— Regional

. District of Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors

Wednesday, January 9, 2019
6:00 pm
RDKB Board Room, Trail, B.C

Kootenay Boundary

AGENDA

1. Call to Order

2. Consideration of the Agenda (Additions/Deletions)

2a) The agenda for the January 9, 2018 meeting of the Regional District of Kootenay
Boundary (RDKB) Board of Directors is presented.

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the agenda for the January 9, 2019 meeting of the RDKB Board of Directors
be adopted as presented.

3. Minutes

3a) The minutes of the RDKB Board of Directors meeting held December 12, 2018 are
presented.

Minutes-Board of Directors - 12 Dec 2018 - BoD Jan 9 19 - Pdf

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the minutes of the RDKB Board of Directors meeting held December 12, 2018
be adopted as presented.

4. Delegation(s)

4a) Rosa Jordan and Alex Leob
Blackjack/Electoral Area B/Lower Columbia-Old Glory Residents
Re: Disposal of Solid Waste
R. Jordan-A. Leob-SolidWaste Disposal-AreaB BlckJack-BoD Jan 9 19




5. Unfinished Business

5a) J. Dougall, General Manager of Environmental Services
Re: Update - Rockwool Proposal for Reuse of Waste

Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

A staff report from Janine Dougall, General Manager of Environmental Services
regarding an update on the "Rockwood Proposal for Reuse of Waste" is presented.
Staff Report - Rockwool Proposal Update - Board - January 9, 2019

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors receive the staff
report titled "Rockwood Proposal for Reuse of Waste-Update" as presented by
Janine Dougall, General Manager of Environmental Services.

6. Communications-RDKB Corporate Communications Officer

6a) Discussion Item-Selkirk College Tuition Fees
Director Grieve Introduce Item
Increasing Selkirk College Fees-rail Times-18 12 20-BoD Jan 9 19

6b) F. Maika, Corporate Communications Officer
Re: Canada Post Follow Up-Flyer Mailing for 2018 Boundary Integrated
Watershed Service Referenda

A staff report from Frances Maika, Corporate Communications Officer regarding the
issues with the mailings of the Boundary Integrated Watershed Service Referenda
flyers and the results of staff's research with Canada Post into the issues is
presented.

Staff Report Referendum Mailout-Follow Up-Canada Post-BoD Jan 9 19
Neighbourhood Mail Service Overview- Page2 SOcpnm-e-BoD Jan 9 19

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the staff report from Frances Maika, Corporate Communications Officer
regarding the issues with the Boundary Integrated Watershed Service Referenda
flyer mailings and the results of staff's research into the issues with Canada Post be
received.

Page 2 of 438



7. Communications (Information Only)

7a)

7b)

7¢c)

R. Morris, Secretary / Treasurer, IAFF Local 941-Dec. 4/18
Trail Fire Fighters Association

Re: Thank you

Trail Fire Fighters Association-Thank You-BoD Jan 9 19

UBCM-Dec. 10/18
Re: Gas Tax Agreement Community Works Fund Payment
UBCM-Gas Tax Agreement-Payment-BoD Jan 9 19

BC Utilities Commission

Re: Phase 1 Report into Inquiry on Regulation of Electric Vehicle
Charging Services

BC Utilities Commission Phase One Report-Electric Vehicle Charging Service Reg-BoC
Jan 9-19-

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted
That Communication (Information Only) Items 7a)-7c) be received and further
direction at the discretion of the Board.

8. Reports

8a)

8b)

Monthly Cheque Register Summary-Schedule of Vendor Payments
December 2018

The monthly Schedule of Vendor Payments ending December 31, 2018 is presented.
RDKB December 2018 Cheque Register Summary

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the monthly Schedule of Vendor Payments ending December 31, 2018 in the
amount of $1,004,812.25 be received.

Adopted RDKB Committee Minutes

The Minutes of the Beaver Valley Parks, Trails and Recreation meeting held October
30, 2018 and the East End Services Committee meeting held September 18, 2019
as adopted by the respective Committees are presented for information.
Minutes-Beaver Valley Rec - 30 Oct 2018 - BoD Jan 9 19 - Pdf

Minutes -East End Services-18 Sep 2018 - BoD Jan 9 19
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Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the Minutes of the Beaver Valley Parks, Trails and Recreation Committee (Oct.
30/18) and the East End Services Committee (Sept. 18/18) meetings be received.

8c) B. Burget, General Manager of Finance
Re: General Government (001) Draft 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan

Director Cacchioni, Finance Liaison

The draft General Government (001) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan is
presented for information.
5YRO001 Jan 2019

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors discuss the
proposed General Government Services (001) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan,
provide direction to staff as to any changes to be made or issues to be investigated
and refer to a future meeting.

8d) B. Burget, General Manager of Finance
Re: MFA Debenture Debt (001)
Draft 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan

Director Cacchioni, Finance Liaison

The draft General Government MFA Debenture Debt (001) 2019 - 2023 Five Year
Financial Plan is presented for information.
5YRO01MFA Jan 2019

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors discuss the draft
MFA Debenture Debt (001) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan, provide direction
to staff as to any changes to be made or issues to be investigated and refer to a
future meeting.

8e) B. Burget, General Manager of Finance
Re: Feasibility Studies (006) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan

Director Cacchioni, Finance Liaison

The draft Feasibility Studies Service (006) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan is
presented.
5YRO006 Jan 2019
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Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors discuss the
draft Feasibility Studies (006) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan, provide
direction to staff as to any changes to be made or issues to be investigated and
refer to a future meeting.

8f) B. Burget, General Manager of Finance
Re: 2019 Financial Plan Summary

Finance Liaison, Director Cacchioni

A staff report from Beth Burget, General Manager of Finance, regarding

the Financial Plan Comparison, Requisition Summary by Stakeholder and Reserve
Balance Projections is presented.

Staff Report - Financial Plan Summary - BRD - Jan 9, 2019 - Pdf

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors receive the staff
report from Beth Burget, General Manager of Finance, regarding the Financial Plan
Comparison, Requisition Summary by Stakeholder and Reserve Balance Projection.

8g) James Chandler, General Manager of Operations/Deputy CAO
Re: Building Inspection Service (004) Draft 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financi
Plan

The draft Building Inspection Service (004) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan is
presented for information.
5YR004 Jan 2019

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors discuss the draft
Building Inspection Service (004) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan, provide
direction to staff as to any changes to be made or issues to be investigated and
refer to a future meeting.

8h) 1. Dougall, General Manager Environmental Services
Re: Draft Regional Solid Waste (010) 2019-2023 Five Year Financial Plan

Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

The draft Regional Solid Waste (010) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan is
presented for information.

Draft Regional Solid Waste Financial Plan (5YR010) 2019-2023 - Board - Jan 9'19
2019 Work Plan 010 Regional Solid Waste Management (October 2018)
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Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors discuss the
draft Regional Solid Waste (010) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan, provide

direction to staff as to any changes to be made or issues to be investigated and
refer to a future meeting.

8i) 1. Dougall, General Manager of Environmental Services
Re: Draft Big White Solid Waste (064) 2019-2923 Five Financial Plan

Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison
The draft Big White Solid Waste (064) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan is
presented for information.

Draft Big White Solid Waste Financial Plan (5YR064) 2019-2023 - Board - Jan 9'19
2019 Work Plan 064 Big White Solid Waste (October 2018)

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors discuss the
draft Big White Solid Waste (064) 2019 - 2023 Five Year Financial Plan, provide
direction to staff as to any changes to be made or issues to be investigated and
refer to a future meeting.

9. Board Appointments Updates

9a) Southern Interior Development Initiative Trust (S.I.D.I.T.) - Chair McGregor
Southern Interior Beetle Action Coalition (S.1.B.A.C.) - Chair McGregor
Okanagan Film Commission - Director Gee
Boundary Weed Stakeholders Committee - Director Gee
Columbia River Treaty Local Government Committee-Directors Worley and Langman
Columbia Basin Regional Advisory Committee (CBRAC) - Director Worley
Chair's Update - Chair Russell

10. New Business

10a) D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief
RE: BCEHS (Fruitvale) Lease Agreement

A staff report from D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief regarding the renewal of the BC
Emergency Health Services (BCEHS) lease agreement for colocation in the Fruitvale
Fire Hall is presented.

Staff Report-BCEHS Fruitvale Lease Agreement-BoD Jan 9 19
Agreement-BCEHS-Fruitvale Lease Agreement-BoD Jan 9 19
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Recommendation: Corporate Vote Weighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors approves
renewing the lease agreement with British Columbia Emergency Health Services for
the use of the Fruitvale Fire Hall for a five-year term commencing September 1,
2018 and expiring August 31, 2023 at a cost of: $12,384 for year 1-2, $13,932
Year 3 and $15,480 Year 4-5. FURTHER that the Board authorizes the RDKB
signatories to sign and enter into the agreement.

10b) B. Champlin
Cancellation of a Building Bylaw Contravention
A Staff report from Brian Champlin, Manager of Building Inspection Services,
regarding the cancellation of a Building Bylaw Contravention for the property
described as:
106 West Lake Drive
Electoral Area 'C'/Christina Lake
Lot 10, District Lot 317, Similkameen Division, Yale District, Plan 25163
P.I.D. 005-586-208
Owner: Laurie Jo-Anne Renker

Staff Report - Cancellation Building Bylaw Contravention - Board - January 9, 2019 -
Pdf

Recommendation: Stakeholder Vote (Electoral Area Directors) Unweighte
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors cancel the
notice registered in the Land Title Office pursuant to Section 302 of the Loca/
Government Act and Section 58 of the Community Charter against the property
legally described as:

Lot 10, District Lot 317, Similkameen Division, Yale District, Plan 25163.

10c) New Appointments to the Electoral Area C/Christina Lake Parks and
Recreation Commission

Erica McCluney, Tara (Coreen) Bobocel and Andy Moore replacing Carlo Crema,
Dave Beatie and Larry Walker.

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted (Single Stakeholder
Participant)

That Erica McCluney, Tara (Coreen) Bobocel and Andy Moore be appointed to the
Christina Lake Parks and Recreation Commission.
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11.

10d) Legislative Assembly of BC-Standing Committee on Crown Corporations
Re: Call for Submissions-Transportation Networks
Legislative Assembly-Transportation Network Services-RideHauling-BoD Jan 9 19

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Call for Submissions on transportation networks from the Legislative
Assembly of BC -Select Standing Committee on Crown Corporations be received
and further direction at the discretion of the Board.

10e) Discussion Item-Regional Fire Service Administration
Brought Forward from December 12, 2018

10f) Grant in Aids as of January 3, 2019
Grant-in-Aid-Board-January 9 2019

Stakeholder Vote (Electoral Area Directors) Weighted
That the following grants-in-aid be approved:

1.
2.

3.

