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A. IMPACT OF COVID-19 PANDEMIC  

 Reference: IMPACT OF COVID-19 PANDEMIC 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 10–11, 27 
Impact on Customer Crisis Fund Pilot Program 

On July 31, 2020, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) filed its Two-Year 
Evaluation Report for the Customer Crisis Fund (CCF) Pilot Program (Two-Year Evaluation 
Report) with the British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC). On page 10 of the Two-Year 
Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that it took the following action in response to the COVID-
19 pandemic: 

… a suspension of all dunning activities, including a halt to collection of late payment 
charges, issuance of final notice of disconnection (FNOD) letters, and the suspension of 
disconnection activities. BC Hydro also mentioned the Customer Crisis Fund as a 
potential means of relief for customers in its initial communications in response to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, prior to the announcement of the COVID Relief Fund that was 
approved by BCUC Order No. G-79-20. 

BC Hydro also submits that the operations of the CCF Pilot Program was changed in response to the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  
 
On page 27 of the Two-Year Evaluation report, BC Hydro submits that “the economic benefits [of the 
CCF Pilot] were hypothesized from four sources, as listed in Table 9.” Table 9 is replicated below: 
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1.1 Please explain if the suspension of all dunning activities and the temporary changes to the CCF 

Pilot Program implemented in response to the COVID-19 pandemic are still applicable and if so, 
how long they are expected to be in effect. If not, provide the date on which BC Hydro resumed 
dunning activities and/or reversed any temporary changes to the CCF Pilot Program.  

1.1.1 If dunning activities have resumed, please explain if any of the four benefits included in 
Table 9 can be measured for the time period since dunning activities resumed until 
present. If yes, estimate the value of any cost savings and if not, explain why not.  

1.2 Please describe and quantify any additional economic benefits of the CCF Pilot Program, other 
than those already listed in Table 9, that BC Hydro has identified since the onset of the COVID-
19 pandemic.  

On page 11 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

The impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic are not reflected in the analysis of CCF Pilot 
benefits (section 3). This is because, due to the suspension of dunning activity, data 
from March and April 2020 was not usable in the analysis. The analysis used 22-month 
of data, all of which was prior to the pandemic’s direct effect on British Columbia. The 
22-months of data were large enough to reveal if CCF Pilot economic benefits existed. 

1.3 Considering the limitations on measuring the economic benefits of the CCF Pilot Program due to 
the suspension of dunning activities, did BC Hydro consider any alternative methods for 
measuring the economic benefits of the CCF Pilot Program? Is so, describe the alternative 
methods and ultimately why they were rejected. If not, discuss why not.  

On page 26 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

Participation and awareness of the CCF Pilot was heightened by the end of year two 
with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Customers seeking assistance from BC Hydro 
in March were directed to apply to the CCF, and BC Hydro’s announcement of the 
COVID-19 Relief Fund in April further helped awareness of the CCF Pilot and made April 
2020 the highest month of application submissions since the beginning of the CCF Pilot. 
Correspondingly, total grant applications received in year two more than doubled the 
number received in year one. BC Hydro will continue to monitor the awareness as the 
province slowly comes out of lockdown and the provincial economy restarts. 

1.4 Please provide an update of any observations, with supporting data, regarding the awareness of 
the CCF Pilot Program since the filing of the Two-Year Evaluation Report. Specifically, please 
indicate if BC Hydro continues to experience increased awareness and applications due to the 
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COVID-19 pandemic. 

 
B. OPERATIONAL SUMMARY 

 Reference: OPERATIONAL SUMMARY 
Exhibit B-1, p. 37; Exhibit B-5, pp. 6, 13, 14, 21 and 25 
Costs of the CCF Pilot Program 

Table 2 on page 13 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report includes a summary of CCF grant application 
processing for Year 1 and Year 2.  

 
2.1 Please provide an updated Table 2 to include data for the following columns: 

• Year 2 – May 1, 2019 to February 28, 2020 

• Year 2 – March 1, 2020 to April 30, 2020 

• Year 3 – year-to-date  

Figure 1 on page 14 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report includes a graph with the applications received 
by month. BC Hydro submits: 

The number of applications increased significantly in March and April 2020 with the 
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. With the Government of B.C. declaring a State of 
Emergency on March 17, 2020, the CCF program saw a dramatic spike in applications of 
2,300 (74 per day) in March 2020 and 5,700 (188 per day) in April 2020. 

