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CAARS 

VANCOUVER, B.C. 

April 5th, 2016 

 (PROCEEDINGS COMMENCED AT 9:02 A.M.) 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Please be seated. 

  Good morning.  My name is Karen Keilty, and 

I'm the Panel Chair for review of Fortis Energy Inc., 

or FEI's 2016 rate design application.  With me today 

are Commissioners Doug Enns and Bill Everett.  

  On February 21st, 2017, the Commission 

issued a letter, Exhibit A-4, explaining that 

Commission Staff retained an independent consultant, 

Elenchus Research Associates Inc., to produce two 

independent reports:  a cost of service allocation 

report, and a rate design report, which will both form 

part of the evidentiary record.   

  On March 2nd, 2017, by Order G-30-17, the 

Commission established further regulatory process for 

the review of the application, including this 

Procedural Conference.  The purpose of this Procedural 

Conference is to seek input from FEI and the 

registered interveners on the key topics to be 

addressed by the independent consultant in the rate 

design report.  The independent consultant will review 

the rate design proposals in the application for the 

key topics identified by the Panel as a result of this 
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Procedural Conference.  

  On May 31st, 2017, [sic] the Commission 

issued Exhibit A-6, which included a list of key 

topics proposed by Commission Staff as outlined in 

attachment A to the letter.  Exhibit A-6 requests that 

participants provide input regarding any additions, 

deletions, or changes to the list of key topics 

proposed by Commission Staff.  I'm not going to read 

the entire contents of the letter, but just a brief 

description of each topic area.  Please refer to 

Exhibit A-6 for further details of the proposed key 

topics. 

  The proposed key topic areas include (1) 

rate shock; (2) FEI rate design for residential 

customers; (3) FEI rate design for commercial 

customers; (4) FEI rate design for industrial 

customers; (5) rate design for Fort Nelson; (6) 

transportation service review; and (7) other topics 

with a significant impact to customer rates and/or 

customer classes.   

    Proceeding Time 9:04 a.m. T2 

  After considering all the submissions 

today, the Panel will make a determination as to the 

scope of the independent consultants report as a 

result of the submissions received.   

  At this stage it is my pleasure to 
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acknowledge and introduce a number of individuals.  

Errol South and Doug Chong are Commission Staff for 

the application.  Paul Miller from Boughton Law 

Corporation is Commission Counsel for the proceeding, 

and Hal Bemister is the Hearing Officer. 

  Before Mr. Miller takes over, I ask that 

you please make sure that your submissions are 

directed to the topics that I’ve just outlined, 

together with any other issues that you or any of the 

participants identify and that the Panel accepts as 

appropriate for addition to the agenda.  In 

identifying any issues in addition to the requested 

input on the proposed key topics to be addressed by 

the independent consultant, please bear in mind that 

it is not the purpose or goal of this Procedural 

Conference to consider or discuss the merits of the 

application, but rather to address the matters that I 

have just described.   

  In the Panel’s view, the issues are most 

efficiently canvassed collectively, as opposed to 

topic area by topic area.  But if anyone disagrees, we 

are prepared to consider an alternative approach you 

may suggest.  However, please address this during your 

appearances.  After appearances, the order of 

submissions will begin with FEI, then the intervenors 

will follow based on the order of appearances, with 
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Commission Staff going last.  Following Commission 

Staff, beginning with the last intervenor to speak 

before Commission Staff, intervenors will have the 

right to respond to other submissions in reverse 

order.  FEI will have the final right of reply.   

  I am now going to ask Mr. Miller to call 

for appearances.  And as you enter your appearance, 

please state your name and spell it for the record, 

identify the party that you represent, and any 

additional issues at that time.  And also advise 

whether you prefer that the topics be dealt with 

together, or if you require or recommend a separate 

round of submissions. 

  Please go ahead, Mr. Miller.   

MR. MILLER:   Thank you, Madam Chair.  The first in the 

order of appearances is FortisBC Energy Inc.? 

MR. BYSTROM:   Good morning, Madam Chair, Commission 

panel.  My name is Chris Bystrom.  Last name is 

spelled B-Y-S-T-R-O-M, appearing on behalf of FortisBC 

Energy Inc.  I have no additional issues to add to the 

agenda, and we prefer the topics to be addressed 

together. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you. 

