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A. FBC EV STATIONS AND THE GGRR 

 Reference: OVERVIEW OF GGRR CRITERIA 
Exhibit B-5 (Revised Application), pp. 22–23; Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 3.8.1, 3.8.4, 16.2 
Limited Municipality Site Limit Test 

In response to British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) Information Request (IR) 3.8.2, FortisBC Inc. 
(FBC) stated: 

Generally, the decision date in section 5(2)(b) of the GGRR [Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
(Clean Energy) Regulation] will only be relevant if there is reason to believe that a 
station will not be constructed before December 31, 2025 or will not meet the limited 
municipality requirement. If the station will not meet these requirements, the public 
utility may nonetheless provide evidence to establish that, on the date it made its 
decision to construct or purchase the station, it reasonably expected it would meet the 
requirements. 

[…] 

As all of FBC’s currently-planned charging stations will be in operation well before 
December 31, 2025, and meet the limited municipality requirement, the date of FBC’s 
decision to construct or purchase the charging stations is irrelevant. However, as noted 
in the response to BCUC IR1 3.8, FBC considers the “date the public utility decides to 
construct or purchase an eligible charging station” is the date that a financial 
commitment to purchase, construct or install the required charging station 
infrastructure has been made. While possible that a decision could have been made 
earlier, an executed and dated contract or letter of intent clearly demonstrates that a 
decision was made by the date of the contract or letter of intent. The reasonableness of 
the expectation that the station will come into operation by December 31, 2025 and 
meet the limited municipality requirement, if applicable, can then be determined by 
reference to whether there is enough time from the decision date to construct or 
purchase the charging station, and reasonably available information at that time about 
the location of charging stations. 
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18.1 Please discuss whether a contract or letter of intent making the financial commitment to 
purchase, construct or install the electric vehicle (EV) charging station infrastructure must 
include the specific site where the infrastructure will be installed. Is it possible to have a 
contract or letter of intent to acquire charging station infrastructure without determining the 
location where the infrastructure will be installed or for the location to change after the 
execution of the contract or letter of intent? 

18.1.1 If it is possible to have a contract or letter of intent to acquire EV charging station 
infrastructure without determining the location of the infrastructure installation or for 
the location to change after the execution of the contract or letter of intent, please 
discuss how the date of the contract or letter of intent can be considered “the date the 
public utility decides to construct or purchase an eligible charging station” as set out in 
section 5(2)(b) of the GGRR. 

In response to BCUC IR 3.8.4, FBC stated: 

An eligible charging station is required to be in operation to be a prescribed 
undertaking, as section 5(2)(a) of the GGRR requires that the public utility must 
construct and operate, or purchase and operate, the eligible charging station. However, 
this does not prevent the BCUC from considering on a forecast basis whether, on a 
balance of probabilities, a charging station will be a prescribed undertaking. […] 

18.2 Under a scenario, where on a balance of probabilities, the BCUC determines on a forecast basis 
that an EV charging station meets the criteria to be a prescribed undertaking, but subsequently 
when the station becomes operational, it does not actually meet the criteria, please discuss 
whether this charging station would be excluded from FBC’s rate base and its associated costs 
and revenues would be excluded from recovery from or refund to ratepayers. Why or why not? 

18.2.1 If so, please discuss whether FBC would need further BCUC approval to have the EV 
charging station become a regulated asset. 

18.2.2 If not, please discuss whether it would be in ratepayers’ interest for the BCUC to wait 
until an EV charging station comes into operation before it determines whether the 
station is a prescribed undertaking under the GGRR. Why or why not? 

18.3 Please discuss whether the BCUC can make a determination that an EV charging station meets 
the criteria to be a prescribed undertaking and direct that the station be excluded from rate 
base and its associated costs and revenues be excluded from recovery from or refund to 
ratepayers in the event that the station does not meet the criteria to be a prescribed 
undertaking when the station becomes operational. As part of the response, please discuss the 
implications of this approach to FBC and its ratepayers and shareholders, respectively. 