Bylaws

Beaver Valley Public Library — Black Out Blinds — Electoral Area ‘A’ - $1,500

Okanagan Nation Alliance — Fish in Schools Program — Electoral Area ‘A’
$1,000

Village of Fruitvale — Jingle Down Main Street Propane Heaters — Electoral
Area ‘A’ - $1,500

Okanagan Nation Alliance — Fish in Schools Program — Electoral Area ‘B’/Lower

Columbia-Old Glory - $1,000

Rossland Winter Carnival — Electoral Area ‘B’/Lower Columbia-Old Glory
$1,000

Okanagan Nation Alliance — Fish in Schools Program — Electoral Area ‘C’/
Christina Lake - $1,000

Okanagan Nation Alliance — Fish in Schools Program — Electoral Area ‘D’/Rural

Grand Forks - $1,000

Rewild Project, School District 51 — Electoral Area ‘D’/Rural Grand Forks
$5,000

Rock Creek Community Medical Society — Rental of Meeting Room-Director Gee -

$280.

11a) B. Burget, General Manager of Finance
RE: Financial Plan Amendment Bylaw 1706

First, Second and Third Readings and Adoption
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

A staff report from Beth Burget, General Manager of Finance, regarding Financial
Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 1706 is presented.
Staff Report - Financial Plan Bylaw Amendment - BRD - Jan 9, 2019 - Pdf

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Weighted
That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Financial Plan Amendment Bylaw No.
1706, 2019 be read a First, Second and Third time.

Recommendation: Corporate Vote Weighted
That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Financial Plan Amendment Bylaw No.
1706, 2019 be Reconsidered and Adopted.

Late (Emergent) Items

Discussion of Items for Future Meetings

Question Period for Public and Media

Closed Meeting

Adjournment
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Attachment # 3.a)

Regional
District of

Kootenay Boundary

Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors

Present: Director R.
Director G.
Director M.
Director R.
Director D.
Director A.
Director S.
Director B.
Director G.
Director R.
Director A.

December 12, 2018-4:30 p.m.
RDKB Board Room, Trail, B.C

Minutes

Russell, Chair
McGregor, Vice-Chair
Walsh
Cacchioni
Langman
Morel
Morissette
Taylor

Shaw
Dunsdon
Grieve

Director L. Worley

Director V.
Staff: M. Andison

J. Dougall,

Gee

, Chief Administrative Officer
T. Lenardon, Manager of Corporate Administration/Recording Secretary

GM Environmental Services

B. Burget, GM Finance

J. Chandler, GM Operations/Deputy Chief Administrative Officer

F. Maika, Corporate Communications Officer

G. Denkovski, Manager of Infrastructure and Sustainability

D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief

Others Present: Alternate Director B. Edwards

Call to Order

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m.

Consideration of the Agenda (Additions/Deletions)

The agenda for the December 12, 2018 meeting of the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board

of Directors was presented.

Page 1 of 10
RDKB Board of Directors
December 12, 2018
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Attachment # 3.a)

The Manager of Corporate Administration advised that an update respecting the RDKB Wildfire
Prevention and FireSmart Education Grant Application would be added to Late Emergent Items, and it
was;

555-18 Moved: Director Cacchioni Seconded: Director Langman

Corporate Vote Unweighted
The agenda for the December 12, 2018 meeting of the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board
of Directors be adopted as amended.

Carried.

Minutes

Inaugural Meeting-November 14, 2018

The minutes of the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors Inaugural meeting held
November 14, 2018 were presented.

Page 6 of the minutes will be revised to reflect the invitation to hold a RDKB Board meeting at Big
White Ski Resort came from Big White Resort and not TOTA, and it was;

556-18 Moved: Director Worley Seconded: Director McGregor

Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the minutes of the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors Inaugural meeting
held November 14, 2018 be adopted as amended.

Carried.

Regular Meeting-November 29, 2018

The minutes of the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors meeting held November
29, 2018 were presented.

557-18 Moved: Director Grieve Seconded: Director Cacchioni

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the minutes of the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors meeting held
November 29, 2018 be adopted as presented.

Carried.

Delegation(s)

There were no delegations in attendance.

Corporate Communications

F. Maika, Corporate Communications Officer
Draft Strategic Communications Plan and Brand Refresh Project

Page 2 of 10
RDKB Board of Directors
December 12, 2018
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Attachment # 3.a)

A staff report from F. Maika, Corporate Communications Officer regarding the draft RDKB
Communications Strategy and Brand Refresh Project was presented.

The Corporate Communications Officer reviewed the focus of the communications strategy noting a
clear brand, digital presence, internal expertise and engagement are the four key focus areas. She
advised that staff are working to implement refreshed branding materials for early 2019.

The Board members discussed the draft Strategic Corporate Communications Plan and draft designs
for the brand refresh materials and staff answered inquiries from the Board with respect to the
current version of the Board Highlights document and the inclusion of a tool for the Board members to
become aware of the expected public engagement completion dates.

There was a further discussion on the draft Corporate Communications Plan. Director Gee inquired as
to whether emergency and disaster communications that are broadcasted to different areas of the
RDKB's jurisdiction during an emergency that spans across more than one area, can be specific to
each community that is experiencing the same emergency, and it was;

558-18 Moved: Director Cacchioni Seconded: Director Dunsdon

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors direct Corporate Communications
to take the plan to the staff-based RDKB Communications Working Group for further refinements and
feedback and to submit a final draft of the communications strategy to the Board for approval in
January 2019.

Carried.

559-18 Moved: Director Morel Seconded: Director McGregor

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors approve the draft designs
completed to date and direct Corporate Communications to complete the remaining designs as well as
implement all brand refresh materials in early 2019.

Carried.

There was general consensus from the Board that option 1 (of 3) is the best model for the design of
the RDKB email signature.

Unfinished Business

Revised Post-Election Board Orientation, Strategic Planning, and Service Work Planning
Sessions Schedule

560-18 Moved: Director Cacchioni  Seconded: Director McGregor

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the revised schedule for the Post Election, Board Orientation and Strategic Planning Sessions be
received.

Carried.

Page 3 of 10
RDKB Board of Directors
December 12, 2018
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Attachment # 3.a)

2019 RDKB Board and Committee Meeting Calendar-As Revised from November 29/18

The Board requested the following changes to the proposed 2019 Board and Committee Meeting
calendar:

1. Cancel the January 3, Liquid Waste Management Plan Steering Committee meeting,

2. Move the BCDC meeting from Wednesday, January 2nd to Monday, January 7th, and

3. Move the Board meeting from Thursday, April 25 to Wednesday, April 24 (subject to staff
confirmation).

561-18 Moved: Director Cacchioni Seconded: Director Grieve

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors adopt the draft 2019 RDKB Board
and Committee Meeting schedule as revised.

Carried.

Communications (Information Only)

a) Minister Robinson-Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing-Nov. 15/18
Re: Foundational Principles of Responsible Conduct

b) The Honourable 3. Horgan, Premier-Nov. 16/18
Re: Congratulations

c) J. Strilaeff, President & CEO, Columbia Basin Trust-Nov. 19/18
Re: Congratulations

d) G. Ruth, Auditor General for Local Government (AGLG)-Nov.29/18
Re: Congratulations and AGLG Mandate

562-18 Moved: Director McGregor  Seconded: Director Grieve

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That Communications (Information Only) Items a - d) be received.

Carried.
Reports

Monthly Schedule of Vendor Payments-Cheque Register Summary
Ending November 30, 2018
Director Cacchioni, Finance Liaison

563-18 Moved: Director Grieve  Seconded: Director Langman
Page 4 of 10
RDKB Board of Directors

December 12, 2018
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Attachment # 3.a)

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the Monthly Schedule of Vendor Payments-Cheque Register Summary ending November 30,
2018 in the amount of $885,063.53 be received.

Carried.
Adopted RDKB Committee Minutes

Electoral Area Service Committee (Oct. 11) and Liquid Waste Management Plan Steering Committee
Phase 3 (Nov. 1/18).

564-18 Moved: Director Grieve Seconded: Director Langman

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the minutes of the RDKB Electoral Area Service Committee meeting (Oct. 11/18) and the Liquid
Waste Management Plan Steering Committee Phase 3 meeting (Nov. 1/18) be received.

Carried.
New Business

G. Denkovski, Manager of Infrastructure and Sustainability
Re: 2018 Disposition of East End Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure Assets
Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

A Staff report from Goran Denkovski, Manager of Infrastructure and Sustainability regarding the 2018
Disposition of East End Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure Assets was presented.

565-18 Moved: Director McGregor  Seconded: Director Cacchioni

Corporate Vote Weighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors direct Staff to execute the Sewer
Infrastructure Asset Purchase Agreements with the City of Trail and the City of Rossland. FURTHER
that the Board direct Staff to transfer any right of ways associated with the purchase agreement.
FURTHER that the Board direct Staff to amend the East End Regional Sanitary Sewer Service
Establishment Bylaw 1549 to reflect the asset disposition.

Carried.

G. Denkovski, Manager of Infrastructure and Sustainability
Re: Gas Tax Application Area 'E'/West Boundary Westbridge Recreation Society
Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

An application from the Westbridge Recreation Society for Gas Tax funding was presented.

566-18 Moved: Director McGregor Seconded: Director Gee

Corporate Vote Weighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors approves the Gas Tax application
submitted by the Westbridge Recreation Society and the allocation of Gas Tax funding in the amount
of $40,849.73 from Electoral Area ‘E’/West Boundary for the costs associated with the construction of
a new building. FURTHER that the Board approves the RDKB signatories to sign and enter into the
agreement.

Carried.

Page 5 of 10
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December 12, 2018
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Attachment # 3.a)

G. Denkovski, Manager of Infrastructure and Sustainability
Re: Fortis BC Funded Senior Energy Specialist
Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

A staff report from Goran Denkovski, Manager of Infrastructure and Sustainability regarding Fortis BC
funding an RDKB temporary 2 year Exempt Senior Energy Specialist staff position was presented.

567-18 Moved: Director McGregor Seconded: Director Morel

Corporate Vote Weighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors approve the agreement with Fortis
BC in an amount equal to 100 % of the cost for the Senior Energy Specialist position for a term of 2
years.

Carried.

The Board thanked Mr. Denkovski for his work on this project.

D. Dean, Manager of Planning and Development

Re: Referral for Proposed Cannabis Retail Store-Trail, BC

A staff report from Donna Dean, Manager of Planning and Development regarding a referral from the
City of Trail for an application to the Liquor and Cannabis Regulation Branch for a proposed retail
store on Rossland Avenue, Trail, BC was presented.

568-18 Moved: Director Cacchioni Seconded: Director Grieve

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the staff report from Donna Dean, Manager of Planning and Development regarding the City of
Trail's Referral for a Proposed Cannabis Retail Store at 876 Rossland Avenue, Trail be received.

Carried.
T. Dueck, Solid Waste Program Coordinator
Re: Scrap Metal Recycling Contract Award

Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

A Staff Report from Tim Dueck, Solid Waste Program Coordinator regarding the awarding of a
contract to collect, process and recycle scrap metal from RDKB solid waste facilities was presented.

Staff will compile historical information in order to provide a cost-comparison from previous years and
will present the information at a future meeting.

569-18 Moved: Director Worley Seconded: Director McGregor

Corporate Vote Weighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors direct staff to award a contract to
Alpine Group for the removal, transportation and recycling of scrap metal commencing on January 1st,
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Attachment # 3.a)

2019 and ending on March 31, 2021 based on the submitted proposal received on December 4, 2018.
FURTHER that the Board authorize the RDKB signatories to sign and enter into the agreement.

Carried.