MR. MILLER:   The next in the order of appearances is 

Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British 

Columbia? 
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MR. WEAFER:   Good morning, Madam Chair, members of the 

panel, my name is Chris Weafer, spelled W-E-A-F-E-R, 

appearing for the Commercial Energy Consumers 

Association of British Columbia, and we have no other 

issues for the agenda, and we are happy to deal with 

them all in one appearance, and we expect to be quite 

brief in our appearance.  Thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  

MR. MILLER:   British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ 

Organization et al.   

MS. BRAITHWAITE:   Good morning, my name is Tannis 

Braithwaite, B-R-A-I-T-H-W-A-I-T-E.  We have no 

additional agenda items, and prefer to have everything 

dealt with in one matter. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.   

MR. MILLER:   British Columbia Sustainable Energy 

Association and Sierra Club of British Columbia? 

MR. ANDREWS:   William Andrews, A-N-D-R-E-W-S, appearing 

for B.C. Sustainable Energy Association and the Sierra 

Club.  We have nothing to add to the agenda, and we’re 

content to have all the issues addressed at the same 

time.  

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you. 

MR. MILLER:   The Industrial Customers Group? 

MR. BURSEY:   Good morning, my name is David Bursey 

appearing for the Industrial Customers Group.  Last 
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name is spelled B-U-R-S-E-Y.  We have nothing to add 

to the agenda, and we can deal with the issues all at 

once, thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Than you. 

MR. MILLER:   Madam Chair, the next appearance is by 

telephone, the Fort Nelson and District Chamber of 

Commerce? 

MS. VANDERSTEEN:   Good morning, Bev Vandersteen, V-A-N-D-

E-R-S-T-E-E-N, Fort Nelson and District Chamber of 

Commerce.  I have nothing to add to the agenda at this 

time and prefer it to be done together, thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you. 

MR. MILLER:   That concludes the order of appearances, 

Madam Chair.   

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Okay.  Mr. Bystrom? 

SUBMISSIONS BY MR. BYSTROM: 

MR. BYSTROM:   Thank you.  So, FEI is by and large 

satisfied by the proposed key topics to be addressed 

by the independent consultant, and the rate design 

report.  I do, however, have brief submissions, 

somewhat editorial nature related to jurisdictional 

reviews, rate shock, the Fort Nelson rate design, and 

the other topics category. 

Proceeding Time 9:10 a.m. T3 

 I will address each of these in the order they appear 

on the list, and I'll be referring to specific bullets 
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on the list, so you may want to have the proposed key 

topics before you.   

  First, the proposed key topics include four 

-- sorry, three requests for jurisdictional reviews.  

FEI believes it would be helpful to specify what 

jurisdictions those review should cover and 

specifically whether it should be limited to Canada or 

to extend to the U.S.  In FEI's submission it would be 

reasonable to limit those reviews to jurisdictions in 

Canada.  There is, in my submission, a sufficient 

number of Canadian jurisdictions to inform the review 

and those jurisdictions are likely most relevant to 

this proceeding, and parties are generally, I suspect, 

most familiar with other Canadian jurisdictions.   

  Extending it to the U.S., of course, would 

lead to a much broader review and make comparisons 

harder, given the different regulatory legal contexts 

which may impact rates, in which -- in ways we don't 

understand.   

  So in my submission, for those reasons, it 

would be appropriate to limit those reviews to 

Canadian jurisdictions.   

  The first category on the list is rate 

shock, and the proposed key topics has four bullets or 

questions on this category.  FEI is not opposed to the 

inclusion of the questions on rate shock, but did wish 
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to register a comment, which is simply that we're not 

sure of how much value is likely to result from 

reviewing the concept of rate shock.  It is a concept 

that we reference on a few occasions in the 

application.  But FEI does not believe there can be 

any hard-and-fast rule to determine what is or is not 

rate shock.  FEI generally uses a 10 percent increase 

as a general guideline for rate shock, but believes 

that each circumstance has to be looked at 

individually. 

  And the Commission has made a similar 

determination in a 1992 decision, where it stated that 

"whether a particular increase constitutes rate shock 

depends on the overall rate environment and the 

circumstances of the particular customer."  So that 

while we may find other guidelines for rate shock, at 

the end of the day we believe it's still going to come 

down to a judgment call in each circumstance.   

  So that's just by registering a comment on 

that; we aren't opposed to the questions per se, but 

we will leave that for the Commission's consideration.   

