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12 August 2021 

VIA E-FILING 

Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary  
BC Utilities Commission 
6th Floor 900 Howe Street  
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3                                                                                       Our File:  7311.310 

Dear Mr. Wruck: 
 
Re:  British Columbia Utilities Commission – FortisBC Inc. Rate Design and Rates for 

Electric Vehicle Direct Current Fast Charging Service Application – Project No. 
1598940 

 BCOAPO et al. Submission Regarding Adjournment and Interim Rates 
 
Please note that I continue to act on behalf of the residential ratepayer intervener group known in 
this regulatory proceeding as BCOAPO and Ms. Barham is now acting on behalf of those clients 
as well.  In accordance with the British Columbia Utility Commission’s (the “Commission”) Order 
G-215-21, we are providing submissions on whether this proceeding should be adjourned until 
the BC Hydro Public Electric Vehicle Fast Charging Services Rates Application proceeding (the 
“BC Hydro Proceeding”) has concluded.  
 
In the event that the Commission determines that it is appropriate to adjourn this process, we are 
also providing submissions on whether the interim rates should be amended from the existing 
$0.30 per minute rate to the proposed $0.26 per minute rate at 50 kW stations and $0.54 per 
minute at 100 kW stations as updated in the Revised Application and amended during the course 
of the proceeding. 
 
The Adjournment of the Proceeding 
 
We have reviewed Fortis BC Inc’s (“FBC”) submissions with respect to Order G-215-21 and agree 
that the proceeding should not be adjourned and we agree with the submissions made by FBC 
as to why the proceeding should not be adjourned.  
 
In addition, BCOAPO notes that the issues raised in the BC Hydro Proceeding with respect to EV 
DCFC equipment becoming obsolete sooner than expected is more applicable to BC Hydro than 
FBC. While BC Hydro is planning to construct additional 50 kW EV charging stations in both 
F2022 and F2023, increasing its number of stations from 97 to 325 by 2025, but we have on 
record in this proceeding that FBC has no plans to add any additional stations after Q2 of 2021.1 
 
There are also significant differences between the FBC proceeding and the BC Hydro one. In the 
BC Hydro Proceeding, BC Hydro’s underlying application is not based on a cost of service 
analysis, and BC Hydro has made no attempt to forecast future utilization rates nor made any 

                                                
1 See: British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) Public Electric Vehicle (EV) Fast Charging 
Rate Application, Exhibit B-5, BCOAPO 1.1.1 [“BCH EV Proceeding”]; BCH EV Proceeding, Streamlined 
Review Process Transcript Volume 1, pp. 118-119; Exhibit B-5, p. 10 and Exhibit B-9, BCSEA 1.1. 
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commitment as to how the initial under-recovery of EV charging station costs will be dealt with in 
the future.2 In contrast, FBC has provided a forecast of its future utilization rates and costs 
associated with its EV charging stations. These utilization rates are linked to the overall light 
vehicle sales each year and the EV sales targets from the Zero-Emissions Vehicles Act3 and 
using this forecast, FBC has designed its proposed EV charging rates to ensure it recovers the 
forecasted cost of service from EV charging stations customers over a 10-year period.  
 
FBC has also committed to reviewing the performance of the EV DCFC charging station rates as 
part of its annual reviews under the Multi Year Rate Plan (MRP).4 Beyond the MRP, FBC has 
indicated it will initiate a review of the rate under several other circumstances.5 In BCOAPO’s 
view, FBC’s commitment to regularly review the appropriateness of its current rate will ensure 
that its EV rates recover costs over a 10-year period. We also note that FBC’s commitments would 
be strengthened if the Commission adopted our final argument submissions that the annual 
reviews consider the costs and revenues to date as well as those forecast for the balance of the 
ten-year term.6 
 
BCOAPO also notes that FBC’s proposed rate of 26 cents/minute for its 50 kW charging service 
is materially higher than BC Hydro’s proposed rate of 21 cents/minute. FBC’s rate is towards the 
higher end of the range of EV charging rates offered by other providers in BC.7 
 
The Need to Update Interim Rates if Hearing Adjourned  
 
BCOAPO also agrees with FBC’s submissions that, if the Commission adjourns this proceeding, 
the interim rate should be updated to reflect FBC’s currently proposed rates. If this proceeding is 
adjourned, it is unclear what process the Commission might follow after the conclusion of the BC 
Hydro Proceeding and what future process or timeline the Commission might follow for the BC 
Hydro Proceeding itself. Given the uncertainty with both this proceeding and the BC Hydro 
Proceeding, BCOAPO submits that it is appropriate to update the interim rate to reflect FBC’s 
currently proposed rates.  
 
Clarification of Order G-215-21 
 
In its submissions on Order G-215-21, FBC sought clarification regarding the approvals granted 
in the Order. We are of the view that FBC’s request for clarification is an appropriate matter for 
the Commission to address as it is an interpretation of the Commission’s Order. However, we 
note the scope of EV station costs to be included in the revenue requirement will be impacted by 
the Commission’s final determination regarding question #4 of the legal interpretation questions 
set out in Exhibit A-13 which states: 
 

“Should all cost components of an eligible charging station be eligible for recovery under 
the GGRR (for example, paving costs, lighting installation and maintenance costs, 

                                                
2 BCH EV Proceeding, Streamlined Review Process Transcript Volume 1, p. 68 and BCH EV Proceeding, 
Streamlined Review Process Transcript Volume 2, p. 293. 
3 Exhibit B-5, p. 13. 
4 Exhibit B-7, BCUC 6.7 & 6.8 and FBC Final Argument, p. 32. 
5 Exhibit B-7, BCUC 6.9. 
6 BCOAPO Final Argument, p. 21. 
7 BCH EV Proceeding, Exhibit B-12-1, Attachment 1. 
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washroom facilities, wheelchair accessible ramps)? Why or why not? If reasonable 
limits on cost recovery are required, how should they be determined and why?” 

 
 
 
ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED  
 
BC PUBLIC INTEREST ADVOCACY CENTRE  
 
 
 
Leigha Worth       Kristin Barham 
Executive Director | General Counsel   Staff Lawyer 
 
 