J. Dougall, General Manager Environmental Services
Re: Rock Creek Transfer Station and West Boundary Landfill Operating Hours
Director McGregor, Environmental Services Liaison

A Staff Report from Janine Dougall, General Manager of Environmental Services which provides
follow-up information regarding vehicle usage statistics at the Rock Creek Transfer Station and West
Boundary Landfill to allow consideration of potentially changing operating hours at the two facilities
was presented.

Staff reviewed the report and answered inquiries from the Board, and it was;
570-18 Moved: Director McGregor Seconded: Director Worley

Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors not alter the operating hours at
the West Boundary Landfill and Rock Creek Transfer Station, based on data which shows vehicle use
numbers at the facilities have not significantly changed since the closure of the unattended recycling
bins in Greenwood and Midway.

Director Shaw expressed concerns with amount of garbage that is being dumped outside of the West
Boundary Landfill, which he stated may be a result of residents not being able to dispose of their
garbage during the current operating hours.

A discussion followed regarding a potential increase in the West Boundary Landfill hours of operation,
and it was;

Moved: Director Shaw Seconded: Director Morel

That the resolution be amended by removing "Greenwood" and "West Boundary Landfill" so that it
reads:

Corporate Vote Unweighted

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors not alter the operating hours at
the Rock Creek Transfer Station, based on data which shows vehicle use numbers at the facilities
have not significantly changed since the closure of the unattended recycling bins in Midway.

(Directors Grieve, Worley, McGregor, Russell, Morissette, Walsh, Cacchioni, Langman, Taylor opposed
the amendment).

Voting on the recommendation as amended-Defeated.
Voting on the original recommendation-Carried.
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Attachment # 3.a)

Grants in Aid-Ending December 6, 2018
571-18 Moved: Director Grieve Seconded: Director Worley

Stakeholder Vote (Electoral Area Directors) Weighted
That the following Grants in Aid be approved:

1. St. John’s Anglican Church, Fruitvale — Robbie Burns Day Celebration — Electoral Area A - $500

2. Collective Roots Consulting Ltd. — Presentation of Kettle River Watershed Management Plan History
— Electoral Area D/Rural Grand Forks - $825.00

3. Collective Roots Consulting Ltd. — Presentation of Kettle River Watershed Management Plan History
— Electoral Area E/West Boundary - $975.00.

Carried.
West Boundary Recreation Grants
572-18 Moved: Director Shaw Seconded: Director Dunsdon

Stakeholder Vote (Electoral Area E/West Boundary, Greenwood & Midway)
That the following West Boundary Recreation grant applications be approved:

1. Boundary Martial Arts Club-$3,000
2. Kelowna & District Society for People in Motion-$3,000

Carried.
Bylaws

Boundary Economic Development Bylaws

Bylaws 1697; Economic Development (Electoral Area E/West Boundary) Service Establishment
Bylaw 1698; Economic Development (Grand Forks Area) Service Establishment

Bylaw 1699; Economic Development (Boundary) Service Establishment

573-18 Moved: Director McGregor Seconded: Director Taylor

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Economic Development (Electoral Area E/West
Boundary) Service Establishment Bylaw No. 1697, 2018 be read a First, Second and Third Time.

Carried.
574-18 Moved: Director McGregor Seconded: Director Taylor
Corporate Vote Unweighted

That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Economic Development (Grand Forks Area) Service
Establishment Bylaw No. 1698, 2018 be read a First, Second and Third Time.

Carried.
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Attachment # 3.a)

575-18 Moved: Director McGregor  Seconded: Director Dunsdon

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Economic Development (Boundary) Service
Establishment Amendment Bylaw No. 1699, 2018 be read a First, Second and Third Time.

Carried.

Bylaw No. 1692-Amending RDKB Rural Land Use Bylaw No. 855
Public Hearing Minutes-Nov. 26/18
Third Reading, Reconsideration and Adoption

576-18 Moved: Director McGregor  Seconded: Director Gee

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the minutes of the Public Hearing held on November 26, 2018 for RDKB Bylaw No. 1692, 2018
be received.

Carried.
577-18 Moved: Director McGregor Seconded: Director Gee

Stakeholder Vote (Electoral Area Directors) Unweighted
That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Rural Land Use Amendment Bylaw No. 1692, 2018 be
read a Third time.

Carried.

578-18 Moved: Director Worley Seconded: Director McGregor

Stakeholder Vote (Electoral Area Directors) Unweighted
That Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Rural Land Use Amendment Bylaw No. 1692, 2018 be
Reconsidered and Adopted.

Carried.

Late (Emergent) Items

D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief
Re: RDKB Wildfire Prevention and FireSmart Education Grant Application

Mr. Derby provided an update on the application to the 2019 Community Resiliency Investment
Program (UBCM), for a Wildfire Prevention and FireSmart Education grant application advising that the
application has been submitted to the UBCM.

Staff will be advised of the status of the application within 90 days of the application deadline, which
was December 7, 2018. Staff also advised that the application took longer to complete than
expected. It took approximately 2.5 days to work on and complete this grant application.

Page 9 of 10
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579-18 Moved: Director Dunsdon Seconded: Director Walsh
Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the update from D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief on the RDKB Wildfire Prevention and FireSmart
Education Grant Application (2019 UBCM Community Resiliency Investment Program) be received.

Carried.

Discussion of Items for Future Meetings

> Discussion on Regional Fire Administration-January 9, 2019 meeting

Question Period for Public and Media

A question period was not necessary.

Closed Meeting

Proceed to a closed meeting pursuant to Section 90 (1) (g) of the Community Charter.
580-18 Moved: Director Langman Seconded: Director McGregor

Corporate Vote Unweighted
That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors proceed to a closed meeting
pursuant to Section 90 (1) (g) of the Community Charter (time: 5:45 p.m.).

Carried.

The Board of Directors reconvened to the open meeting at 5:55 p.m.

Adjournment

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned (time: 5:57 p.m.).

TL
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Committee/Board Delegation and Presentation Form

Names of all persons who will be speaking & position titles (if relevant) must be included.
Rosa Jordan & Alex Leob

Name of organization you are representing is also required.

Black Jack Area B residents

Subject of delegation  Disposal of solid waste

What information is to be presented

Qotion for disnosal of household aarbage from Black Jack AreaB |

What is the purpose of delegation?

To let the Board know that with the termination of garbage collection by Alpine, removal of household garbage becomes
the top priority, and to remind the Board that regional districts are mandated by the province to manage solid waste in
their district; thus an environmentally sound solution to this problem is an RDKB responsibility.

Contact Person

Rosa Jordan, 2rosajordan@gmail.com

Telephone:
250-362-5546

Meeting Date Requested:
Dec 12, 2018

Technical Requirements: YES NO If yes, you are required to submit the presentation
Will you be using a power-point before the meeting as well as bringing it to the
presentation? No No meeting on a memory stick.

The Regional District is not responsible for software incompatibility. The Regional District utilizes Microsoft Office
products. If you will be using power-point, you are requested to bring your own laptop and a VGA/9-pin or HDMI
connection. If you do not have a laptop, contact the Manager of Corporate Administration to make alternative
arrangements.

For more information, please contact:

Manager of Corporate Administration
202-843 Rossland Avenue
Trail, BC VIR 4S8
Phone: 250-368-9148 Toll Free: 1-800-355-7352
Fax: 250-368-3990 Email: lenardon@rdkb.com

To facilitate effective delegations:

Please note that this document will be included on a public agenda and therefore any personal information included will be
visible to the public. Please contact the Manager of Corporate Administration/Corporate Officer with any questions or
concerns regarding Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy.

Board & Committee Delegation Request
(Excerpt from Board Presentation Policy) Page 1 of 2
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1. The Manager of Corporate Administration will forward your request to the RDKB Board Chair for approval.

2. There may be a case where the Chair will not approve your delegation request and therefore, you may not be able
to appear before the Board on the day requested. The Manager of Corporate Administration will confirm with you
whether your request has been approved by the Board Chair.

3. Once your delegation request has been approved, you must submit your power-point presentation and or
handouts to the Manager of Corporate Administration prior to the Board meeting. The Manager of Corporate
Administration will provide you with the appropriate instructions.

4. A delegation may be comprised of numerous individuals, however only 1-2 members of your delegation will be
allowed to speak. You should appoint a speaker(s) ahead of time and you must include this information on this
form before you return it to the Manager of Corporate Administration.

5. You will be permitted 10-minutes to make your presentation. It does not matter how many people speak. The
name of the person and or group appearing before the Board will be published in the agenda and available to the
public.

6. Direct all comments to the RDKB Board Chair.

7. Do not expect an immediate answer. The Board may wish to have further investigation or time to consider the
matter.

8. At no time will a delegation be allowed to present information regarding a bylaw which a Public Hearing has been
held, or where a Public Hearing is required under an enactment as a prerequisite to the adoption of the bylaw.

9. At no time will a delegation be allowed to present a matter for the purpose of discussion that is to be dealt with as a
grievance under a collective agreement.

| lunderstand and agree with the terms and conditions of my réquést to appear as a delegation:

Rosa Jordan

Name of Delegate/Group Representative

Dec 3,2018 %’o %7/@\._/
A

Date Signature*
: = 74

Requesting attendance to present information and or to request letter and or fundi

Referred to Chair:

Date

Approved | Declined I

If declined provide explanation:

Date of delegation (if applicable):

Applicant informed of decision:

Manager of Corporate Administration Date

Please note that this document will be included on a public agenda and therefore any personal information included will be
visible to the public. Please contact the Manager of Corporate Administration/Corporate Officer with any questions or
concerns regarding Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy.

Board & Committee Delegation Request
(Excerpt from Board Presentation Policy) Page 2 of 2
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Regional
B District of

Kootenay Boundary STAFF REPORT
Date: 09 Jan 2019 File ES - Solid Waste
To: Chair Russell and Board of

Directors

From: Janine Dougall, General Manager of
Environmental Services

Re: Rockwool Proposal for Reuse of
Waste - Update

Issue Introduction

A Staff Report from Janine Dougall, General Manager of Environmental Services
which provides additional information regarding a proposal received from Rockwool
for the reuse of previously disposed waste rock material.

History/Background Factors

Over the time period from 2004 to 2011 the RDKB accepted for disposal
approximately 18,264 metric tonnes of production waste from Rockwool. The waste
materials were assessed a tipping fee of $60/metric tonne for a total revenue value
of $1,095,840.

The waste material from Rockwool has not been landfilled directly. Rather, the
material has been utilized in a beneficial manner and is used as daily cover for
landfill operations. There is currently approximately 33,500 m3 of material
stockpiled at the Grand Forks Landfill, which, if used as currently, would last the
RDKB approximately 17-20 years.

The RDKB received a proposal from Rockwool which outlines the desire to
investigate the possible re-use of the previously disposed waste in their current
operations.

If the entire 33,500 m3 stockpile of Rockwool waste is removed from the Grand
Forks Landfill, the sourcing of daily cover from an alternative location would be
required. The cost to load and haul cover soil from the Christina Lake Transfer

Station to the Grand Forks Landfill using a truck and pup is approximately $8.90/m3.
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Based on the size of the current stock pile the cost to replace the material would
equate to approximately $300,000.