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  

MR. BYSTROM:   Did have a submission on the Fort Nelson 

rate design as well.  And in my submission, some of 

the questions under that category may not be 

necessary.  In particular, the first, second and 
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fourth bullets we suggest could be removed from the 

list.  And the key reason for FEI's view on this 

relate to costs and rate impacts.  It should be kept 

in mind that even relatively small costs can have an 

impact on rates in Fort Nelson due to its small size.  

And for this reason, FEI is in favour of limiting 

costs relating to Fort Nelson rate design where 

possible and reasonable to do so.   

  And in this regard, I just pause to note 

that FEI assumes that the independent consultant will 

separately track its costs related to Fort Nelson as 

FEI has to account for those separately.   

  Turning to the particular questions, the 

first and second bullets or questions relate to the 

proposal to unbundle the rates on customers' bills.  

The first question asks for jurisdictional review and 

the second asks for the pros and cons of the proposal.   

  So, according to FEI's proposal, the rates 

would be unbundled on the bill so that customers could 

see the commodity, mid-stream and delivery components 

just as rates are presented on the bills in FEI's 

service areas.  So there is experience in this 

province with both unbundled and bundled rates as 

explained in the application, and we believe the 

reasons for our proposal are quite straightforward. 

Proceeding Time 9:14 a.m. T4 
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 They largely relate to transparency.  So I submit that 

parties in this proceeding are capable of analyzing 

the proposal and arguing one position or another 

without the benefit of expert evidence on that topic.  

And for that reason, I submit that the costs of 

undertaking the expert review likely outweigh any 

benefit that might result.   

  If the Commission does decide to retain 

that first question about the jurisdictional review, 

just have one editorial comment, which is that FEI 

suggests that it should be clear that it is asking 

about the unbundling of rates on the customers’ bill, 

as opposed to unbundling of services.  There was some 

confusion on this distinction in one of the workshops, 

so we just want to make sure those concepts remain 

distinct in the rate design report.   

  The fourth bullet or question on the Fort 

Nelson rate design rates to the benefits and 

disadvantages of FEI's proposal to move from a 

declining block to a flat rate structure.  My 

submissions on this are similar to my submissions on 

the unbundling of rates.  FEI believed that the flat 

and inclining block rate structures -- sorry, 

declining block rate structures are well understood 

concepts and that we have quite a bit of experience in 

this province with the proposed flat rate structure.  
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Therefore, we believe that the parties are capable of 

analyzing the proposal and making their cases based on 

what's on the record in the application, and through 

the IR process, and so on.  And given the desire to 

limit costs for Fort Nelson, we believe the costs 

likely outweigh the benefits of including this topic 

on the rate design report.   

  Finally, I just had one sort of editorial 

comment on the last category; the other topics 

category.  And that says that other topics may be 

added that are identified by the independent 

consultant and authorized by Commission Staff, which 

could result in a significant impact to customer rates 

or customer classes.  I submit that any topic to be 

added to the list should also be of sufficient 

complexity to benefit from having third-party expert 

evidence.  As I have submitted with respect to the 

Fort Nelson rate design, there may be some topics that 

may be well understood and do not necessarily require 

further expert evidence.  So I submit that this factor 

is one that should be considered before any other 

topic is added to the rate design report.   

COMMISSIONER EVERETT:   Sorry, just couldn't write fast 

enough.  You said another topic -- what was the 

condition under which you say another topic should be 

added?  I just --  
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MR. BYSTROM:   Should also be --  

COMMISSIONER EVERETT:   As you were moving along, I just 

couldn't keep up.   

MR. BYSTROM:   Fair enough.  I was speaking a little fast 

there.   

  Should be of sufficient complexity to 

benefit from having third-party expert evidence.  And 

I am not hung up on the exact way that is worded, but 

I think just as long as that idea is incorporated, we 

think that would be reasonable.   

COMMISSIONER EVERETT:   Thank you, yeah.  I've got it.   

MR. BYSTROM:   And that concludes the comments I had 

planned.  If you have any questions, I'd be happy to 

address them.   

COMMISSIONER ENNS:   I have none.   

THE CHAIRPERSON:   No questions.  Thank you, Mr. Bystrom.   

  Mr. Weafer?   