In response to BCUC IR 16.2, FBC stated: 

As part of its Annual Review of rates, FBC intends to provide sufficient information for 
the BCUC to assess whether any future stations not included in its Revised Application 
meet the criteria to be a prescribed undertaking under the GGRR. FBC would also 
provide information regarding the actual or planned addition of DCFC [direct current 
fast charging] stations in the period since the previous review. FBC is not proposing to 
advise the BCUC of each decision to add a station or site, but rather will provide 
confirmation in the Annual Review that costs associated with any additions since the 
previous review are eligible to be included in rate base once in operation. 



FBC EV DCFC Rate Design BCUC IR No. 2 3 of 8 

18.4 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FBC plans to provide sufficient information in its 
Annual Review application for the BCUC to assess whether stations that have come into service 
since the previous review have met the criteria under the GGRR to be prescribed undertakings. 

18.4.1 If confirmed, please provide the rationale for the proposed approach. 

18.4.2 If not confirmed, please propose a regulatory process for the BCUC to review whether a 
station that has come into service has met the criteria to be prescribed undertaking and 
provide the rationale for the proposed process. 

On pages 22 to 23 of the Revised Application, FBC states: 

As described above, over the term of the MRP, FBC will forecast costs and revenues 
associated with EV charging in each Annual Review. The costs and revenues associated 
with the provision of EV charging will be afforded flow-through treatment. This means 
that any variances between forecast and actual costs associated with the EV charging 
service will be accounted for in FBC’s existing Flow-through deferral account. This is 
consistent with the treatment approved by the BCUC in its Decision attached to Orders 
G-165-20 and G-166-20 in which at page 73 the Panel stated, 

Subject to approval by the BCUC for inclusion of FBC’s EV charging 
stations in rate base, the Panel approves FBC’s request to forecast costs 
associated with EV charging stations and to record the related forecast 
cost of service variances in the Flow-through deferral account. The 
Panel also approves flow-through treatment for revenues related to EV 
Charging stations. 

18.5 Under a scenario where the costs and revenues associated with FBC’s EV charging stations were 
included in the revenue requirement on a forecast basis and then those stations were 
subsequently found to not meet the criteria to be a prescribed undertaking, please discuss the 
transactions necessary to “correct” the revenue requirement by removing these costs and 
revenues in the subsequent year revenue requirement. As part of the response, please discuss 
how the Flow-through deferral account would, or would not, be able to accommodate these 
transactions. 

18.5.1 If the Flow-through deferral account would not be able to accommodate these 
transactions, please discuss whether a separate deferral account could be established, 
or another mechanism put in place, to accommodate these transactions. 

18.6 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FBC is proposing to utilize the Flow-through deferral 
account to capture all forecast costs and revenues associated with EV charging stations in 
subsequent Annual Reviews, including the variance treatment for these costs and revenues. 
Please discuss whether a separate deferral account would be more appropriate. 

 Reference: OVERVIEW OF GGRR CRITERIA 
Exhibit B-5, Section 4, p. 22; Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 5.6, 15.2.1 
Retrospective Application 

On page 22 of the Revised Application, FBC states: 

FBC recognizes that since 2018, both expenses and revenues have been accounted for in 
its non-regulated books. When FBC receives approval of this Application, as discussed 
above, the assets associated with the EV charging stations, and related revenues and 
expenses, will be reflected in FBC’s regulated accounts. 
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In response to BCUC IR 5.6, FBC stated: 

[…] A statutory provision with “retrospective” effect operates on a forward-looking basis 
but creates new results in respect of past events. Section 18 of the CEA [Clean Energy 
Act] and section 5 of the GGRR have a “retrospective” effect, as they require the 
recovery of the costs of all charging stations that come into operation by December 31, 
2025, which by definition includes stations in operation prior to June 22, 2020. 