2.2 Please provide an updated Figure 1 with a column for Year 3 year-to-date data. 

2.3 Please provide the number of CCF applications received by month from May 2020 to the present 
and discuss any trends in this data as compared to the number of applications received by 
month in Year 1 and Year 2.   

On page 24 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that “[i]n this Evaluation Report, BC 
Hydro uses the term ‘operating costs’ in reference to the incremental costs incurred to manage the CCF 
Pilot and adjudicate applications, excluding the credits applied to customer accounts after grants are 
approved.” 

2.4 Please clarify if the statement on page 24 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report means that the 
operating costs for the program reported in the Evaluation Reports exclude any costs incurred 
for the CCF Pilot Program that are already built into BC Hydro’s existing budgets and revenue 
requirements. If not, explain otherwise.  

2.4.1 Please describe the nature of any operating costs for the CCF Pilot Program that are not 
considered incremental and provide any annual estimates that are available for these 
costs by category. 

Table 7 on page 25 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report includes the CCF Pilot operating costs.  
 

2.5 Please provide an updated Table 7 to include a column for Year 3 year-to-date data.  

2.5.1 Please explain if any incremental regulatory costs associated with the CCF Pilot Program 
are included in Table 7. If yes, provide the line item and amount for Year 1, 2 and 3 (year 
to date). If not, explain why not.   

2.5.2 Please explain if any incremental costs associated with complaints related to the CCF 
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Pilot Program are included in Table 7. If yes, provide the line item and amount for Year 
1, 2 and 3 (year to date). If not, explain why not.   

2.5.3 Please clarify what costs are included in the administration and adjudication line item in 
Table 7. 

2.5.4 Please clarify if audit costs associated with the CCF Pilot Program are included in Table 7 
and if so, provide the line item.    

 
On page 6 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that it received 1,307 complaints 
regarding the CCF Pilot Program and Rate Rider between June and October 2018.  

 
On page 50 of the Year One Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that it received 1,472 complaints and 
escalations between June 2018 and April 2019. Table 9 includes the complaints by channel and Table 10 
includes the email complaints by reason. 

 
2.6 Please provide an updated Tables 9 and 10 for Year 1, 2 and 3 year-to-date and explain any 

significant trends observed for each table. 

 
Figure 9 in the Year One Evaluation Report includes the variable operating costs per grant issue. Further, 
on page 36, BC Hydro submits that: 

… with operational improvements implemented (discussed in section 2.4 above as a 
result of the Work Smart review) and fewer applications being rejected as discussed in 
section 2.2.4 above, the variable operating cost is now less than 20 per cent of value of 
the grants approved (i.e., for every $1 in variable operating costs, BC Hydro now 
approves over $5 in customer grants). 

2.7 Please provide an updated Figure 9 from the Year One Evaluation Report to include data for 
Year 2 and Year 3 year-to-date and explain any trends.  

2.8 Using the cost categories presented in Table 7 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report as a reference, 
please identify the variable versus fixed costs of the CCF Pilot Program for Year 1, 2 and 3 year-
to-date.  

2.9 Please provide an update on the variable costs as compared to the value of grants approved for 
Year 2 and Year 3 year-to-date. 

 Reference: OPERATIONAL SUMMARY 
Exhibit B-1, p. 34 
Cost savings for the CCF Pilot Program 

On page 34 of the Year One Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that it implemented changes to the 
CCF Pilot Program following the conclusion of Work Smart Workshops and “[t]he implementation of 
those changes was completed in May 2019. As a result of implementing these program changes: 

• The rejection rate decreased from over 70 per cent to less than 40 per cent; 

• The average handle time of processing grant applications decreased by over 40 per 
cent, with the average handle time per application now 45 minutes; and 

• The overall response time decreased by eight days to a customer’s grant application 
(reduced from 13 days to five days).” 