At the November 29, 2018 Board Meeting, the RDKB Board of Directors provided
direction to Staff to explore potential cost-recovery and present the information to
the Board of Directors at a future meeting.

Implications
Further discussions with Rockwool representatives provided clarity regarding the use
and value of the material to RDKB landfill operations.

Although Rockwool did not expect the material to be free of charge, the value of
$300,000 for the existing stockpiled material would not make the proposal viable
due to other costs such as hauling, transport and processing.

The Rockwool representative wanted to make clear that the proposal was never
about any financial gains but more that there was an opportunity to for a joint effort
to gain advances in local sustainability efforts and improve the overall exploitation of
natural resources to better meet the future needs and aspirations within the RDKB
area.

The efforts of the RDKB in investigating this issue were appreciated and Rockwool
looks forward to discovering a further project where both sides may work together
in the future.

Advancement of Strategic Planning Goals

The Strategic Planning Goals that would be related to this issue are continuing to
focus on organizational excellence by reviewing our internal processes to remove
any barriers to economic growth, exceptional cost effective and efficient services,
ensuring that we are responsible and proactive in funding our services and that we
will continue our focus on waste management.

Background Information Provided
None

Alternatives

1. That the Board of Directors receive the report from Janine Dougall, General
Manager of Environmental Services titled “"Rockwool Proposal for Reuse of Waste -
Update” and dated January 9, 2019.

2. That the Board of Directors not receive the report.
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Recommendation(s)
That the Board of Directors receive the report from Janine Dougall, General Manager
of Environmental Services titled “"Rockwool Proposal for Reuse of Waste - Update”

and dated January 9, 2019.
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A8 Thursday, December 20,2018

PUT TUITION FEES ON ICE!

Trail Times

www.traildailytimes.ca

Selkirk College Enrollment

2500

ol /TN

2100

Canadian enrollment

1900 \

1700

2010 2015 2016 2017

year

Between 2001 and 2005, tuition fees increased
dramatically. In response, the BC government
decided to regulate tuition fees.

Since then, the Selkirk College Board of

Governors has increased tuition fees every year.
Despite enrollment from Canadian students
dropping dramatically at Selkirk College, the
Board of Governorswillagainconsiderincreasing
tuition fees on January 22, 2019. Even the Min-
istry of Advanced Education has raised concerns
about dropping Canadian student enrollment.

International students already pay many times
more the amount that Canadian students pay.
Still, Selkirk College is proposing a nine percent
increase to their fees next year. Squeezing inter-
national students for everything they’re worth is
not what Selkirk College students want our com-
munity to be known for.

YEAR

2001
2005
2010
2015
2016
2017
2018

CANADIAN

2,478
2,092
1,997
2,390

87

176
158
493
629
763
963

2,008
1,765

Selkirk College is a valuable public service. It
was created in the 1960s after public outcry
for a local, affordable option for working class
students to attend community college. The
Board of Governors can vote to stop a tuition
fee increase for the 2019-2020 academic year.
Listed below are Selkirk College Board of Gov-
ernors members. Please encourage them to
stand with our community and not increase tu-
ition fees for 2019-2020.

Bruce leRose, Chair Carol Andrews
Scott Weatherford, Vice Chair
Sharel Wallace

John Dutton

Kris Salikin

Margaret Sutherland

Milane Kutcher

Madison Morehouse
Danny Bradford

Audrey Repin

Santanna Hernandez
Allison Alder (non-voting)

Angus Graeme (hon-voting)

If you want to know more, please contact the Selkirk College Students’ Union at

questions@selkirkstudents.ca

Selkirk College Students’ Union
Local 2 British Columbia Federation of Students

INTERNATIONAL
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Regional
District of

Staff Report

Kootenay Boundary

Date: |January 3, 2019 [ File #:
To: Chair Russell and Members of the Board

From: | Frances Maika, Corporate Communications Officer
RE: 2018 BIWS Referendum Flyer Mailing — Canada Post Follow-up

ISSUE INTRODUCTION

Staff communicated with Canada Post to confirm that all Boundary Integrated Watershed
Service flyers were delivered to Boundary area residents according to Canada Post’s
Neighbourhood Mail™ service standards for mailings from local government
departments/agencies.

HISTORY / BACKGROUND FACTORS

At the October 215, 2018 Board of Directors meeting, staff advised that they received
information about inconsistent delivery of the Boundary Integrated Watershed Service brochure
and the Board directed staff to follow up with Canada Post to clarify their policy with respect to
Consumers Choice and government mail outs.

RDKB Corporate Communications Officer Frances Maika communicated by phone and email with
Brett Cordick, Canada Post Local Area Manager for the Okanagan/Similkameen in November
and early December 2018. Mr. Cordick was able to compare RDKB BIWS flyer mailing
paperwork with the delivery records at each post office in the Boundary and confirm that all of
the flyers delivered to Canada Post offices were delivered to the right number of residents as
per Neighbourhood Mail™ service standards.

This means that the RDKB supplied the correct number of flyers/brochures for “full coverage”
according to postal code counts and delivery route maps identified in the mail planning process
in concert with Canada Post and Hall Printing in Trail, and that all those flyers were identified as
exempt from Consumer’s Choice as per Section 1.4.1 of the Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail™
Service Overview (see attachment). Consumer’s Choice allows Canadians to opt out of bulk,
commercial mailings that do not come from government or Indigenous peoples and their
elected representatives.

Mr. Cordick provided a comparison of the number of flyers delivered through Neighbourhood
Mail™ with the number that would have been delivered had residents been able to opt out via
Canada Post’s Consumer’s Choice program. This comparison shows the difference in delivery
levels for government mailings vs. regular, consumer mailings.

Page 1 of 2
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The numbers below shown in red would be typical for the number of flyers delivered if the
Boundary Integrated Watershed Service flyers were misidentified as a non-government mailing:

Post Office # of households and # of | # if Consumer’s Choice applied
BIWS flyers delivered

Beaverdell 226 111

Christina Lake 841 480

Grand Forks 3863 2116

Greenwood 552 233

Midway 392 223

Rock Creek 508 253 (Rock Creek & Westbridge

combined)
Westbridge 152 —60
Kelowna — Rutland *624 — only 175 delivered | 111

* 175 is full coverage for Big White on that part of the Kelowna-Rutland route.

Mr. Cordick confirmed with each post office individually that the mailing was delivered in full. He
also stated that post office employees are not permitted to provide direct, detailed information
about mailings to the RDKB or to any non-Canada Post employee and that any inquiries about
mailings should go to the Canada Post customer service line or to Mr. Cordick as the area
supervisor.

RECOMMENDATION (S):

That the staff report detailing Canada Post’s confirmation that the Boundary Integrated
Watershed Service flyers were delivered to Boundary area residents according to Canada Post’s
Neighbourhood Mail™ service standards for mailings from local government
departments/agencies be received.

ATTACHMENTS:

NeighbourhoodMailServiceOverview_page2 SOcpnm-e.pdf.
Excerpt from Canada Post's Neighbourhood Mail™ Service Overview showing highlighted
Section 1.4 - Service Features.

Page 2 of 2
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Service Overview

Neighbourhood Mail™

CANADA
POST

POSTES
CANADA

Effective January 15, 2018

™ Trade-mark of Canada Post Corporation. OM Official mark of Canada Post Corporation.

canadapost.ca/cpnmguides

T455065
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Neighbourhood Mail™ - Service Overview

1.3 Delivery standards

Delivery standards are estimates of how long it will take for the mail to be delivered from the deposit location to the
mail recipient. Delivery standards will vary based on the options selected (i.e., Canada Post transportation and physical
characteristics). Delivery standards are not guaranteed. Visit canadapost.ca/transportationtime for more detail.

Delivery standards are comprised of two components, transportation time and delivery cycle, which added together
determine the delivery standard.

DEFINITIONS

Transportation Time Transportation time is the number of business days required to move items from the Canada Post facility
where you deposit the mailing to the Canada Post facility from which the items will be delivered. If you
deposit your mailing by 11:00 a.m. at the same facility from which items will be delivered, transportation
time does not apply.

Delivery Cycle The delivery cycle reflects the number of business days normally required to complete delivery of mail
items. The delivery cycle varies based on the thickness and weight of the item. The delivery cycle is added
to the transportation time.

T tati Ti LocAL* PROVINCIAL NATIONAL* *
ransportation Time
s 2 business days 3 - 4 business days 3 - 7 business days
* Within major centres, local means the geographic area served by the main Canada Post facility of that major centre. When

Neighbourhood Mail items are deposited at this facility, the transportation time applies to moving the items to the other facilities
within that geographic area. In all other areas (e.g., rural), local means the specific delivery office from which the items will be

delivered.
**  Excludes non-major urban centres, northern regions and remote areas.
Category THICKNESS WEIGHT DELIVERY CYCLE*
Standard and Oversize up to 0.75in. (1.91 cm) up to 200 g (7.05 oz.) up to 3 business days
) up to 300 g (10.58 o0z.) up to 4 business days
up to 1in. (2.54 cm) P 9 P - y
up to 500 g (17.64 oz.) up to 9 business days

* For non-letter carrier routes, the delivery cycle, in business days, is 1 day for items up to 500 g (17.64 oz.) and 3 to 5 days
for items up to 1,000 g (35.3 0z.) with a maximum thickness of 1.5 in. (3.81 cm).

Delivery standards are calculated from the day of deposit (day 0) plus the number of business days required for delivery.
The number of days excludes the day of the mailing, weekend and statutory holidays. Weekend and statutory holiday
deposits are considered deposited on the following day.

You can consult the residential and business delivery area counts and maps at canadapost.ca/precisiontargeter to
determine which delivery mode applies to your mailing.

For detailed information, visit Delivery Standards of the Canada Postal Guide.

1.4 Service features

A feature is provided as part of the basic service.

1.4.1 CONSUMERS’ CHOICE

You can target more effectively by respecting the wishes of consumers who indicate that they do not wish to receive
unaddressed material.

When a Canadian opts into Consumers’ Choice, we will continue to deliver:

e Community newspapers (see the Creating an Order module, Section 1.5.1)

e Mailings from government departments/agencies at federal, provincial, territorial, municipal levels and Indigenous
peoples and their elected representatives

e Materials from Elections Canada, provincial/territorial chief electoral officers and municipal election officials (or the
deputy returning officer), including material from political parties and electoral candidates during an election.

Visit our Householder Data at canadapost.ca/precisiontargeter for the breakdown of delivery points with and without
these notices.

January 15, 2018 Version 1.1 Page 2
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TRAIL FIRE FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION
LOCAL 941

International Association of Fire Fighters
#201 - 843 Rossland Avenue, Trail, BC VIR 4S8
Tel: (250) 364-1737 — Fax: (250) 364-1760
Affiliated with B.C. Professional Fire Fighters Association

REGIONAL Lis{F
KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
FILE #
DEC 19 2018
December 14, 2018
DocF: i O ...................... R
RE S | [ Om————
R.D.K.B. Board of Directors ce. RR ! Bon
202 - 843 Rossland Avenue
Trail BC
V1R 4S8

To: Chair Roly Russell

| am writing to acknowledge the recent decision made by the board to approve funding
for Captain Tim Boutin’s Funeral. As a result we were able to help in providing the
Boutin Family and Captain Boutin a Line of Duty Funeral that was truly deserved.
Honoring Tim in the best possible way is something we can all be proud of. On behalf of
Trail Firefighters Local 941, and the Boutin Family, | would like to thank the RDKB
Board of Directors for their understanding in this regard.

