV from ASM, which is located 
near Warfield, via 11 Line E (11EL) and from KET, which is located near Rock Creek, via 11 Line 
West (11WL).” 

4.4 Please confirm whether, in the event of an outage to either line 11EL or 11WL, the single 
remaining 161kV line would be able to serve the entire load at GFT substation under maximum 
load conditions. 
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4.4.1 If not confirmed, please explain how N-1 contingency requirements are met for the 161 
kV source at GFT. 

4.5 Please provide any historical outage data available for the 161 kV source at GFT over the past 
five years. 

On page 13 of the Application, FBC states: 

Along 10L, 9.8 km of distribution underbuild serves 26 customers from CHR Feeder 1 
(8.5 km single phase and 1.3 km three phase). Along 9L, 11.0 km of distribution 
underbuild serves 20 customers from CSC Feeder 3 (10.5 km single phase and 0.5 km 
three phase). 

4.6 Please explain how existing customers connected to the distribution underbuild on 9L and 10L 
will be affected during construction and/or once the project is complete. 

On page 16 of the Application, FBC states “Both 9L and 10L pass over the Rossland mountain 
range, making them difficult to access due to heavily treed, steep, and mountainous terrain with 
limited road access. In the winter, access is further impeded by ice and heavy snowfall”. 

4.7 Please confirm whether transmission line 11EL is subject to similar access and maintenance 
difficulties as 9L and 10L. 

4.7.1  If confirmed, please discuss with rationale, whether 11EL is or is not expected to be 
subject to similar reliability issues as 9L and 10L.  

 
C. CONSULTATION PROCESS 

 Reference: CONSULTATION 5.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.3, p. 5; Section 4.1, p. 31; 
British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) Order G-20-15, 2015 CPCN Guidelines, 
Section 3 (viii) 
Indigenous Consultation 

On page 31 of the Application, FBC states the following: 
 

On July 4, 2018, representatives of FBC and the Osoyoos Indian Band (OIB) held an update 
meeting at the OIB office in Okanagan Falls to discuss ongoing work within OIB traditional 
territory. At this meeting the Grand Forks Terminal Project was brought up. The OIB asked for 
Shapefiles and Keyhole Markup language Zipped (KMZ) files of the transmission component of 
the Project…  
 
On July 13, 2018, notification letters included as Appendix E were sent to all Indigenous 
communities identified through the CAD. The letter provided information about the Project 
including: 

• Types of work that may occur; 
• Mapping to show the proposed areas where there may be pole replacements; and 
• Contact information for the FBC Community & Indigenous Relations Manager. 

 
5.1 Please confirm whether any additional consultation activities have occurred in addition to the 

July 4 meeting and the July 13 notification letter. 

5.1.1 If confirmed, please provide any feedback received. 
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On page 31, FBC states it “believes that it has adequately engaged and consulted with Indigenous and 
other key stakeholders.” 
 
5.2 Please discuss how FBC determined that it has adequately engaged and consulted with 

Indigenous and other key stakeholders as it relates to this proceeding. 

5.3 Please indicate whom FBC is referring to when it states “other key stakeholders.” 

 
Section 3 (viii) of the BCUC’s 2015 CPCN Guidelines states that applicants should include “Evidence that 
the First Nation has been notified of the filing of the application with the Commission and has been 
informed on how to raise outstanding concerns with the Commission.” 
 
5.4 Please confirm whether FBC has informed affected Indigenous communities that the Application 

has been filed and how to raise concerns with the BCUC. 

5.4.1 If confirmed, please reference when this occurred. 

5.4.2 If not confirmed, please explain why this has not happened. 

 

 Reference: CONSULTATION 6.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 4.2, p. 31 
Public Consultation 

On page 31, FBC states: “As the substation is located within an industrial park on the outskirts of Grand 
Forks public impact will be limited to increased transportation on various roads on days when 
equipment is brought to site during mobilization. Therefore, FBC believes public consultation is not 
required.” 
 
6.1 Please discuss why FBC believes public consultation is not required. 

6.2 Please estimate the proximity of the substation and potential staging area from existing 
commercial and residential areas. 

6.2.1 Please provide a map that identifies the location of the industrial park and the 
substation, relative to existing residential and commercial areas. 

6.3 Please indicate, on a map, the most likely transportation route to be used to move materials and 
equipment to the construction site. 

6.3.1 Please indicate the expected increase in traffic on the transportation route and the 
duration of that traffic increase. 

6.4 Please discuss any public concerns that have been raised with FBC regarding the current 
substation or transmission lines 9L and 10L and how they have been addressed. 