The operative statutory provision is section 18(2) of the CEA, which states: 

In setting rates under the Utilities Commission Act for a public utility 
carrying out a prescribed undertaking, the commission must set rates 
that allow the public utility to collect sufficient revenue in each fiscal 
year to enable it to recover its costs incurred with respect to the 
prescribed undertaking. [Emphasis added]  

As emphasized in the quote above, the CEA requires the recovery of “costs incurred” (in 
the past tense). It does not require the recovery of only forecast costs or only those 
costs incurred after a certain date. […] 

In response to BCUC IR 15.2.1, FBC stated: 

FBC plans to propose a method to recover actual costs (less revenues) associated with 
its EV charging stations in its Annual Review. FBC will consider the option of transferring 
net cumulative historical credits as set out in response to BCUC IR1 15.2 as well as a 
projection for 2021 to its Flow-through deferral account in 2021, and will bring forward 
this or another proposal for the BCUC’s review in the Annual Review process for setting 
2022 rates. 

19.1 Please clarify whether FBC’s interpretation of the CEA requires the recovery of costs incurred 
and the refund of surpluses (e.g. where the revenue collected from charging stations exceeds 
the costs incurred) associated with FBC’s EV charging stations that meet the criteria to be 
prescribed undertakings. Is there any discretion on the part of the BCUC or FBC in the recovery 
or refund of past and future costs and revenues? 

 
B. RATES AND RATE DESIGN 

 Reference: RATE DESIGN 
Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 2.1, 6.3, 6.4, 6.7 and 6.8; Exhibit B-8-1, British Columbia Old Age 
Pensioners’ Organization, Council of Senior Citizens’ Organizations of BC, Active 
Support Against Poverty, Disability Alliance BC, and the Tenant Resource and Advisory 
Centre et al. (BCOAPO) IR 19.2 and 19.3 
Rates 

In response to BCUC IR 6.3 and 6.4, FBC submitted that the levelized DCFC rate would not be subject to 
general rate increases or decreases, and that the Rate Schedule (RS) 96 tariff should specify as such. FBC 
stated: 

FBC is proposing that RS 96 be exempt from general rate changes because the model 
used to determine the levelized rate already includes reasonable estimates of the 
annual general rate change to RS 21, which represents the cost of electricity in the 
calculation, and also includes inflation factors for O&M and property taxes which would 
factor into a general rate change impacting all rates. 
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In response to BCUC IR 6.7, FBC submits that it would periodically review RS 96 as part of its Cost of 
Service Analysis (COSA) to consider whether the revenues from RS 96 were reasonably recovering the 
cost of service under RS 96. FBC is also proposing a general review of the DCFC Program as part of its 
Annual Review under the Multi-year Rate Plan (MRP). In response to BCUC IR 6.8, FBC stated: 

FBC’s Annual Review will include updated annual forecasts for the EV Program. In this 
review, the BCUC and interveners can inquire into any aspect of the program, including 
comparative station usage, demand and consumption statistics, revenue and cost 
figures as well as customer feedback and site buildout. The criteria against which each 
measure would be evaluated would be the forecast values included in the Revised 
Application. 

20.1 Please provide the proposed amended tariff page(s) to reflect that RS 96 would not be subject 
to general rate increases or decreases. 

20.2 Instead of reviewing the EV Program in the MRP Annual Review process, please discuss the pros 
and cons if the review is conducted on a standalone basis considering that RS 96 is proposed to 
be exempt from general rate changes. Please include the review frequency, timing, and content 
of such standalone filings. 

In response to BCOAPO IR 19.2 and 19.3, FBC provided two schedules for the derivation of the annual 
values of electricity cost based on RS 21 for 50 kW stations and 100 kW stations, respectively. By Order 
G-298-20, the BCUC approved FBC’s application for a 4.36 percent general rate increase, on an interim 
and refundable basis, effective January 1, 2021. 
 