Sincere Thanks,

Rick Morris

7 il
Secretary / Treasurer, IAFF Local 941
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The Voice of ‘
British Columbia [
Local Government ‘
X |

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF
KOOTENAY BOUNDARY ‘

December 10, 2018

Chair Roly Russell
Regional District of Kootenay Boundary : FILE #
202 - 843 Rossland Avenue
Trail, BC V1R 4S8

f
7

Dear Chair Roly Russell: CC:

RE: GAS TAX AGREEMENT COMMUNITY WORKS FUND PAYMENT

| am pleased to advise that UBCM is in the process of distributing the second of
two Community Works Fund (CWF) payments for fiscal 2018/2019. An electronic
transfer of $243,808.16 is expected to occur within the next 30 days. These
payments are made in accordance with the payment schedule set out in your
CWF Agreement with UBCM (see section 4 of your Agreement).

CWF is made available to eligible local governments by the Government of
Canada pursuant to the Administrative Agreement on the Federal Gas Tax Fund
in British Columbia. Funding under the program may be directed to local priorities
that fall within one of the eligible project categories.

Further details regarding use of CWF and project eligibility are outlined in your

CWF Agreement and details on the Renewed Gas Tax Agreement can be found
on our website at www.ubcm.ca.

For further information, please contact Gas Tax Program Services by e-mail at
gastax@ubcm.ca or by phone at 250-356-5134.

Very best,

2 &1

Arjun Singh
UBCM President

Pc: Beth Burget, General Manager of Finance

60-10551 Shellbridge Way, Richmond, BC V6X 2W9 525 Government Street, Victoria, BC V8V 0A8

t. 604.270.8226 | f.604.270.9116 | ubcm.ca 1. 250.356.5133 | f.250.356.5119 | ubcm.ca
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To: 'nuria.gonzalez@cpuc.ca.gov'; 'mvasconi@utc.wa.gov'; 'dnightin@utc.wa.gov';
'jsnyder@utc.wa.gov'; 'kscanlan@utc.wa.gov'; 'stoung@flo.ca’,
'mferguson@foreseeson.com'; 'george@foreseeson.com’; 'jmtoriel@foreseeson.com’; |
'ipowell@precisebi.com'; 'mike@renegadeelectricsupply.com’; ‘wadde@shaw.ca',; |
'mcharron@driveenergy.ca'; 'james.ellis@chargepoint.com’; 'inffo@plugshare.com’;
'dbaxter@bcchamber.org'; 'viitwin@bcchamber.org'; 'dbaxter@bcchamber.org';
'‘wndbooth@gmail.com'; 'gmacisaac@ubcm.ca’; 'mcrawford@ubcm.ca’; ‘'mchiang@ubcm.ca'’;
'bsihota@ubcm.ca'; jvanloon@ubcm.ca'; 'gbrown@ubcm.ca'; 'bfelker@ubem.ca’;
'dwelch@ubcm.ca'; 'dholmes@acrd.bc.ca’; 'melany.deweerdt@rdbn.bc.ca’,
'rlapham@crd.bc.ca'; 'kmorley@crd.bc.ca'; 'kcampbell@crd.bc.ca'; 'jmaclean@cariboord.ca';
'lschick@cariboord.ca'

Subject: British Columbia Utilities Commission — An Inquiry into the Regulation of Electric Vehicle
Charging Service - Report - Phase 1
Attachments: BCUC EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report.pdf

Good afternoon,

Please see attached the British Columbia Utilities Commission Phase One Report with respect to an inquiry into the
regulation of electric vehicle charging service.

Sincerely,

British Columbia Utilities Commission
P: 604.660.4700 BC Toll Free: 1.800.663.1385 F: 604.660.1102
bcuc.com

The information being sent is intended only for the person or organization to which it is addressed. If you receive this e-mail in error,
please delete the material and contact the sender.
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Theresa Lenardon

From: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX <Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com>
Sent: November-26-18 1:27 PM
To: 'bob@mozey-on-inn.com'’; ‘arkainwizzard@hotmail.com’; 'earnmyturns@gmail.com’;

'bfearn@gmail.com'’; 'angelamacgill@yahoo.ca’; 'ca7par@hotmail.com’; 'karen534 |
@telus.net’; 'rjonker@telus.net'; 'faulderhome@xplornet.com'; ‘oatmealcooks@yahoo.com’, T
'dairobi@cadnetworks.ca'; 'whitewater.canoe@unb.ca'; 'whitewater.canoe@unb.ca'; |
'heather.empey@unbc.ca'; 'donscott131@gmail.com’; 'DonChandler@shaw.ca’; |
'max.melchior@gmail.com’; 'jkortl@hotmail.com’; 'mith.g@telus.net'; 'paul@normway.ca'’;
'mark.cornett@mail.utoronto.ca’; 'cal@meiklejohn.ca’;
'Brendon.James@metrovancouver.org'; 'Blair. McFarlane@ufv.ca’; 'coronerjd@gmail.com’;
'janedale@telus.net'’; 'hazel@electrumcharging.com’; 'peterhkpoon@gmail.com’;
'kcarmich@gmail.com'; 'gcastellan@tourismvancouver.com'; 'jhindson@telus.net’,
'leos@uvic.ca'; 'donscott131@gmail.com’; 'Royce.Bernard@aesengr.com’,
'brendon.james@metrovancouver.org'; 'glenninparks@gmail.com’; 'fredwiss@gmail.com’;
'Aboon@outlook.com'; ‘earnmyturns@gmail.com'’; 'marjorie.brims@gmail.com’;
‘cal@meiklejohn.ca’; 'williamdemopoulos@capilanou.ca’; 'mark@jiles.ca’,;

'Scott. HowellFellows@technicalsafetybc.ca'; 'peterhkpoon@gmail.com’;
'andrew.brims@gmail.com'; 'dbaxter@bcchamber.org’; 'vlitwin@bcchamber.org';
'dbaxter@bcchamber.org'; ‘wndbooth@gmail.com'; 'gmacisaac@ubcm.ca';
'merawford@ubcm.ca'; 'mchiang@ubcm.ca'; 'bsihota@ubcm.ca’; jvanloon@ubem.ca’;
'gbrown@ubcm.ca'; 'bfelker@ubcm.ca’; 'dwelch@ubcm.ca'; 'dholmes@acrd.bc.ca’,
'melany.deweerdt@rdbn.bc.ca’; 'lapham@crd.bc.ca’; 'kmorley@crd.bc.ca',
'kcampbell@crd.bc.ca'; 'jmaclean@cariboord.ca’; 'Ischick@cariboord.ca’,
‘ajohnston@cariboord.ca'; 'cao@ccrd-bc.ca'; 'cedo@ccrd-be.ca'; 'shorn@rdck.be.ca',
'ssudan@rdck.bc.ca'; 'brian.reardon@cord.bc.ca'; ‘chamilton@csrd.bc.ca’;
'lshykora@csrd.bc.ca'; 'rdyson@comoxvalleyrd.ca'; 'jwarren@comoxvalleyrd.ca';
ismith@comoxvalleyrd.ca'; 'amacdonald@comoxvalleyrd.ca’; 'bcarruthers@cvrd.bc.ca’,
'mkueber@cvrd.bc.ca'; 'rblackwell@cvrd.be.ca'’; 'stomlin@rdek.bc.ca’; ‘'amcleod@rdek.be.ca';
'pgipps@fvrd.ca’; 'schan@fvrd.ca’; 'gdaneluz@fvrd.ca'; jmartin@rdffg.bc.ca’,
'kjonkman@rdffg.bc.ca'; Hotsenpiller, Russ; Marlor, David ISLT:IN; ‘infor@rdks.bc.ca';
'hadams@rdks.bc.ca'; 'tpellegrino@rdks.bc.ca'; Theresa Lenardon; Mark Andison;
'neal.carley@metrovancouver.org’; ‘carol. mnason@metrovancouver.org',
'gfletcher@rdmw.bc.ca'; 'jlong@rdmw.bc.ca'; 'pearlyle@rdn.bc.ca’; 'ralexander@rdn.bc.ca’,
'ggarbutt@rdn.bc.ca'; 'cao@sqcrd.bc.ca'; 'dfish@sqcrd.be.ca’; 'david.sewell@rdno.ca’;
'nicole.kohnert@rdno.ca'; 'zee.marcolin@rdno.ca’; 'bnewell@rdos.bc.ca';
'tbouwmeester@rdos.bc.ca’; 'dbutler@rdos.bc.ca'; ‘chris.cvik@prrd.bc.ca'
'bruce.simard@prrd.bc.ca'; 'shannon.anderson@prrd.bc.ca’; 'al.radke@powellriverrd.bc.ca’,
'laura.roddan@powellriverrd.bc.ca’; 'Iflynn@slrd.bc.ca’; 'cdaniels@slrd.bc.ca’;
'iholl@slrd.be.ca’; 'jgiffin@slrd.bc.ca’; 'kneedham@slrd.be.ca'; 'dleitch@strathconard.ca’,
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Executive summary

By Order G-10-18 dated January 12, 2018, the British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) established an
inquiry to review the regulation of electric vehicle charging service in British Columbia (Inquiry). The Inquiry aims
to explore the potential regulatory issues, including the level of regulation necessary in the electric vehicle (EV)
charging services market, the rates for EV charging service, and any other matters that should be considered by
the BCUC as the regulator of energy services provided by public utilities in British Columbia.

The BCUC held ten Community Input Sessions at 8 different locations where the Panel heard from a range of
British Columbians: the business community, EV charging service providers, municipalities who currently offer
EV charging service, government organizations, owners of EVs, existing public utilities, and members of the
general public. Thirty three registered interveners participated in this Inquiry, the majority of whom submitted
evidence, responded to information requests by the BCUC and other parties, and provided final and reply
arguments. There were also fifty one interested parties and the BCUC received twenty letters of comment.

On July 4, 2018, the Panel determined that a phased approach would be most appropriate way forward, with
the first phase of the Inquiry to address the following issues:

e Do the words “for compensation” in the definition of public utility mean that a person who does not
expressly require customers to pay for charging services but instead recovers the cost of charging
from other services provided to the customers is a “public utility”?

e Should entities not otherwise public utilities supplying electricity to EV end users be regulated at all?

Further, the Panel stated that inasmuch as public utilities such as British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority
(BC Hydro) and FortisBC Inc. (FBC) wish to participate in the EV market as owners or operators of EV charging
stations, clarity is needed on whether BC Hydro and FBC are permitted to invest in EV charging stations as a
prescribed undertaking under section 18 of the Clean Energy Act and section 4 of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Regulation (GGRR). The Panel sought submissions from participants on these issues.

This report (Report) provides the findings made by the Panel in the first phase and lays out the issues to be
addressed in the second phase.

After reviewing the evidence and submissions received, the Panel made the following key findings and
recommendations:

1. The EV charging market is not a monopoly because there is more than one service provider, and that the
public EV charging market does not exhibit monopoly characteristics.