 
 

D. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED, ALTERNATIVES, AND JUSTIFICATION 7.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.4, p. 4; Section 3.3, p. 20; Section 6.1, p. 41 
Alternatives and Recommended Solution 

Page 4 of the Application states that Alternative B will “remove 44.6 km of the 9L and 10L transmission 
lines between CHR and CSC, and repurpose 20.8 km of the 9L and 10L transmission lines to distribution 
lines.”  
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Page 20 states, “FBC also considered consolidating 9L and 10L into a single circuit using 477 ACSR 
(Aluminium Conductor Steel-Reinforced) but rejected this option because the capacity of the new line 
could not support the Grand Forks area load.” 
 
Table 6-3 on page 41 of the Application reflects an estimated cost to perform the transmission and 
distribution work at $6.9M ($2018). 
 
7.1 Please describe any options that were considered for 9L and 10L that could result in a lower cost 

than removing both lines as proposed. 

7.1.1 Please provide a cost estimate for a minimal maintenance program to allow lines 9L and 
10L to remain in service. 

7.1.2 If available, please provide historical maintenance costs for lines 9L and 10L over the 
past five years. 

 Reference: FORTISBC INC. ANNUAL REVIEW FOR 2019 RATES 8.0
FBC Application for Annual Review for 2019 Rates, Exhibit B-2, Appendix B2, p. 11 
Coordination with Christina Lake Feeder Addition 

On page 11 of Appendix B2 in FBC’s Application for Annual Review for 2019 Rates, dated August 10, 
2018, Table B3-1 lists a project for installation of a distribution feeder from Grand Forks Terminal station 
to Christina Lake substation (GFT-CHR), planned for 2024. 
 
8.1 Please explain to what extent, if any, the proposed GFT-CHR feeder is driven by reliability issues 

at Christina Lake.  

8.2 Please explain any potential reliability impacts for customers between CSC and CHR as a result 
of the removal of lines 9L and 10L. 

 

E. PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 

 Reference: GRAND FORKS RELIABILITY PROJECT ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON AND RISK ANALYSIS  9.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.4, p. 26; Section 5.6, pp. 36–37; Section 6.1, pp. 39–41 
Project Risks 

 
Table 3-3 on page 26 of the Application identifies project risks: 
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Pages 39–41 state that total project costs of Alternative B related to each of the stations work and 
transmission and distribution work are estimated at $5.7M and $7.5M, respectively. 
 
9.1 Please describe what steps FBC has taken or will take to mitigate the risks identified in Table 3-3. 

9.2 Please explain why lands risk is dependent on whether FBC chooses to maintain a transmission 
line or only a distribution line in their existing 9L and 10L rights-of-way. 

On pages 36 and 37 of the Application, FBC states: 

Circumstances that could delay the Project or increase costs include: 

• Unforeseen environmental or archaeological discoveries during the construction 
phase. The risk of such occurrences is considered to be low, based on FBC’s 
experience in the GFT and along the 9L and 10L right-of-way. 

• Narrow construction work windows for environmental impact mitigation and for 
transmission equipment outages leading to delays and increased costs. 
Extensive effort in the planning and scheduling of work will be used to reduce 
that risk along with the provision of schedule buffers to mitigate impacts. 

• Wildfire risk along the 9L and 10L corridor may impact FBC’s ability to complete work 
from late Spring to early Fall. 

• Shortage of qualified contractors and/or equipment and materials. FBC considers the 
likelihood of this risk to be low based on the following: 

 
o Contract Labour – FBC has several substation and power line contractors on its 

pre-approved contractors list. There are no indications that these resources will 
be unavailable due to increased labour demand elsewhere in Western Canada. 

o Equipment/Materials – FBC has agreements in place for all major equipment, 
with the exception of the new GFT T2 transformer. As a result, FBC has certainty 
with respect to lead times and pricing for major equipment, although some 
equipment pricing may be subject to CAD/USD foreign exchange rate volatility. 
Materials are likely to be impacted by world commodity prices, however FBC 
does not believe this will be a major impact because FBC has purchasing 
contracts in place for standardized equipment items for purchases of equipment 
other than the new transformer (GFT T2). 
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9.3 Please quantify the probability of each risk identified on pages 36 and 37, and the estimated 

financial costs and schedule impacts associated with each risk.  

9.4 Please describe what measures FBC has taken or will take to mitigate the risks identified on 
pages 36 and 37. 

 
 Reference: NET REMOVAL COSTS 10.0

Exhibit B-1, p. 43 
Retirement, Salvage and Removal 

 
FBC states the following regarding the retirement of existing assets, “The gross book value of the electric 
plant related to transmission lines 9L and 10L that is being retired from electric plant in service and also 
from accumulated depreciation is $3.22 million.” 
 