SUBMISSIONS BY MR. WEAFER: 

MR. WEAFER:   Thank you, Madam Chair.  Just to start, on 

addressing the approach being taken with the use of 

the expert consultant, the CEC is highly supportive of 

the approach that's been taken in utilizing the expert 

consultant.  And given the length of time between rate 

design reviews of the applicant, I would think it 

brings great value and contributes efficiency.   

  And I make that comment partly in response 
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to Mr. Bystrom's comment about the jurisdictional 

issue and restricting jurisdiction.  I think this is 

an opportune time to take a broad look, and the 

incremental costs of that look, within reason, are 

likely of benefit to the Panel, and certainly to the 

interveners.  So just to address that point.   

    Proceeding Time 9:19 a.m. T5 

 A long time between the hearings.  This could be a 

valuable contribution, so we’d ask the Commission to 

take that into account in assessing.   

  With respect to the reports, the CEC is 

generally supportive of the issues that have been 

articulated by Staff and in the exhibit, and have no 

specific comments.  We think they are identifying the 

topics and they are general enough to capture the 

topics.  And as we understand process, we’ll be 

entitled to ask IRs on the reports, and we’ll be able 

to flesh out if anything is not sufficiently fleshed 

out in the reports, so we are satisfied with the items 

identified. 

  The only issue identification that we’d 

like to have the Commission consider add to the topics 

is a topic that came up in Workshop 2, and it’s in the 

application, although not a great deal of comment on 

it, and that’s the bypass rates.  We are commercial 

representatives, and we’re not looking to upset 
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commercial arrangements, but it has been a long time 

since those were looked at by the Commission.  We 

think there is some value in an independent look at 

what the Commission has approved in, I believe the 

1980s, still applicable, are the contracts still 

appropriate.  Are there ratepayer impacts that may 

need to be looked at now, and at the end of the day, 

we’re comfortable if it’s a sign off that yes, 

everything is fine, but we think it has been a long 

time since they’ve been commented on.  And so it might 

be worthwhile in this process to consider adding that 

topic to the agenda.  

  The last comment I have is, it’s another 

response to Mr. Bystrom, and it was the last bullet 

and the comment on other topics, with significant 

impact to customer classes.  I understand the point 

with respect to sufficient complexity, but clearly if 

we have this expert consultant come in and take a 

broad look at the application, if they identify an 

issue that we’ve somehow missed or Staff has missed, 

whether it’s complex or not, we’d like them to 

identify it.  So, perhaps -- and whether they do work 

on it is -- and how much work they do on it, and we’re 

mindful of cost.  But clearly if there’s something 

they see that is a benefit to the Panel or to the 

process, we assume they’ll identify it to Staff, but 
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we’d certainly like the benefit of the issue being 

identified and perhaps a process if something is being 

added by the consultant not identified in the report, 

that there be a notification of that to parties.  And 

if FEI takes issue with it, they can comment on it.  

Not trying to have procedural conferences, but at 

least sort of a written -- there is an issue that the 

Staff thinks the consultant should review and add to 

its report, and if there is notice of that ahead of 

time, that might solve Mr. Bystrom’s concern.  And 

those are my submissions. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Great.  Any questions?  

Bill any questions? 

COMMISSIONER EVERTT:   No.  

MR. WEAFER:   Thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you, Mr. Weafer. 

  Ms. Braithwaite? 

SUBMISSIONS BY MS. BRAITHWAITE: 

MS. BRAITHWAITE:   We have no objections or comments 

really on the topics that have been proposed, but we 

do have three proposed additions to the list. 

  As you may be aware, in the recent BC Hydro 

rate design proceeding, the Commission ordered the 

establishment of a crisis intervention fund, which is 

a fund that ratepayers would be able to apply to in 

order to avoid disconnection of utility services, and 
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our intention is to seek a similar sort of fund in the 

Fortis rate design proceeding.   

  And so our first suggestion for an addition 

to the list is a jurisdictional survey of other 

jurisdictions that have some form of crisis 

intervention fund, and how those funds are designed 

essentially, how they’re set up, how they are 

administered, what they consist in.   

  The second suggested addition is a 

jurisdictional review of disconnection policies that 

gas utilities have that may be designed to mitigate 

any harms associated with disconnections.  So, for 

example, disconnections involving households where 

there are medical issues in the household, or where 

there is particularly cold weather, or very young 

children, or that sort of thing.  So, jurisdictional 

review around disconnection policies, directed at 

mitigating harms. 