2. The EV charging market in the rental and strata buildings sector does not exhibit monopoly
characteristics.

3. A person providing EV charging services for compensation is a public utility. The broad definition of
“compensation” in the UCA encompasses many forms of direct and indirect compensation.

4. The regulation of all EV charging services, to the extent that the provider is not already considered to be
a public utility under the UCA, is either not required or not within our jurisdiction. Therefore, we
recommend that the Minister issue an exemption, with respect to EV charging services, from Part 3 of
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the UCA, sections 21 to 64 inclusive with the exception of sections 25 and 38, with respect to safety only
for those EV charging service providers that are not already a public utility under the UCA.

5. We recommend that a landlord or a strata corporation that is otherwise a public utility, be granted an
exemption, on the same terms and conditions as the exemption laid out above, pertaining to owning
and/or operating an EV charging service.

In addition to the above key findings and recommendations, the Panel laid out the issues it wishes to canvass in
Phase 2.

1. Can participation of providers under both regulatory models — little or no regulation for those not
otherwise public utilities and regulated public utilities — co-exist? In the absence of price regulation, how
can exempt EV charging providers be protected from being undercut by non-exempt public utilities?
Should the non-exempt public utilities be restricted to participate only in remote geographical locations
that are currently uneconomical for exempt EV charging providers to serve?

2. If the provision of EV charging is exempt from regulation, is there any justification for non-exempt public
utilities to provide EV charging services? If the role of non-exempt public utilities is to kick start the
market, how can the BCUC determine when the kick start is no longer needed? What is the role of those
utilities once that kick start is completed? If there are stranded assets at that time how should they be
dealt with?

3. If non-exempt public utilities participate in the EV charging market, should EV charging customers
constitute a separate class from which costs associated with EV charging infrastructure is recovered? Or
should the service be offered in a separate non-regulated business? What are the implications of each of
these regulatory models?

4. Should other customer classes subsidize costs associated with the provision of charging services that
can’t be recovered from EV charging customers? How much of the cost is it appropriate for them to
subsidize — should there be a cap?

5. If assets are stranded as a result of changing technology or other factors, who should pay for the
potential stranded EV charging assets which may be in the non-exempt public utility's rate base?

6. In the context of BCUC economic regulation, what regulatory justification is required to allow non-
exempt utilities to cross subsidize EV charging services. If EV charging adds incremental load, does that
justify cross-subsidization? Would the incremental load appear without the subsidization?

7. What are the implications of the province’s energy objectives, as stated in the Clean Energy Act, with
respect to non-exempt public utilities providing potentially subsidized EV charging services? Are there
non-economic justifications such as environmental benefits or meeting greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
targets?

8. If non-exempt public utilities participate in the EV charging market, do they have any obligation to serve
EV charging customers?

9. Should non-exempt public utilities be provided the same exemptions in regard to EV charging services as
are other EV charging market participants. This includes exemption from Part 3 of the UCA, with similar
retentions of certain sections by the BCUC.

10. Is EV charging infrastructure considered “distribution of electrical energy” for the purpose of section
3(1) of the Electrical Safety Regulation. In responding, Interveners are requested to consider the status
of the provider — for example, is the interpretation different for a non-exempt public utility than it would
be for an exempt utility or a provider excluded from the definition of a public utility?

11. Any other comments that may be helpful to the Panel.
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In addition, the Panel will review the issue of the wholesale rate paid by EV charging service providers.
Therefore, in Phase 2, the Panel invites submissions from interveners on the following:

1. Is there a need for a specific tariff provisions for the wholesale provision of electricity for the purpose of |
EV charging? |
2. If so, how should this wholesale tariff be designed? Is a time of use rate appropriate? Should there be
any differences depending on the type of EV charging — Level 1, Level 2, and/or DCFC stations? 1

The Panel also considered whether public utilities, such as BC Hydro and FBC, are permitted to invest in EV ‘
charging stations as a prescribed undertaking under section 18 of the Clean Energy Act and section 4 of the 1
GGRR. The Panel concluded whether a specific application qualifies as a pilot project should properly be

determined by the BCUC, based on the merits of the particular application including the proposed scale and 1
term of such project. However, in Phase 2, the Panel invites submissions from interveners on whether }
amendments to the GGRR to allow public utilities to own and operate EV charging stations as a “prescribed \
undertaking” are appropriate and if so, the appropriate extent and scope of such undertaking.

The Panel reminds all regulated utilities that until further notice the existing provisions of the UCA, including any
applicable CPCN guidelines and rate setting applications remain in effect. The Panel requests that applications
related to EV charging services to include the utility’s EV charging service long term plan, rates, rate base
forecasts, system reinforcements, system reliability, and safety.
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1.0 Introduction

The British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) is an independent regulatory agency of the Government of
British Columbia that is responsible for regulating BC’s energy utilities, the Insurance Corporation of BC's
compulsory automobile insurance rates, intra-provincial pipelines, and the reliability of the electrical
transmission grid. Our jurisdiction and authority are primarily legislated under the Utilities Commission Act (UCA)
and the Clean Energy Act. We have the responsibility to ensure that British Columbians receive safe, reliable
energy services at fair rates that are just, reasonable and not unduly discriminatory, while ensuring the entities |
that we regulate have the opportunity to earn a fair return on their capital investments. The BCUC is established
as the sole independent regulator for energy services provided by public utilities in BC.

The BCUC received numerous queries over the past few years with regards to the scale and scope of the
regulation of the electric vehicle (EV) charging service in BC. There are many different interpretations and
opinions on these issues from the business community, EV charging service providers, municipalities that
currently offer EV charging service, government organizations, owners of EVs, existing public utilities, and
members of the general public.

On December 22, 2017, the BCUC received an application from FortisBC Inc. (FBC) seeking approval of the rate
design and rates for EV charging service as part of the Accelerate Kootenays project. FBC had installed and owns

five Direct Current Fast Charging (DCFC) stations located along the Highway 3 corridor in Greenwood, Christina |
Lake, Castlegar, Salmo and Creston, BC. FBC submitted that the DCFC stations are a pilot project for FBC to own |
and operate EV fast charging technology for the first time.

On January 12, 2018, relating to FBC's EV charging service application, the BCUC indicated that the rates and
rate design for EV charging, including the services provided by EV charging stations, are currently in an early
development stage in BC and other entities may emerge over time. The BCUC reviewed FBC's application and
approved a time-based rate of $9.00 per 30-minute period on an interim basis with the caveat that FBC track
costs associated with the EV charging stations and exclude such costs from its utility rate base until a more
comprehensive regulatory review process takes place.” The BCUC found that there are merits for a general
inquiry to explore the potential regulatory issues in the EV charging stations market which may have broader
stakeholder impacts.

By Order G-10-18, the BCUC established an Inquiry to review the regulation of electric vehicle charging service in
BC (Inquiry). This Inquiry aims to explore the potential regulatory issues, including the level of regulation
necessary in the EV charging services market, the rates for EV charging service, and any other matters that
should be considered by the BCUC, as the regulator for energy services provided by public utilities in BC.

To provide context to the matters that may be reviewed in the Inquiry, the BCUC provided a list of preliminary
regulatory scope issues:?

1. Do EV charging stations operate in a competitive environment in BC or are they a natural
monopoly service?

! Order G-9-18.
2 Exhibit A-1, cover letter; Exhibit A-2, Appendix B.

BCUC - EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report 1
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2. Are the customers of EV charging stations captive or do they have a choice?

3. Should the BCUC regulate the services provided by EV charging stations? What are benefits and
detriments to such regulation?

4. Should the rate design of EV charging stations be established under a public utility’s traditional
cost of service model or some other model? And within that context, what are the customer
pricing options (e.g. energy-based rate vs. time-based rate)?

5. Should the EV charging station service rate be based on a public utility’s existing wholesale or
commercial retail rate or some other rate?

6. Should public utilities include EV charging stations in their regulated rate base or through a
separate non-regulated entity?

7. If public utilities provide EV charging services within their regulated business, is there a risk of
cross subsidization from other rate classes to support this new service and if so, is the proposed
rate design potentially unduly discriminatory?

The BCUC also invited submissions from interveners on any other matters that may assist the Panel.

2.0 Inquiry overview
2.1  Regulatory process and public consultation

The BCUC held a series of Community Input Sessions throughout BC which provided an opportunity for the
public to speak directly to the Panel for the Inquiry. ¥ Members of the public were invited to voice their
comments on the issues raised in the Inquiry and effectively allowed the BCUC to gather public input for
consideration on the matters that are within the scope of this Inquiry.

Interveners

In accordance with Order G-19-18, the following parties registered as interveners in the Inquiry:

e  British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro); e  British Columbia Ministry of Energy, Mines and
Petroleum Resources (MEMPR);

e Clean Energy Association of British Columbia (CEABC); o  AddEnergie Technologies Inc. (ATI);

e LeadingAhead Energy Inc. (LAE) (formerly Drive Energy e  British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ Organization,
Inc. (DEI);) Active Support Against Poverty, Disability Alliance BC,
Council of Senior Citizens’ Organizations of BC,
Tenants Resource and Advisory Centre, and Together
Against Poverty Society (BCOAPO);

% Between March 5, 2018 and April 16, 2018, we held community input sessions in Kamloops, Kelowna, Prince George, Fort St. John,
Castlegar, Victoria, Nanaimo and Vancouver.

BCUC - EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report 2 of 56
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e  Flintoff, Donald (Flintoff); e  BC Scrap-IT Society (BCSIS);

e  (City of Vancouver (CoV); e  BrightSide Solutions Inc. (BSSI);

e  BC Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club BC e  Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British ‘
(BCSEA); Columbia (CEC); ‘

e New Car Dealers of BC (NCDBC); e ChargePoint (ChargePoint); |

e ReCharged Technologies Inc. (Recharged); e Electrical Contractors Association of British Columbia

(ECABC);
e Tesla Motors Canada ULC (Tesla);

e  Urban Development Institute (UDI);

e  Wesgroup Properties Limited Partnership (WPLP);
o Nelson Hydro on behalf of the BCMEU (BCMEU); e  Vancouver Electric Vehicle Association (VEVA);
o FortisBC Inc. (FBC); e Alectra Utilities Inc. (AUI);

o FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI); e Mackenzie, Bruce (Mackenzie);
e  Cypress Power Ltd. (CPL);

e  Community Energy Association (CEA); and

e  Vanport Sterilizers Inc. (VSI);

e  Greenlots (Greenlots);

e  Guthrie, Gary (Guthrie);

e Autochargers.ca (Autochargers);

e  Fraser Basin Council/Plug In BC (FBCPIBC).

e  Victoria Electric Vehicle Association (Victoria EVA).

In addition to the 33 registered interveners, the BCUC received 51 interested parties and 20 letters of comment
from members of the public. The Panel acknowledges the contributions made by all participants in the Inquiry,
in particular for those who attended the Community Input Sessions. We considered all comments in making our
findings and recommendations as set out in this Report.

Regulatory timetable and scope

In addition to the ten Community Input Sessions, between March and June 2018, interveners submitted written
evidence on the preliminary scope items, followed by one round of information requests and responses. On
June 27, 2018, the BCUC held a procedural conference” to address various procedural issues, including the
appropriate scope of the Inquiry, whether the existing evidentiary record was adequate for the Panel’s report,
the appropriate regulatory process, the timeline of any subsequent process, and whether any other procedural
or scope matters should be considered.