 
3.1 Please discuss if BC Hydro has implemented any additional changes to the CCF Pilot Program in 

Year 2 and/or Year 3 year-to-date that may have an impact on operating costs.  
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3.2 Please provide the average handle time and overall response time for Year 2 and Year 3 year-to-
date and the rejection rate for Year 3 year-to-date.  

3.2.1 Please discuss if there are any further operating cost savings that can be achieved in 
relation to these metrics identified on page 34 of the Year One Evaluation Report.  

3.3 Overall, please discuss if BC Hydro has identified any potential operating cost savings for the CCF 
Pilot Program that could be achieved as compared to Year 2 costs and if so, quantify the 
potential, annual savings. 

On page 21 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

In the CEF Application, BC Hydro identified that verifying all applicants’ eligibility upon 
application would be resource intensive and could create a barrier to participation. 
Accordingly, BC Hydro accepts the grant applicant’s declaration and conducts random 
audits to confirm that the grant recipient fully qualifies as per the CCF Pilot criteria and 
terms and conditions.  

3.4 Please provide the estimated costs to verify applicants’ eligibility upon application as compared 
to the costs associated with the audits of approved applications and discuss whether BC Hydro 
still considers verifying applicants’ eligibility upon application to be the more costly alternative.  

 
C. BENEFITS ANALYSIS 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-1, p. 64; Exhibit B-5, pp. 1, 27, 32 
Economic benefits 

On page 1 of the Two-Year Evaluation Reports, BC Hydro submits that the purposes of the Two-Year 
Evaluation Reports are as follows: 

… to summarize CCF Pilot operations during the first two years of the program, and to 
provide an evaluation of participant and non-participant benefits that provides 
information for an examination of whether a crisis fund “would not amount to a social 
assistance program if it generates a utility benefit sufficiently justifiable on an economic 
or cost of service basis. 

4.1 Please clarify the difference between the participant and non-participant benefits of the CCF 
Pilot Program and the basis upon which each is evaluated.  

On page 32 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that “[a] key dataset for this 
evaluation was the number of [final notice of disconnection] FNODs issued. FNOD data was available for 
the period from May 2018 to February 2020, thereby limiting the study period to 22 months.” 

 
On page 27 of the Two-Year Evaluation report, BC Hydro submits that “the economic benefits [of the 
CCF Pilot Program] were hypothesized from four sources, as listed in Table 9.” Table 9 is replicated 
below: 
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Please explain how BC Hydro arrived at the four items in Table 9 as the sources for analyzing the 
economic benefits of the CCF Pilot.  

4.2 Please explain if the economic benefits of the CCF Pilot Program can be derived from any of the 
four sources listed in Table 9 in the absence of the FNOD. If yes, please reassess these benefits 
over a period of 24 months rather than 22 months.  

4.3 Please list and describe any other potential sources for analyzing the benefits of the CCF Pilot 
Program (other than those listed Table 9) that have been identified by BC Hydro, or that BC 
Hydro is aware of, and discuss why these were ultimately not included in the Evaluation 
Reports.  

4.3.1 Where possible, please quantify the potential benefits listed in the preceding 
Information Request.  

4.3.2 Does BC Hydro consider that there are any economic benefits associated with the 
program’s impact on BC Hydro customer service and its ability to communicate 
effectively with its customers? If yes, please describe and quantify the economic 
benefits and if not, discuss why not.  

Table 15 on page 64 of the Year One Evaluation Report includes the subgroup percentages of both 
Participant test and Marched control groups.  
 
4.4 Please recreate Table 15 from the Year One Evaluation Report to include data from the Two-

Year Evaluation Report.  

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-1, p. 20; Exhibit B-5, pp. 17–18, 43 
Lost revenue due to disconnections 

On pages 17 and 18 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that: 

… of the customers approved to receive CCF grants before the onset of the COVID-19 
pandemic: 

• 85 per cent had not yet been disconnected at the time the grant application was 
submitted; and 

• 15 per cent had been disconnected prior to applying for the grant. 

On page 20 of the Year One Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that, “of the customers approved to 
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receive CCF grants…. 3 per cent had been disconnected prior to applying for the grant.” 
 
5.1 Please provide the percentage of grant recipients that had been disconnected prior to receiving 

the grant, rather than prior to applying for the grant.  