10.1 Please confirm whether the reason that the gross book value and the accumulated depreciation 

of the transmission lines are equal (i.e. $3.22 million) is because the transmission lines are fully 
depreciated. If not, please explain why they are both equal to $3.22 million. 

 Reference: FORTISBC INC. – ANNUAL REVIEW OF 2016 RATES 11.0
FBC Annual Review of 2016 Rates, Order G-202-15 dated December 14, 2015;  
Exhibit B-1-1, pp. 97–103; Appendix C 
Schedule 5, Schedule 7 & Schedule 8 

 
In Order G-202-15 and accompanying reasons for decision regarding FBC’s Annual Review of 2016 Rates 
(2016 Annual Review Application), the BCUC approved depreciation and net salvage rates in the 
amounts applied for by FBC in its application. 
 
As part of the 2016 Annual Review Application, FBC filed a depreciation study which recommended (and 
which FBC applied for approval of) a switch to its method of recovering net salvage. On page 101 of the 
2016 Annual Review Application, FBC stated the following: 

FBC is proposing to implement the traditional method of recovering net salvage over the 
useful lives of its assets starting in 2016... 

…Currently, FBC records net salvage (removal costs less salvage proceeds) as a charge to 
accumulated depreciation at the time assets are removed from service. These amounts 
included in accumulated depreciation are then factored into future depreciation rates, 
such that they are recovered over the lives of the assets in existence at the time the 
depreciation study is undertaken, after the assets to which they relate have been 
removed from service… 

…FBC recognizes that it is more appropriate to recover net salvage costs from customers 
over the useful lives of the assets to which they relate…This entails recovering net 
salvage for utility plant in service that require significant removal costs over the lives of 
the assets, with amounts collected included in accumulated depreciation by asset class. 

11.1 Please explain the implications, if any, of the fact that FBC now uses the “traditional method” of 
net salvage accounting effective 2016, and the assets being retired in the current Application 
would have been subject to FBC’s previous method of net salvage up to 2016. 

11.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the treatment of removal costs in the Application is 
consistent with the net salvage method approved by Order G-202-15. 
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 Reference: 40-YEAR ANALYSIS PERIOD 12.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.5, p. 6; Section 3.4 pp. 24–26; Section 6.1, p. 39 
Residual Value 

 
Page 6 of the Application states that the selected alternative addresses “…all identified issues and 
providing the best value for investment over a 40-year analysis period.” 
 
Page 24 lists future periods when transformers would be replaced in Alternatives A, B and C, which is 
represented in the table below: 
 

 
 
Table 3-3 on pages 25–26 of the Application states that the Present Value (PV) of the 40-year Cost of 
Service for Alternatives A, B and C equals $9.959M, $9.960M and $14.004M, respectively. 

 
 

12.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, whether the calculation of the PV of 40-year Cost of 
Service in each of Alternatives A, B and C includes residual values of transformers that still have 
a remaining useful life at the end of the 40-year analysis period. 

12.1.1 If confirmed, please identify the residual values for the remaining useful lives of the 
transformers for each of Alternatives A, B and C. 

12.1.2 If not confirmed, please restate the PV of 40-year Cost of Service for each alternative to 
include these amounts. 

12.1.2.1 Please recalculate rate impacts to each of Alternatives A, B and C in 
consideration of the residual values identified. 
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 Reference: O&M EXPENSES 13.0

Exhibit B-1, Section 3.4 pp. 21–22,  
Incremental O&M Expenses 

 
Pages 21–22 of the Application state that for each of Alternatives A and B, Station O&M expenses at GFT 
would increase by approximately $5K per year. 
 
13.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, whether $5K represents all incremental costs required to 

maintain a second transformer at GFT. 

13.1.1 If not confirmed, please indicate what this amount represents. 

  
 Reference: AACE CLASS 3 LEVEL OF PROJECT DEFINITION 14.0

Exhibit B-1, Section 3.4, pp. 25–26; Section 6.1, p. 39, p. 43; Section 6.4 
Sensitivity Analysis 

 
Table 3-3 on pages 25–26 of the Application states a PV of 40 year Cost of Service ($2018) for each of 
Alternative A, B and C to equal $9.959M, $9.960M and $14.004M, respectively. 
 
Page 39 of the Application states “The expected accuracy of the cost estimate is as defined in AACE: 
Low: -10% to -20% and High: +10% to +30%.” 
 
Page 43 of the Application states that “[T]he rate impact in 2022 the year when all assets have been 
transferred into plant asset accounts will be 0.26 percent. This would equate to an annual bill increase 
of $3.36 for an average residential customer using 11,500 KWh.” 
 