  And a third suggestion, is with respect to 

the transportation service review.  What is proposed 

is a discussion of the use of daily balancing versus 

monthly balancing.    

Proceeding Time 9:24 a.m. T6 

 As I understand it there’s actually two proposals from 

Fortis in the existing application.  One is a change 

from monthly balancing to only daily balancing and the 
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other is a reduction in the balancing tolerance.  And 

so the third suggestion is to add a discussion of the 

range of balancing tolerances to the discussion of 

daily versus monthly balancing.  Thank you.  

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Mr. Andrews. 

SUBMISSIONS BY MR. ANDREWS: 

MR. ANDREWS:   Thank you.  BCSEA and Sierra Club BC have 

one additional topic to suggest, which is that the 

consultants examine how the concept of range of 

reasonableness is dealt with in the other 

jurisdictions in relation to revenue/cost ratios. 

  In terms of the other suggestions and 

comments that have been made, regarding Fortis’s 

suggestion that the rate -- that the jurisdictional 

reviews could be limited to Canada, in my submission 

my clients are not opposed to cost containment, that 

is they are not trying to see a large number for its 

own sake.  But in my submission it may be better to 

let the experts -- the consultant apply its own 

expertise to what jurisdictions would be the most 

helpful, because really it’s not a matter of the 

number of jurisdictions, it’s whether they’re either 

similar to the B.C. situation or different in a way 

that would be helpful for us to learn how things might 

be done here.  So my submission there would be that 

the consultant not be constrained to the choice of 



FEI 2016 Rate Design Application 
  Procedural Conference - April 5, 2017 Volume 3  Page:    316 
 
 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

C A A R S  
Computer Aided Archiving & Retrieval System 

jurisdictions to review. 

  BCSEA and Sierra Club support CEC’s 

suggestion that bypass rates be reviewed, and I think 

like CEC, that we’re not necessarily looking for them 

to be overturned.  But even on the level of when these 

agreements will come up for renewal is not yet clear, 

whether we’re talking in the next year or two or the 

next 30 years, and there may be important information 

on how costs are shared that can be added there. 

  In terms of the three proposals that BCOAPO 

made, my clients support each of those three and I 

won’t repeat them.  

  Those are my submissions. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Mr. Bursey. 

SUBMISSIONS BY MR. BURSEY: 

MR. BURSEY:   Thank you, Madam Chair.  I’m going to be 

brief and I’m going to touch on some of the themes 

that my colleagues who preceded me spoke about. 

  First off it’s a good idea that the 

Commission has hired an independent consultant to 

assist with this evidentiary record.  There shouldn’t 

be a lot of constraints put on the consultant in terms 

of being too narrow and worrying about whether this is 

a complex issue or not a complex issue.  A number of 

points my friend Mr. Bystrom made at the beginning, 

well, we know how to do this in B.C. and we have lots 
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of experience with rate shock and don’t look too far 

outside Canada because, you know, we’ve got examples 

here that are fine, and you know, if the issue is not 

that complex, keep it simple and don’t bother looking 

at it.  The difficulty with that is that plays right 

into the hand of the utility who has all the resources 

to present its case.  It’s very difficult to present 

an evidentiary case against the utility position 

because it’s expensive to do it.  But the Commission, 

and the Commission Staff in particular, are the one 

group that doesn’t have a narrow slice of interest in 

the proceeding.  They have an interest in all the 

issues that are before the Commission, and they have 

the resources with the expert staff and supplemented 

by the independent expert to look at all of the issues 

in the public interest in a complete and cohesive way.   

  I took a bit of time in this point because 

it’s very important.  This is a time to go into the 

rate design and look at it.  So, as Mr. Andrews and 

Mr. Weafer and Ms. Braithwaite said, don’t constrain 

the consultant too far.  The Staff have a good sense 

of what’s relevant and can work with the consultant on 

that point.        

Proceeding Time 9:29 a.m. T7 

  So that leads into a couple of issues.  

One, jurisdiction.  I think it's important for the 
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consultant to look at the available jurisdictions 

within North America.  The issue Mr. Bystrom correctly 

pointed out is, is it relevant to this jurisdiction?  

The example that you're looking at.  But that's also 

the case when you're looking at other provinces and 

other systems.  You always have to look at, well, 

what's the legislation, what are the circumstances, 

what sort of utility is it?  So the consultant, 

bearing in mind that will be a question, when you're 

presenting examples, can present enough information 

around that, the survey of other jurisdictions, to 

assist with assessing the usefulness of the 

comparisons that are presented.   