We heard from interveners that investment and policy decisions are currently at play and they urged the BCUC
to expedite the review process by prioritizing important issues in the near term. The Panel agreed, and
determined that a phased approach would be most appropriate at this time, with the first phase of the Inquiry
to address the following issues:

e Do the words “for compensation” in the definition of public utility in the UCA mean that a
person who does not expressly require customers to pay for charging services but instead
recovers the cost of charging from other services provided to the customers is a "public
utility"?

e Should entities not otherwise public utilities supplying electricity to EV end users be
regulated at all?

“ pursuant to the regulatory timetable established by Order G-96-18 dated May 18, 2018.

BCUC - EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report , 3 0f56
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o Inasmuch as public utilities such as BC Hydro and FBC wish to participate in the EV market as
owners or operators of EV charging stations, clarity is needed on whether BC Hydro and FBC
are permitted to invest in EV charging stations as a prescribed undertaking under section 18
of the Clean Energy Act and section 4 of the GGRR.?

Following the procedural conference, the BCUC issued Order G-119-18 with reasons and amended the |
regulatory timetable, which included intervener final and reply arguments on re-scoped Phase 1 issues, and
proposals for issuance of a phase one report with further process for Phase 2 to be determined.

2.2 Regulatory and Policy framework in BC
2.2.1 Regulatory framework

The definition of “public utility” in the UCA broadly includes many forms of energy services, if provided for
compensation. The BCUC in its letter dated January 23, 2018,° referenced its 2012 Report on the Inquiry into the
Offering of Products and Services in Alternative Energy Solutions and Other New Initiatives (AES Inquiry) for
regulated public utilities which provide products and services outside traditional utility activities.”. The BCUC
established principles in the AES Inquiry whereby the BCUC should only regulate where necessary, and
regulation should not impede competitive markets. In the January 23, 2018 letter, the Panel indicated that it
intends to adopt these key principles in this EV Inquiry.

The AES Inquiry

The AES Inquiry Report® outlines two key principles related to the role of regulation, specifically:®

i. Where regulation is required use the least amount of regulation needed to protect the ratepayer;
and

ii. The benefits of regulation should outweigh the costs of regulation.

In the AES Inquiry Report, the BCUC found that in general, a provider of services which meets the definition of a
public utility in the UCA, and where natural monopoly characteristics are present and consumers require
protection, should be subject to regulation.™

The AES Inquiry Report further lays out guidelines related to these two key principles. In particular the form of
regulation should:

e provide adequate customer protection in a cost-effective manner;
e consider administrative efficiency;

o consider the level of expenditure, the number of customers, the sophistication of the parties
involved and the track record of the utility in undertaking similar projects; and

® Order G-119-18, Appendix A, p. 7.

® Exhibit A-2.

7 proceeding webpage: https://www.bcuc.com/ApplicationView.aspx?Applicationld=309

® The AES Inquiry Report: https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Decisions/2012/DOC_33023 G-201-12_FEI-AES-Inquiry-Report WEB.pdf
® The AES Inquiry Report, pp. 6-7.

' The AES Inquiry Report, p. 15.

BCUC - EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report 4 of 56
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e require the provision of sufficient information to allow the BCUC to assess the new business
activity, and any rates to be set, against BC’s Energy Objectives and the requirements of the
UCA and the Clean Energy Act.™

Many interveners in the EV Inquiry recognized and considered the AES Inquiry principles as guidance in their
submissions.™ The AES Inquiry issues applicable in this Inquiry include forms of regulation in competitive
markets, cost recovery, cross subsidization, participation of existing public utilities in a non-traditional market,
and cost of regulation.

Thermal Energy Systems (TES) regulatory framework for Strata Corporations

Following the AES Inquiry, in August 2013, the BCUC held a public proceeding to develop the TES Guidelines.® A
TES consists of equipment or facilities for the production, generation, storage, transmission, sale, delivery or
provision of any agent for the production of heat or cold. Generally speaking, it provides thermal energy services
(heat, hot water or cooling) from one or more thermal energy sources and delivered through a distribution
system. Energy sources may include waste heat, renewable (solar, ground/water source or air source heat
pumps, geothermal, biomass etc.) as well as non-renewable energy sources. A TES may include plant,
equipment, distribution piping, apparatus, property and facilities employed by or in connection with the
provision of thermal energy services.™

A TES owned by a Strata Corporation that exclusively serves that Strata Corporation’s Strata Unit Owners is
exempt from active regulation by Order G-120-14. As outlined in Order G-120-14, the exemption from Part 3 of
the UCA excludes section 42, 43 and 44. A Strata Corporation that owns the TES and provides energy exclusively
to its Strata Unit Owners™ is subject to the Strata Property Act, which offers recourse and consumer protection
to Strata Unit Owners. Accordingly, customers can find recourse under the Strata Property Act, and not through
the BCUC under the UCA. This exemption does not include a TES with a customer that is a Strata Corporation.'®

Retail markets downstream of the utility meter (RMDM) Guidelines

The EV Inquiry also explored the relevancy and applicability of the BCUC's RMDM Guidelines. These guidelines,
established in April 1997, considered the BCUC’s role in a competitive market. Page 3 of the RMDM Guidelines
states:

In general, the total range of goods and services potentially provided by energy utilities can be
categorized as belonging to one of three areas... These areas are: goods and services which still
clearly are defined as core monopoly products (e.g., wires and pipes), competitive products
which could best be produced by a variety of players operating within a competitive market
(e.g., appliance sales), and debatable/transitional products, i.e., those which are associated with
the monopoly core and which may or may not be considered true monopoly activities

" The AES Inquiry Report, p. 18.

2 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, pp. 1, 12, 15-16; Exhibit C4-2, Flintoff evidence, p. 5; Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, pp. 1, 7, 16; Exhibit
C6-2, BCSEA evidence, pp. 6, 8-9; Exhibit C25-2, ChargePoint evidence, pp. 7-15, 19.

3 Order G-132-13, https://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/118726/1/document.dom

" Order G-127-14, Appendix A, p. 1
https://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/item/119083/index.do?r=AAAAAQAKJGVzIHNOcmFOYQE

' A Strata Unit Owner is an owner of a unit that is part of a Strata Corporation.

'8 Order G-127-14, Appendix A, pp, 3, 6

*7 Retail Markets Downstream of the Utility Meter Guidelines, dated April 1997:
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Guidelines/RMDMGuidelns.pdf
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depending on one's assessment at any given time (e.g., billing/meter information). For example,
these products might be provided by the utility as they emerge, later be produced by a mix of
utility and unregulated providers as the market grows and eventually be provided solely by the
competitive market when the market is mature (e.g., natural gas vehicle conversions). Core
monopoly products result primarily from economies of scale or scope and are expected to
decrease as a result of advances in technology reducing these economies, competitors'
demands for access to the market for these products, customers' demands for more choice and
the success of deregulation elsewhere. [Emphasis added]

Recent exemption — Bakerview EcoDairy

Bakerview EcoDairy Ltd.’s EV charging station is currently the only EV charging station that has been granted an
exemption from BCUC regulation.'®* As noted in BCUC Order G-71-16, subsequent to a public review process,
Bakerview EcoDairy’s DCFC station in Abbotsford is operating as a reseller of electricity to the public for
compensation as a public utility as defined by the UCA because it levies a $0.35 per kilowatt-hour fee for the
provision of EV charging services to the public.

Bakerview EcoDairy is exempted from Part 3 of the UCA, except for sections 25, 38, 42, 43, 44, and 49 of the
UCA, for the resale of electricity via its DCFC station. The exemption will remain in effect until either the lease
agreement between Bakerview EcoDairy and BC Hydro ends, or by order of the BCUC. Section 38 of the UCA
requires Bakerview EcoDairy to operate and maintain its facilities to ensure safe, reliable and adequate service.

2.2.2 Policy framework

There have been a number of policy initiatives relevant to EVs and the EV charging market. BC's Climate |
Leadership Plan notes that the transportation sector is a significant source of our emissions, which accounts for |
37 percent of BC's total emissions. Light duty vehicles account for 14 percent of BC's total emissions.”® The

action plan includes expanding support for zero emission vehicle charging stations in buildings and expanding

the Clean Energy Vehicle Program to support new vehicle incentives and infrastructure.” The Climate

Leadership Plan also notes that one major challenge for the adoption of EVs is ensuring that owners can access

charging stations.” Many participants recognize the policies related to GHG emissions reduction and

deployment of EVs and charging infrastructure.

The Government of BC promotes the uptake of zero emission vehicles, including battery-electric, plug-in hybrid,
and fuel cell vehicles. BC’'s Clean Energy Vehicle Program includes point-of-sale incentives for electric and
hydrogen vehicles, investments in charging and fuelling infrastructure, additional support for fleets to adopt
zero emission vehicles, and investments in research, training and outreach. The Clean Energy Vehicle Program
vision is to stimulate the transportation market such that, by 2020, 5 percent of new light duty vehicle purchases
in BC are zero emission vehicles.”

18 Bakerview EcoDairy was granted an exemption from Part 3 of the UCA pursuant to BCUC Order G-71-16 and is therefore able to resell
energy on that basis.

* Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 9; Exhibit C6-2, BCSEA evidence, p. 12.

2 B(’s Climate Leadership Plan dated August 2016, p. 14. https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/climate-
change/action/clp/clp_booklet_web.pdf

2 BC’s Climate Leadership Plan dated August 2016, p. 5.

2 B(’s Climate Leadership Plan dated August 2016, p. 20.

% Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, pp. 2-3.
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In terms of vehicle purchase incentives, Scrap-It provides $3,000 to customers who scrap an old vehicle and
purchase a used EV, and $6,000 for customers who purchase a new EV. Although Scrap-It is a private initiative, it
may be combined with the Clean Energy Vehicle Program incentive, allowing a total incentive of up to $12,000
for hydrogen fuel cell EVs, and up to $11,000 for battery Evs.2

The BC Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Project, launched in 2012, was led by BC Hydro and supported by the
Province of British Columbia, the federal government, municipalities and the private sector. The Electric Vehicle
Infrastructure Project led to the installation and operation of more than 500 Level 2 charging stations for public
use in urban areas across the province, and 30 DCFC stations along major transportation corridors.

Subsequently, a second phase of DCFC station deployment was supported by the Province, with partial funding
for 21 new stations across BC. In the Budget Update of September 2017, further Provincial investment in DCFC
stations was confirmed, with $2 million going into a multi-year joint call with Natural Resources Canada for a
targeted additional 80 DCFC stations in BC.”

In a recent announcement,®® the Government of BC indicated that legislation will be introduced to set targets of
ten percent zero emission vehicles sales by 2025, thirty percent by 2030, and one hundred percent by 2040. The
Government of BC outlined the following plan to kick start and fuel the roll out of the zero emissions vehicles

standard:

1. Expanding the size of BC's EV DCFC network to 151 sites.

2. Increasing the provincial incentive program, administered by the New Car Dealers Association of BC, by
$20 million this year to encourage more British Columbians to buy clean energy cars now. This will bring
the incentive program up to $57 million in total.