14.1 Please complete the table below to illustrate the variability in the PV of the 40-year Cost of 

Service for Alternatives A, B and C. 

  NPV Value if: Difference to Base NPV if: 
 Base NPV Costs Decline 

10% 
Costs Increase 

30% 
Costs Decline 

10% 
Costs Increase 

30% 
Alternative A $9.959M     
Alternative B $9.960M     
Alternative C $14.004M     

 
14.2 Please complete the table below to illustrate the % rate impact and change in annual bill based 

on the calculations applied in the previous question. 

  % Rate Impact if: Change in Annual Bill if: 
 Base NPV Project Costs 

Decline 10% 
Project Costs 
Increase 30% 

Project Costs 
Decline 10% 

Project Costs 
Increase 30% 

Alternative A $9.959M     
Alternative B $9.960M     
Alternative C $14.004M     

 
 Reference: PROJECT COSTS 15.0

Exhibit B-1, p. 5, pp. 40–41; Decision and Order G-110-12 dated August 15, 2012, pp. 
94–95; Decision and Order G-139-14 dated September 15, 2014, p. 164 
Comparison of Project Costs 
 

Page 5 of the Application states that the installation of a second transformer and removal of 9L and 10L 
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was first proposed during the 2012-2013 Capital Expenditure Plan, but was rejected as the need for 
increased reliability was not apparent. 
 
Tables 6-2 and 6-3 on pages 40–41 of the Application outline cost estimates for the stations work and 
transmission and distribution work. 
 

 
 

Pages 94–95 of the Decision and Order G-110-12 to the FBC 2012-2013 Revenue Requirements and 
Review of 2012 Integrated System Plan Application states that the: 

…Grand Forks Transformer Addition project is forecasted to cost $7.205 million in 2013. 
FortisBC states that this project addresses two deficiencies in that it is intended to 
address transmission system reliability issues for the Grand Forks area as well as the gap 
between the Okanogan and Kootenay communications systems…The project economics 
are aided by revenues with an NPV of approximately $2.5M from a fibre leasing 
agreement…The proposed project has the highest NPV cost of the three options 
FortisBC analyzed for the project, one of which was the continued use of the existing 9L 
and 10L transmission lines.” 

Table 2.27 on page 164 of the Decision and Order G-139-14 to the 2014-2018 FBC Performance Based 
Ratemaking Application states that the estimated cost of the Grand Forks Transformer Addition project 
was $5.9M. 
 
15.1 How does the scope of the project proposed in the 2012-2013 Capital Expenditure Plan differ 

from what is proposed in the current Application? 

15.1.1 Please explain and reconcile the difference between the $7.205M project cost from the 
original application and the current $13.171M project cost of Alternative B. 

15.2 Please explain and reconcile the difference between the current $13.171M project cost of 
Alternative B and the $5.9M estimated cost as stated in Table 2.27 of the Decision and Order G-
139-14. 

 Reference: PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT ENERGY OBJECTIVES AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 16.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 7.2, p. 44; BCUC’s 2015 CPCN Guidelines, Section 6(i)  
Clean Energy Act 

On page 44, FBC states: 

With respect to section 46(3.1)(a), British Columbia’s energy objectives are provided in 
the Clean Energy Act (CEA). The Company was mindful of these energy objectives when 
designing the Project and the following of British Columbia’s energy objectives were 
identified as being applicable to the present Application, as defined in section 2 of the 
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CEA:  

• to achieve electricity self-sufficiency 
• to generate at least 93% of the electricity in British Columbia from clean or renewable 

resources and to build the infrastructure necessary to transmit that electricity 
• to use and foster the development in British Columbia of innovative technologies that 

support energy conservation and efficiency and the use of clean or renewable resources 
• to encourage economic development and the creation and retention of jobs 

Section 6 (i) of the BCUC’s 2015 CPCN Guidelines states: 

Discuss how the project is consistent with and will advance the government’s energy 
objectives as set out in the Clean Energy Act, Part 1 – BC Energy Objectives. If the nature 
of the project precludes a direct link to the energy objectives, the application should 
discuss how the project does not hamper other projects or initiatives undertaken by the 
applicant or others, from advancing these energy objectives. 

16.1 Please discuss how the project is consistent with and will advance each of the government’s 
energy objectives as set out in the Clean Energy Act. 

16.2 Please discuss how the project does not hamper other projects or initiatives undertaken by the 
applicant or others, from advancing the energy objectives stated on page 44 of the Application, 
if the nature of the project precludes a direct link to the energy objectives. 
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