  This isn't a lay group of people that don't 

have some expertise.  We're all smart enough to figure 

out whether the example is useful or not, and the 

Commission is smart enough to do that.  So, it's not 

going to confuse the record, it will assist the 

record.   

  Similarly, with rate shock, that's a term 

that's just thrown around as a term of art, as if it 

has some specific meaning.  But it actually has -- 

it's easy to say, and it conjures up a certain image 

that's, you know, quite vivid.  But when you try to 

operationalize it and get some sense of what it truly 

means, it's very difficult.   
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  So having some assistance with how other 

Commissions and other jurisdictions treat the issue of 

rate shock, I think, would be of great assistance.  

This Commission has dealt with it in a number of 

proceedings and talked about it, but this is another 

good time to look at that issue.   

  I'm going to turn now to category 4, which 

is the industrial customer rate design issues.  We 

support the issues that are identified in that list.  

There's a few points we want to make sure that are 

covered.  One relates to daily tolerances.  My friend, 

Ms. Braithwaite, identified correctly that there is 

the issue of monthly versus daily balancing.  The 

industrial customers I represent are all on daily 

balancing, so the issue of moving to daily balancing 

is not the issue for the group that I represent.   

  But on the daily tolerances about how you 

balance within a day, that's an issue that needs to be 

examined carefully, because Fortis is proposing a 

change and making that change has implications for 

customer behaviour.  That's why you make the change.  

But we need to understand the availability of 

information to the customers that are trying to 

nominate for their daily amounts, and the implications 

for the system.  So examining that issue is one that  

-- that will be one issue that we'll be examining in 
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some detail, so it would be good if the independent 

expert has looked at that issue in some depth.   

  A second issue relates to load balancing on 

the system generally.  And by way of context, Fortis 

is proposing to move some of the midstream storage 

costs to the transportation rate design category.  So 

the issue that we would like to explore is, what's the 

value that the industrial customers bring to balancing 

the system through their loads, and also the 22A 

customers can be interrupted to a certain amount under 

their contract.  So what is the value of the -- what 

is the contribution to value that the industrial 

customers bring with the loads that they provide, and 

the stability that they provide to the system?   

    Proceeding Time 9:33 a.m. T8 

  Two final topics relate to something that 

was talked about earlier.  It’s the range of 

reasonableness.  Fortis is using a range of 90 to 110 

percent, and that’s the range of reasonableness that 

has been used by Fortis for, gosh, going back to the 

early 90s at least.  That’s the early 90s, the extent 

of my experience before the Commission.  And the 

ability to measure and assess the revenue to cost has 

become much more sophisticated in that time period, 

yet we are still using a range of reasonableness that 

is quite broad.  And the Commission has moved 
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recently, in the BC Hydro case, to a range of 

reasonableness to 95 to 105 percent.  So, there is no 

secret that this is going to be an issue for a number 

of intervenors, and we would like a good record from 

an independent consultant about what the range of 

reasonableness is used -- sort of what range of 

reasonableness is used elsewhere and the rationale.   

  And related to that topic is a question 

about whether or not the revenue to cost ratio is less 

appropriate than the margin to cost ratio for 

transportation customers.  And the difference being in 

the margin to cost ratio, you exclude the cost of gas, 

which the customers in the transportation category are 

buying directly.  So the service they’re buying from 

Fortis relates to the transportation only.   

  And those are our only additions to the 

list that is there, but otherwise we support the list 

and think it is good.  Thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Ms. Vandersteen. 

SUBMISSIONS BY MS. VANDERSTEEN:    

MS. VANDERSTEEN:   Good morning, thank you.  I am having a 

difficult time hearing a lot of the conversation here, 

so I’ll limit my comments. 

  We appreciate anything that FEI can do 

regarding cost reductions, some or anything with this 

service delivery application that may impact cost 
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ratios or cost impacts to the Fort Nelson service 

area.   

  Little bit of a concern with what I heard 

regarding perhaps not having expert evaluations 

available because of that here though, because we do 

not have any expertise in rate design within the 

community.  We do understand that many of the topics 

are complex in nature.  However, we think that there 

needs to be some clarity and communication with 

customers regarding the impacts of the rate design.  