5.2 Please discuss any underlying reasons why there has been an increase in customers 
disconnected prior to applying for the grant from three percent in the Year One Evaluation 
Report to 15 percent in the Two-Year Evaluation Report.   

5.3 For those grant recipients that had already been disconnected prior to receiving the grant, 
please discuss the impact this customer group has on the economic benefits and costs of the 
CCF Pilot Program, as compared to those grant recipients that had not been disconnected prior 
to receiving the grant.  

On page 43 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

The data indicated that the test group had about a 10 percent higher disconnection rate 
than the matched control group. The DID estimator showed that there were on average 
0.002 more disconnections per customer from the test group than there were from the 
matched control group, and the corresponding p-value was 0.8162. The lower and 
upper bounds for the estimate at the 80 per cent and 90 per cent confidence levels are 
listed in Table 17. The difference between the numbers was too small to have any 
statistical significance at either 80 per cent or 90 per cent confidence levels, as shown in 
Table 16. This result means that the CCF Pilot had no impact on customer 
disconnections. 

5.4 Please clarify if the results for the lost revenue due to disconnections indicates that the CCF Pilot 
Program may lead to incremental costs, rather than savings, for this source.   

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, p. 45 
Cost of collection notifications 

On page 45 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report BC Hydro submits: 

The control group was issued approximately the same number of FNOD letters as the 
test group. The DID estimator indicated that there were on average 0.006 more FNOD 
letters for the Test Group than there were for the Control Group, and the corresponding 
p-value was 0.8511. The lower and upper bounds for the estimate at the 80 per cent 
and 90 per cent confidence levels are listed in Table 18. The difference between the 
numbers was too small to have any statistical significance. This result means that the 
CCF Pilot had no impact on the frequency of FNOD collection notice letters. 

6.1 Please clarify if the results for the cost of collection notifications indicates that the CCF Pilot 
Program may lead to incremental costs, rather than savings, for this source.   

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 48–49 
Bad debts 

On page 49 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

These figures indicate that almost twice as many CCF Pilot grant recipients as Control 
Group accounts were closed and expensed as bad debts, as well as that the CCF Pilot 
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grant recipients had over $5,000 more in bad debt than accounts in the Control Group. 
Although the difference between the two groups is statistically significant, the small 
sample sizes (59 and 30), and the fact that the DID method could not be used indicates a 
low confidence in the benefit estimate. 

As a result of this analysis, it is concluded there is no evidence of economic benefits in 
the form of lower bad debt expense that result from the CCF Pilot. 

7.1 Please clarify if the evidence presented in the Two-Year Evaluation Report indicates that there is 
an incremental cost associated with bad debts expense for the CCF Pilot Program participants. If 
not, explain why not. 

7.2 Please explain if bad debts associated with participants that experienced a grant reversal after 
the audit process are included in the results presented on pages 48 to 49 of the Two-Year 
Evaluation Report and if not, why not. 

7.2.1 Please provide the amount of any bad debts that have resulted from audit reversals. 

7.3 Is a larger sample size necessary to reasonably estimate any economic benefits associated with a 
reduction in bad debt resulting from the issuance of CCF grants? Please explain why or why not.  

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, p. 56 
Methodology – sample size 

On page 56 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states:  

The purpose of the CCF Pilot is to determine if there are economic benefits resulting 
from operational cost savings and decreases to revenue losses and bad debt expenses 
which would offset program costs. 

The evaluation compared monthly cohorts of Grantees and matched control groups 
over a period of 14 months, with the test and control Group samples each consisting of 
about 2,800 customers. These datasets were large enough to reveal savings if they had 
existed. 

8.1 Please describe the basis for BC Hydro’s position that the datasets analyzed were sufficiently 
large to reveal if savings resulted from each of (i) avoidance of lost revenue due to 
disconnections; (ii) reduction in cost of collection notifications; (iii) reduction in cost of 
borrowing from delayed revenues; and (iv) reduction in bad debt expense. 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, p. 32 
Methodology - region matching criterion 

On page 32 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states:  

Region was used as a matched control group parameter in the Year One Evaluation. 
However, this parameter was excluded in the Two-Year Evaluation Report because of 
the relatively small improvement this matching criterion provided to the statistical 
significance of the results and the extent to which its inclusion reduced the data 
available for analysis by shrinking the pool of matched control group accounts. 