In response to BCUC IR 2.1, FBC proposed that the RS 96 included in the Revised Application be effective 
within 30 days of the date the BCUC renders its final decision. 
 
20.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the 4.36 percent general rate change will increase the 

rates under RS 21, effective January 1, 2021.   

20.4 Please clarify whether the RS 21 cost of electricity used in calculating the proposed RS 96 
includes the 4.36 percent general rate change, effective January 1, 2021. 

20.5 If applicable, please update the two schedules in response to BCOAPO IR 19.2 and 19.3 that 
show the derivation of the annual values of electricity cost based on FBC’s proposed general 
rate increase, effective January 1, 2021. 

20.6 If applicable, please re-calculate the RS 96 rates for 50 kW stations and 100 kW stations based 
on the updated electricity costs.  

20.7 If applicable, in light of FBC’s proposed effective date for RS 96 and the nature of levelized rates, 
should the BCUC approve the RS 96 rates that are calculated based on electricity rates effective 
January 1, 2021? Why or why not? 

 Reference: RATE DESIGN 
Exhibit B-9, BC Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA) IR 5.1; Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 17.7 
Rate Design 

In response to BCSEA IR 5.1, FBC stated, “FBC intends to explore the use of rates that at least partially 
incorporate an energy use rate (kWh) when Measurement Canada approved metering is available for 
DCFC energy metering and billing purposes.” 
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In response to BCUC IR 17.7, FBC provided the following table which shows the DCFC fee structure for 
the Keremeos and Princeton locations. 
 

 
21.1 To the best of FBC’s knowledge, please clarify how local municipalities charge energy-based 

rates for EV charging. What type of meter is being used, and what is the process for 
measurement disputes? 

21.2 Please discuss whether there are alternative methods to determine or set reasonable standards 
for the purposes of measuring the quantity of electricity sold through FBC’s EV charging service. 

 Reference: RATES  
Exhibit B-5, Appendix B; Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 9.1, 9.4 and 9.6 
Carbon Credits 

In response to BCUC IR 9.1, FBC indicated that it has not yet sold any of the carbon credit related to its 
public DCFC stations. FBC provides the following table that shows the FBC DCFC carbon credits volumes.  
 

 
 

In response to BCUC IR 9.4, FBC has confirmed that it used $200 per tonne to account for the sale of 
carbon credits to calculate the proposed EV rates. 
 
22.1 If available, please provide the carbon credit volume for the January 1, 2020 to December 31, 

2020 compliance period. 

22.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that $200 per tonne is equal to $200 per credit. 

22.2.1 If confirmed, would the carbon credits then be worth $5,000 for the 2018 compliance 
period and $10,000 for the 2019 compliance period if valued at $200 per tonne (or per 
credit)1?  

In response to BCUC IR 9.6, FBC stated: 

FBC is not currently a recognized fuel supplier under Part 3 of the RLCFRR [Renewable 
and Low Carbon Fuel Requirements Regulation], but is in the registration process. 
However, FBC anticipates that FEI (who is registered) will be able to sell the credits on 

 
1 2018 Calculation: $200 per tonne (or per credit) * 25 credits = $5,000; 2019 Calculation: $200 per tonne (or per credit) * 
50 credits = $10,000. 
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behalf of FBC to reduce administrative costs. Further, by bundling their credits together, 
FBC and FEI will be able to increase their sales volume in order to pursue a higher price 
per credit, thereby maximizing credit sales revenue for both entities.  

22.3 Please specify when FBC applied to become a designated Part 3 fuel supplier under Part 3 of the 
RLCFRR and when FBC is expected to become a designated Part 3 fuel supplier. 

22.4 As FBC is not yet a designated Part 3 fuel supplier, please clarify whether FBC’s DCFC carbon 
credits of 25 units in 2018 and 50 units in 2019 are only estimates that FBC has calculated or if 
these carbon credits have been validated by the director2 as defined in the RLCFRR. 