So, being able to bring this down to a level that the 

customer can understand that does not have that 

experience.   

  I will limit my comments throughout the 

day, because I am having difficulty hearing, and so I 

may miss things and I will review the transcription 

after.  Thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Mr. Miller? 

MR. MILLER:   Madam Chair, no submissions.   

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Mr. Bursey I guess, 

anything further? 

MR. BURSEY:   Nothing further to what Mr. Miller has said.  

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Mr. Andrews? 

MR. ANDREWS:   I have nothing further.   

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Ms. Braithwaite? 

REPLY BY MS. BRAITHWAITE: 
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MS. BRAITHWAITE:   I just wanted to make one additional 

comment on the issue of what jurisdictions are 

considered.  I am not sure that there are Canadian 

jurisdictions, and there may well be that have the 

sort of crisis intervention fund and terms of service 

that are designed to mitigate the harms of 

disconnection in Canada.  And so my suggestion would 

be that the consultant be able to look more broadly, 

because there are such examples in the United States.  

Thank you. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Thank you.  Mr. Weafer? 

MR. WEAFER:   Nothing further. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Mr. Bystrom? 

REPLY BY MR. BYSTROM:    

MR. BYSTROM:   My friends made a number of proposals for 

additions to the topics list.  And we have no 

objections to any of those proposals, except I would 

note on the range of reasonableness, we had expected 

that to be a topic to be addressed in the first report 

by the independent consultant.  We consider it as a 

cost of service allocation piece.  So, if it’s 

addressed in that first report, then it wouldn’t have 

to be addressed in the rate design report as well. 

Proceeding Time 9:38 a.m. T9 

  On the topic of bypass rates, sorry, I will 

make another comment about bypass rates.   



FEI 2016 Rate Design Application 
  Procedural Conference - April 5, 2017 Volume 3  Page:    324 
 
 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

C A A R S  
Computer Aided Archiving & Retrieval System 

  So as discussed at the workshops, FEI's 

bypass contracts were individually negotiated in 

accordance with Commission principles, and they've 

been approved by the Commission.  And they reflect 

what the -- the customer's costs to construct and 

operate their own pipeline.   

  And the Commission concluded in 1987 that 

the negotiation process is the most effective method 

for fixing individual rates to potential bypass 

customers.  And although that is some time ago, it 

still remains an appropriate principle, in that these 

are individual customers that are bypass threats, and 

we have to negotiate them individually.   And I make 

that comment just for this reason, that I think if 

bypass rates are going to be in scope, what shouldn't 

be in scope is, you know, what should the rates be 

today?  We think that might be not a fruitful inquiry. 

  But what might be useful is to look at, 

well, how do other jurisdictions, you know, look at 

bypass rates in an ongoing way?  Do they evaluate them 

every ten years?  Or how do they address them in a 

sort of ongoing -- their ongoing nature?   

  So with that distinction, we don't oppose 

including bypass rates within the scope of the rate 

design report.   

  In terms of the other topics, I made the 
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submission that other topics should be of sufficient 

complexity.  And I heard some resistance to that 

notion, and in response to Mr. Weafer's submissions in 

particular, I don't take issue with -- if an issue is 

identified, then we're not looking to suppress the 

identification of issues.  I would expect that would 

be -- if the Commission Staff agree that it has 

significant impact, and you can benefit from expert 

evidence, you know, expect it to be in the report.  

And then there would be the opportunity for IRs and so 

on.   

  On the topic of jurisdictional reviews, I 

heard submissions related to the idea that they should 

be broad, and that we should let the consultant 

decide, and also in particular with the crisis 

intervention fund that there may be examples in the 

U.S.  Again, we're not looking to overly constrain the 

jurisdictional reviews.  I believe that reviews in 

Canada would be sufficient.  Perhaps that's a question 

that can be resolved in consultation with the 

consultant itself.  And on the crisis intervention 

fund, we agree that the U.S. might be an appropriate 

place to search for examples.   

  And those are all my submissions in reply. 

Proceeding Time 9:42 a.m. T10 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Okay.  Is there anything else, Mr. 
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Miller? 

MR. MILLER:   There’s nothing I’m aware of, Madam Chair. 

THE CHAIRPERSON:   Okay, so we’re adjourned.  Thank you 

very much for your participation today.   

 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 9:43 A.M.) 
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