9.1 Please clarify what it means for a matching parameter to provide a “relatively small 
improvement to the statistical significance of the results.”  
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9.2 Please describe the method BC Hydro used to determine that the region matching parameter 
provided only a relatively small improvement to the statistical significance of the results. 

9.3 Please provide a more detailed discussion of (i) the trade-offs BC Hydro evaluated when 
considering whether or not to include the region matching parameter in the Two-Year 
Evaluation Report, and (ii) the basis for BC Hydro’s decision to eliminate the region matching 
criterion. 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 33–34 
Methodology – overdue amounts 

On page 33 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states that: 

Figure 7 represents the average FNOD overdue amounts for all participants during the 
CCF Pilot, with each month’s cohort of participants time-shifted to align with the month 
when the grant is given (Grant Month). 

A copy of Figure 7 is provided below. 

 
 

10.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that Figure 7 shows that, on average, grant recipients had 
outstanding amounts owed to BC Hydro in each of the 22 months considered in the economic 
analysis used in the Two-Year Evaluation Report, including the month immediately following 
receipt of a CCF grant. 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 37–38 
Methodology – sampling methodology 

On pages 37 and 38 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

A total of 6,385 CCF grant applications were approved during the 24-month evaluation 
period for operational performance. The 2,797 granted applicants included in the test 
group sample is approximately 44 per cent of all grant recipients. Both the first-year and 
second-year samples were slightly smaller than the actual grant numbers as some grant 



 

File 61242 | BCH CCF Pilot Program Evaluation Report BCUC IR No. 1 10 of 17 

customers were excluded due to inability to find matched control customers for them. 

11.1 Please provide (i) the total number of grant recipients during the 22-month economic analysis 
period; and (ii) the number of grant recipients during the 22-month economic analysis period 
that were excluded from the test group sample due to an inability to find a matched control 
customer. 

11.2 Please provide a detailed explanation of the reasons why matched control customers could not 
be identified for all customers that received grants during the 22-month economic analysis 
period. 

11.3 Please identify and describe any common characteristics or themes associated with the grant 
recipients that were excluded from the test group due to an inability to find a matched control 
customer. 

11.4 Please discuss the potential impact excluding certain grant recipients from the test group may 
have had on BC Hydro’s analysis of the economic impact of the CCF, as well as any measures 
BC Hydro implemented to minimize any such impacts. 

On page 38 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

The categorical parameters for housing type, primary heating fuel type and payment 
option were matched exactly in each case. The FNOD overdue amount was considered 
the most important variable parameter and was matched to within 10 per cent. 

11.5 Please provide a histogram showing the distribution of the difference between the FNOD 
overdue amount for the test group and the control group across the 10 percent range allowed 
by BC Hydro. 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 39–40 
Methodology – differences in differences methodology 

On page 39 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

Although the test and control groups were matched as closely as possible with available 
data, some selection bias may exist, such as income disparity and whether members of 
the matched control group were also impacted by an ‘unplanned life event’. To limit the 
potentially confounding extraneous effects and selection bias, the [Difference in 
Differences (DID)] technique was applied to measure the differences between the test 
and matched control groups over time. The DID technique effectively reduces the 
impact of unexplainable changes that affect both the test and matched control groups. 
The DID technique provides an estimate of the net effect of the CCF Pilot, controlling for 
the variables described above. 

12.1 Please explain why BC Hydro selected the DID methodology as its preferred approach for 
addressing “potentially confounding extraneous effects and selection bias” in the Two-Year 
Evaluation Report. Include a discussion of any other approaches BC Hydro considered but 
rejected in favour of the DID methodology. 

12.2 Please identify any prior regulatory proceedings before the BCUC or other regulators that 
BC Hydro is aware of where a DID methodology was used. 

12.3 Please explain how the DID methodology controls for each of (i) income disparity between the 
test and control groups; (ii) whether members of the matched control group were also impacted 
by an ‘unplanned life event’; and (iii) unexplainable changes that affect both the test and 
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matched control groups. 