22.5 As FBC is not yet designated as a Part 3 fuel supplier, please confirm, or otherwise explain, that 
FBC’s DCFC carbon credits can be validated on a retroactive basis. 

22.6 Please clarify how FEI will be able to sell carbon credits on behalf of FBC. Under what section(s) 
of the RLCFRR is this type of transaction permitted? 

22.7 Please elaborate and quantify on the administrative costs that FBC may incur if it sells the 
carbon credits as a standalone entity. Are these administrative costs reflected in the calculation 
of RS 96? If not, why, and what would be the rate impact if these administrative costs are 
included? 

As per the RS 96 Tariff proposed in Appendix B of the Revised Application, FBC states that RS 96 is 
“Available for electric vehicle charging at FortisBC-owned Direct Current Fast Charging stations.” 
 
22.8 Please discuss whether it may possible that customers (e.g. fleet customers or large volume 

customers) would request to retain the carbon credits for their own benefit. How would FBC 
address this request and have these requests occurred to date? 

 
C. OTHER MATTERS 

 Reference: OTHER MATTERS 
Exhibit B-5, Section 1.2, p. 3, Section 2.6, p. 10; Exhibit B-7, BCUC IR 17.7, 17.9 
FBC New Denver and Nakusp Stations for BC Hydro Keremeos and Princeton Stations 

On page 3 of the Revised Application, FBC states that it “plans to transfer ownership of the sites in New 
Denver and Nakusp to BC Hydro in exchange for sites in Keremeos and Princeton.” 
 
In response to BCUC IR 17.9, which asked FBC to clarify whether FBC is seeking BCUC approval of this 
exchange of site and station ownership with British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro), 
FBC stated, “FBC clarifies that it is seeking BCUC approval pursuant to section 52 of the Utilities 
Commission Act to transfer ownership and operation of the DCFC stations in New Denver and Nakusp to 
BC Hydro. The transfer will facilitate each utility operating the charging stations in their respective 
service areas.” 
 
On page 10 of the Revised Application, FBC states: 

… site ownership and operation of the DCFC stations in New Denver and Nakusp are to 
be transferred to BC Hydro prior to March 31, 2021. FBC will assume ownership and 
operation of equivalent existing BC Hydro sites in Keremeos and Princeton in exchange, 
resulting in a total of 23 sites planned for operation by Q2 2021. [Emphasis added] 

 
2 In accordance with the RLCFRR, “director” means the government employee designated by the minister as the director for 
the purposes of this Act. 
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23.1 Please clarify whether FBC requires BCUC approval under section 52 of the Utilities Commission 

Act, prior to March 31, 2021, in order to transfer the site ownership and operation of FBC’s 
DCFC stations in New Denver and Nakusp to BC Hydro. 

23.1.1 If the BCUC does not render a decision on this specific request prior to March 31, 2021, 
what are the implications to FBC and BC Hydro? What are the alternatives or remedies?  

In response to BCUC IR 17.7, FBC provided the following table which shows the DCFC fee structure for 
the Keremeos and Princeton locations that FBC is acquiring from BC Hydro. 
 

 
 

23.2 Please explain whether FBC has planned any customer communication related activities for the 
Keremeos and Princeton locations as the fee structure will change from energy-based rates to 
time-based rates. 

23.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FBC will become the station operator (i.e. the local 
municipality will cease being the station operator) once the station transfers with BC Hydro are 
complete. 

23.3.1 If confirmed, please discuss whether the local municipality will be receiving 
compensation in exchange for the revenue it will no longer be collecting once the 
stations are transferred to FBC. If so, please describe the compensation and whether it 
has been reflected in the proposed rates. 

23.4 Please discuss whether there are any lease or operating agreements between BC Hydro and 
these local municipalities. If so, please elaborate and discuss whether these agreements will be 
transferred to FBC and whether they will impact how FBC operates the station and the rates 
that it plans to charge. Why or why not? 
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