On page 40 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

The DID methodology was applied to each measure of interest and the p-value, which 
provides an indication of statistical significance of the outcome for each of the tests, is 
reported with the Evaluation Results section (section 3.8 below). 

12.4 Please explain how BC Hydro calculated the p-value for each measure of interest and provide 
any supporting calculations for the p-value reported for each measure of interest. 

On page 40 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

The DID estimator showed that there were on average 0.002 more disconnections per 
customer from the test group than there were from the matched control group, and the 
corresponding p-value was 0.8162. The lower and upper bounds for the estimate at the 
80 per cent and 90 per cent confidence levels are listed in Table 17. The difference 
between the numbers was too small to have any statistical significance at either 80 per 
cent or 90 per cent confidence levels, as shown in Table 16. This result means that the 
CCF Pilot had no impact on customer disconnections. 

 
 

12.5 Using the disconnection rate as an example, please explain how BC Hydro determined the 
following: (i) the DID estimate of an average 0.002 more disconnections per customer for the 
test group versus the matched control group; (ii) a corresponding p-value of 0.8162; (iii) the 
upper and lower bounds of -0.012 and 0.0008, respectively for the 80% confidence interval; and 
the upper and lower bounds of -0.014 and 0.011, respectively for the 90% confidence interval. 

12.6 Please explain the significance of the upper and lower estimate bounds and how they were used 
in BC Hydro’s analysis. 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 42–43 
Methodology – disconnections 

On page 42 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

Figure 9 shows the number of disconnections due to failure to pay for service that 
occurred for the test and matched control groups for the four months of pre- and post-
grant evaluation period, i.e., the nine-month evaluation period. 

On page 43 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

The general trend was similar for both groups, with an increase from the average 
disconnection rate during the month prior to the CCF application for the test group or 
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the FNOD for the matched control group, followed by a steep decline as the grant is 
applied for the test group account or the missed payment is applied to the control group 
account. The apparent one-month delay between the two groups was likely due to the 
matching criterion that allowed a match on overdue amounts one month on either side 
of the grant month as described in section 3.5.2. The average rate of disconnections 
then rose to a similar pre-crisis level after two months, indicating a return to the ‘norm’ 
for both groups. 

A copy of Figure 9 is provided below. 

 

13.1 Please explain whether Figure 9 presents a comparison of the number of service disconnections 
that took place for the test and control group in each month of the nine-month evaluation 
period, or an average of the number of service disconnections per group in each month of the 
nine-month evaluation period. 

13.1.1 If an average was used, please explain why and provide any supporting calculations. 

13.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that approximately 130 disconnections took place for 
grant recipients in the month a CCF grant was awarded. 

13.2.1 If confirmed, please explain why BC Hydro disconnected a grant recipient in the same 
month a CCF grant was issued. 

13.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that approximately 18 disconnections took place for grant 
recipients in the month following the issuance of a CCF grant. 

13.3.1 If confirmed, please explain why BC Hydro disconnected a grant recipient in the month 
immediately following the issuance of a CCF grant. 

13.4 Please provide the basis for BC Hydro’s statement that “[t]he apparent one-month delay 
between the two groups was likely due to the matching criterion that allowed a match on 
overdue amounts one month on either side of the grant month,” given the difference between 
the groups is skewed towards the month following the issuance of a grant, rather than being 
distributed across both the month preceding and the month following the issuance of a grant. 
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 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 32, 47 
Methodology – average overdue amounts 

On page 32 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states that “[the primary amount 
reported in the FNOD is the overdue amount. The Two-Year Evaluation used the last FNOD 
issued to a customer each month to represent the overdue amount for that month.” 

On page 47 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro presents Figure 11, entitled “Average 
Overdue Amounts.” A copy of Figure 11 is provided below. 

 
 

14.1 Please explain why the average overdue amount “per FNOD letter” was used in Figure 11, rather 
than the average of the overdue amounts identified in the last FNOD issued to customers in a 
given month, as discussed on page 32 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report. 

14.2 Please provide an alternative version of Figure 11 based on the average overdue amount 
identified in the last FNOD issued in a given month to the test group and matched control group 
customers. 

 Reference: BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
Exhibit B-5, pp. 37, 47–48 
Methodology – benefit of reduced borrowing calculation 

On page 37 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states that “[a] total of 6,385 CCF grant 
applications were approved during the 24-month evaluation period for operational 
performance.” 

On pages 47–48 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states: 

…it is concluded that economic benefits result from the CCF Pilot in the form of a 
reduction in borrowing costs for delayed revenues. The magnitude of this impact is 
calculated as $156 per year as follows: 
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• Reduced FNOD overdue amount by $28.66 per CCF grant recipient over two 
months; 

• BC Hydro Weighted Average Cost of Debt of 3.74 per cent per year; and 

• 6,385 grants over 22 months. 

On page 48 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro states that the benefit of reduced 
borrowings from a reduction in delayed revenues is calculated as follows:  

6,385/22*($28.66/2)*(3.74%/12) = $12.96 per month, or approximately $156 per year. 

15.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that 6,385 grants were issued during the 24-month 
evaluation period for operational performance, rather than the 22-month period for BC Hydro’s 
economic analysis. 

15.1.1 If confirmed, would it be appropriate to use the number of grants issued during the 
22-month economic analysis period in the benefit of reduced borrowings calculation? 
Please explain why or why not. 

15.1.2 If confirmed, please update the benefit of reduced borrowings calculation as 
appropriate. 

 
D. OBJECTIVES OF THE CCF PILOT PROGRAM 

 Reference: OBJECTIVES OF THE CCF PILOT PROGRAM 
Exhibit B-1, pp. 7–8 
Objectives 

On pages 7–8 of the Year One Evaluation Reports, BC Hydro submits: 

In the [Customer Emergency Fund] CEF Application, BC Hydro identified further 
objectives of the CCF Pilot, 24 including that the CCF Pilot: 

• is easy to apply for; 

• has the potential of reducing disconnections;  

• has the potential to reduce bad debt and collection costs; 

• has low administrative cost, thereby maximizing the amount available to 
customers in need; and 

• allows BC Hydro to gather sufficient data to evaluate whether the CCF has some 
reasonable basis of benefiting residential customers as a whole. 

On page 7 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

The CCF Pilot, as indicated in the 2015 [Rate Design Application] RDA Decision and 
reaffirmed in BCUC Order No. G-5-20, is to test whether a crisis intervention program 
available to all residential customers experiencing a temporary financial crisis can 
generate a utility benefit that sufficiently justifies on an economic or cost of service 
basis so that the program may proceed on a more permanent basis. 

16.1 Please clarify if all of the stated objectives of the CCF Pilot listed on pages 7–8 of the Year One 
Evaluation Report relate to whether there is a utility benefit that justifies the program on an 
economic or cost of service basis or explain otherwise.   

16.2 For any of the stated objectives of the CCF Pilot (as listed on pages 7–8 of the Year One 
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Evaluation Report) that are not assessed in the Two-Year Evaluation Report, please provide an 
update based on the results in the Two-Year Evaluation Report.  

 
E. OTHER 

 Reference: OTHER 
Exhibit B-1, pp. 1, 2, 40; Exhibit B-5, pp. 51, 57; Appendix A, pp. 3–4 
Public opinion 

On page 51 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that “This omnibus survey was 
administered by Leger Marketing from May 29, 2020 to May 31, 2020 to a general population sample of 
1,000 British Columbians.” 
 
BC Hydro provides the following summary of the survey results on page 57 of the Two-Year Evaluation 
Report: 

… among 1,000 British Columbians polled, 88 per cent indicated it is appropriate for BC 
Hydro to continue offering a program such as CCF to help customers avoid 
disconnection of service when facing a temporary financial crisis. In addition, over 67 
per cent of respondents indicated they supported of BC Hydro continuing to charge a 
small fee to continue CCF. 

17.1 Please discuss the reasons why an omnibus survey was conducted, rather than a survey 
specifically concerning the subject of the CCF Pilot Program.  

17.1.1 Please discuss the statistical significance of the omnibus survey results.  

17.1.2 Please identify and discuss any limitations of an omnibus survey as compared to a more 
direct approach.  

17.2 Please discuss if there are any benefits of the CCF Pilot Program that can be derived from the 
results of the omnibus survey. If yes, identify the potential benefits and quantify, where 
possible. If not, discuss why not.  

17.3 Please explain why the survey presented in the Two-Year Evaluation Report was administered to 
a general population sample of British Columbians rather than only BC Hydro customers and 
discuss how this may have impacted the results.  

17.4 Please discuss how the questions for the omnibus survey were selected.   

On page 3 of Appendix A to the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that 54 percent of survey 
respondents indicated “never hard of it” in response to the question “prior to today, were you aware of 
the Customer Crisis Fund?” 
 
17.5 Please discuss any implications for the omnibus survey results, given that 54 percent of 

respondents had previously never heard of the CCF Pilot.  

On page 4 of Appendix A to the Two-Year Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that 67 percent of survey 
respondents indicated “agree” in response to the question “I am supportive of BC Hydro continuing to 
charge a small fee (roughly 13 cents a month) to keep the Customer Crisis Fund. To what extent do you 
agree or disagree with the following statements?” 
 
17.6 Please discuss any implications for the omnibus survey results for the above-noted question, 

given that the survey was issued to a sample or British Columbians, not just BC Hydro 
customers. 
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On page 40 of the Year One Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits: 

One integrated survey was administered from March 30 to April 10, 2019 to a sample of 
customers who applied for and were given the grant during the CCF Pilot’s first year, a 
sample of customers who applied for but were denied the grant, and a sample of 
customers who never applied for the grant  (non-participants). 

On page 2 of the Year One Evaluation Report, BC Hydro submits that “BC Hydro’s survey of non-
participating residential customers showed 71 per cent expressing support for the CCF Pilot after being 
informed of its details.” 

 
17.7 Please clarify why a participant survey, both for customers that received a grant and those that 

applied for and were denied the grant, was not conducted as part of the Two-Year Evaluation 
Report.   

17.8 Please identify and discuss any underlying reasons identified by BC Hydro for the increase in 
support for the CCF Pilot Program in the omnibus survey results presented in the Two-Year 
Evaluation Report (i.e. 88 per cent indicated it is appropriate for BC Hydro to continue offering a 
program such as CCF to help customers avoid disconnection of service when facing a temporary 
financial crisis) as compared to the survey results presented in the Year One Evaluation Report 
(i.e. 71 per cent expressing support for the CCF Pilot Program after being informed of its details). 

 Reference: OTHER 
Exhibit B-5, p. 10  
CCF regulatory account 

18.1 Please replicate Table 1 on page 10 of the Two-Year Evaluation Report to provide the balance of 
the CCF Regulatory Account as at November 30, 2020. If this balance is not yet available, provide 
the balance at October 31, 2020.    

 Reference: OTHER 
Exhibit B-5, p. 1; Exhibit B-6, p. 3 
Electric Tariff 

On page 1 of Exhibit B-6, BC Hydro submits: 

… other elements such as the Electric Tariff provisions that allow CCF grants to be 
credited against customer bills are within the BCUC’s jurisdiction to terminate or amend 
(section 1 Definition of the Customer Crisis Fund, Customer Crisis Fund Grant, and 
Customer Crisis Fund Return; section 2.1 Application for Service and Service Agreement; 
and section 5.2.1 Regular Billing). 

19.1 Please provide a complete list of elements of the CCF Pilot Program that are contained in BC 
Hydro’s Electric Tariff and explain the relevance of each element to the operation of the Pilot. 

On page 3 of Exhibit B-6 BC Hydro submits: 
 

While [Order in Council] OIC 159 does restrict in some ways the BCUC’s jurisdiction to amend or 
terminate the CCF Pilot Program, it does not generally affect the validity of previous BCUC 
orders, including Order No. G-166-17. Referring again to the example of the CCF Rate Rider, 
even though the BCUC can not order its amendment or termination on account of OIC 159, it 
will terminate on May 31, 2021 (being three years from the implementation date of June 1, 
2018). 
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19.2 Please clarify if an application from BC Hydro is required in order to cancel Rate Schedule 1903 

effective May 31, 2021 or explain otherwise. 
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