3. Reviewing the incentive program with an eye to expanding it over time, so buying a zero emission
vehicle becomes a more affordable option for middle- and lower-income British Columbians.

2.3 Regulatory framework elsewhere in North America

The Panel has reviewed intervener’s evidence from other North American jurisdictions. Regulatory decisions
elsewhere include the interpretation of how statutory definitions of public utility apply to EV charging service,
whether to exempt third-party EV charging service providers from regulation, consideration of whether existing
utilities are permitted to own/operate EV charging service, and if so, the applicable cost recovery mechanism.

EV charging regulation in California

California represents the largest EV market in North America, and was one of the first jurisdictions to address EV
charging service policy. As of October 2017, California had 337,482 zero-emissions vehicles, making up four and
a half percent of the total vehicle fleet in California.”” As of December 2017, the United States had about
765,000 plug-in cars, with California accounting for approximately forty eight percent of cumulative US plug-in
sales at over 365,000 units.?® Experience in California is therefore particularly instructive for other regulators
which are considering the appropriate regulatory framework for EV charging service.

2 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 3.

 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 4.

% https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/2018PREMO0082-002226
7 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 14.

% Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, pp. 72-73.
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In 2010, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) determined that ownership or operation of a facility
that sells EV charging services to the public and the selling of EV charging services from that facility to the public
does not make the corporation or person a “public utility,” solely because of that sale, ownership or operation.”
Following further regulatory process, in 2011 the CPUC expressed concerns with regard to the competitive
limitations resulting from utility ownership of EV charging service, resulting in the restriction of utility ownership
of EV charging service to the provision of that service to the utilities’ own fleets or employees only.®

However, in 2014, the CPUC overturned its 2011 decision on utility ownership of EV charging service, endorsing
an expanded role for utilities in developing EV infrastructure to be evaluated on a case-specific basis. >
Subsequently, the CPUC has issued the following decisions for the three major Californian investor-owned
utilities:

o San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E): in 2015, the CPUC concluded that EV charging
service ownership by SDG&E would be permitted under a pilot program and related costs to
target 3,500 EV charging station installations, during a sign-up period of three years which
could be recovered from SDG&E’s ratepayers, net of any revenues generated from the EV
charging stations.*

e Southern California Edison Company (SCE) received authorization to collect $22 million in
revenue requirement to implement the “Charge Ready” and “Market Education” programs,
targeting deployment of up to 1,500 “make-ready” EV charging stations.™

e Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) in 2016 was authorized to install up to 7,500 EV
charging stations, with PG&E ownership restricted to disadvantaged communities and multi-
unit dwellings, and the remainder to be make-ready. The CPUC approved the inclusion of
PG&E owned EV charging stations in rate base, with rebates from site hosts treated as
expenses.”

California also provides examples of novel rate designs for EV charging stations:

e ChargePoint notes that for residential customers, each of the three large Investor-Owned
Utilities has whole house Time of Use (TOU) rates and separately-metered TOU rates for EV
drivers.®

e Tesla submits that a billing structure which minimizes demand charges for site hosts (by only
charging customers for the incremental portion of the EV demand that caused the increase
in maximum site demand) is currently pending approval before the CPUC.*

CoV notes that California is an early leader in developing “Right to Charge” rules to prevent strata corporations
from unreasonably blocking the installation of EV charging in cases where the strata owner is willing to pay for
the equipment and installation.”

% CPUC Decision 10-07-044, p. 35. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD_PDF/FINAL_DECISION/121450.PDF

%0 CcPUC Decision 11-07-029, pp. 49-50. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD_PDF/FINAL_DECISION/139969.PDF

31 CPUC Decision 14-12-079, pp. 5-6. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M143/K682/143682372.PDF

32 CPUC Decision 16-01-045, pp. 3—4. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/publisheddocs/published/g000/m158/k241/158241020.pdf

33 CPUC Decision 16-01-23, pp. 1-5. http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M157/K835/157835660.PDF

3 CPUC Decision 16-12-065, pp. 2, 37-38, 64-65. http://docs.c uc.ca.gov/publisheddocs/published/g000/m171/k539/171539218.pdf
% Exhibit C25-7, ChargePoint response to BCUC IR 10.1.

% Exhibit C28-3, Tesla response to BCUC IR 10.2.

37 Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 18.
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Other jurisdictions

A number of regulators have found that owning and/or operating EV charging stations does not meet the
applicable statutory definition of “public utility” (or the equivalent term in other jurisdictions). ChargePoint in its
evidence submission provides citations from twenty US states and the District of Columbia that have clarified, \
through statutory amendment or otherwise, that EV charging services provided by third party owners and 7 ‘
operators that are not otherwise utilities are outside of regulatory commission jurisdiction.® Examples include:

e  Missouri Public Service Commission (MPSC) found that EV charging stations are not classed
as “electric plant” because they are not used for furnishing electricity for light, heat, or
power, and that the charging service, not the electricity used to power the system, is the
product sold.*

e New York Public Service Commission (NYPSC) determined that EV charging stations do not
fall within the definition of “electric plant,” as they provide a service requiring the use of
specialized equipment that allows the customer to do only one thing, charge an EV’s
battery; a customer’s use of electricity is incidental to the transaction with an EV charging
station owner/operator.*

o Tesla* and VEVA* note the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) staff guidance bulletin issued on
July 7, 2016, which sets out OEB staff’s view that ownership or operation of an EV charging |
station, and the selling of EV charging services from that facility, do not constitute
distribution or retailing of electricity. Since the OEB does not regulate end uses of electricity,
its codes, rules and regulatory requirements do not apply.

Utility ownership of EV charging services

A number of jurisdictions have legislative or regulatory directives that permit utilities to own EV charging
stations, although the framework under which utilities may operate varies.

There are examples of jurisdictions where utility involvement in the EV charging service sector is influenced by
explicit statutory goals. For example, the California Senate established new clean energy, clean air and
greenhouse gas and reduction goals for 2030 and beyond that, among other things, requires utilities to
undertake transportation electrification activities. The 2016 Oregon Legislature directed investor-owned utilities
to achieve advanced transportation electrification and achieve ratepayer and environmental benefits.
Washington State encourages utility leadership in EV charging infrastructure build-out. * These jurisdictions
provide examples where public utilities are permitted to provide EV charging services and recover costs through
rates. There are restrictions on utility ownership of EV charging stations, for example:

e |n Hawaii, rate base recovery is permitted up to a certain amount;

%8 Exhibit C25-2, ChargePoint evidence, pp. 10-11.

* MPsC Report and Order: In the Matter of the Application of Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri for Approval or a Tariff
Setting a Rate for Electric Vehicle Charging Stations (File No. ET-2016-0246, filed April 19, 2017), p. 10.
https://www.efis.psc.mo.gov/mpsc/commoncomponents/view_itemno_details.asp?caseno=ET-2016-0246&attach_id=2017016053

% In the Matter of Electric Vehicle Policies, Declaratory Ruling on Jurisdiction over Publicly Available Electric Vehicle Charging Stations at 4
(NYPSC Case No. 13-E-0199, issued Nov. 22, 2013), p. 4.
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterSeq=42691

*! Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence p. 5.

2 Exhibit €30-2, VEVA evidence p. 5.

*3 Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IR1.5.1.1.
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In New Jersey, utilities are allowed to operate public EV charging stations as a regulated
service in underserved markets (as determined by the Board of Public Utilities);

Massachusetts utilities are prohibited from recovering costs in most circumstances, with
exceptions for their own fleet, R&D as part of an approved pilot or grid modernization plan,
or as part of another approved expenditure. Eversource EV Infrastructure Proposal D.P.U 17-
05 adopts a “make ready” model whereby the utility provides and installs the distribution
infrastructure but does not own the charging stations;

Colorado utilities can own EV charging stations, only as an unregulated service; a4

In Nova Scotia, the Utility and Review Board denied a request from Nova Scotia Power
Incorporated to recover from ratepayers the cost of purchasing and installing 12 EV fast-
charging stations at locations across Nova Scotia,® as the board found that EV charging
stations are similar to other equipment on customers’ premises and need not be owned as
ratepayer assets.*®

Panel discussion

The Panel notes the decisions made in other jurisdictions and the regulatory frameworks that have been

established

distinguish the different legislative statutes, policy frameworks and EV markets that exist elsewhere from the
situation in BC. For example, in a number of jurisdictions regulators have concluded that EV charging stations are
not classified as “electric plant” or “utility plant” in determining that EV charging station owners/operators that
are not otherwise a public utility fall outside of regulatory jurisdiction. However, the test for whether an entity ‘
meets the definition of “public utility” in the UCA is not determined by classification as “electric plant,
plant” or similar terminology. In this regard, the Panel does not consider that decisions and guidance issued in
other jurisdictions can be determinative in reaching its findings for this Inquiry. Instead, the Panel relies in part
on the guidelines and considerations established in BC such as the principles developed in the AES inquiry and
RMDM Guidelines as outlined above. These will be referenced in the appropriate discussion in further sections

with respect to EV charging service. However, the Panel is mindful of the need to carefully

”nou

in this Report.

2.4

In this Report, the Panel will address the issues identified as being included in the scope of Phase 1 of the Inquiry

Issues arising

in the following manner:

Section 3 reviews the EV charging market and the level of competition in the EV charging
market;

Section 4 addresses the issue of compensation and then consider whether EV charging
service is a public utility activity;

Section 5 addresses the question — what degree of regulation, if any, should persons that
are not otherwise public utilities be regulated?

Section 6 explores some questions that will form part of the scope in phase two —should
non-exempt public utilities (e.g. BC Hydro and FBC) be regulated? What are the concerns
these parties to participate in the EV market (i.e. cross subsidization in rate base)?

4 Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IR1.5.1.1.
* Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence p. 8.
6 NSUARB Decision M08224, p. 13, https://nsuarb.novascotia.ca/sites/default/files/M08224%20Decision.pdf

utility
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e Section 7 discusses the interpretation of the Clean Energy Act and Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Regulation (GGRR) as it relates to EV charging infrastructure investments.

3.0 Does the existing EV charging services market exhibit monopoly characteristics?

The Panel considers the extent to which monopoly characteristics are present in the EV charging market in BC
plays a critical role in determining what level of economic regulation is appropriate. Therefore, this section:

e Reviews the electric vehicle ownership market;
e Reviews the EV charging infrastructure;
e Reviews the level of competition in the EV charging market; and

e Provides the Panel’s findings.
3.1  Electric vehicles

In early 2018, there were approximately 8,000 light-duty EVs on the road in BC. The Clean Energy Vehicle
Program expects the zero emission vehicles population in BC to be approximately 20,000 vehicles by 2020.%
According to a Powertech Labs report dated October 19, 2016, two recent studies indicate that EV will make up
between three tosix percent of the vehicle fleet in BC by 2024, and between 13-20 percent by 2030.%

According to Fleetcarma’s “EV sales in Canada Year-end Update 2017,” plug-in EV sales in Canada increased 68
percent year-ovér-year, from 11,023 units sold in 2016 to 18,560 units sold in 2017. In BC, there were 2,132 and
3,270 units sold in 2016 and 2017, respectively. There are two types of plug-in vehicles, battery electric vehicles
(BEVs) and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs). The graph below shows the annual plug-in EV sales in Canada
from 2013 to 2017.

Annual PEV sales, Canada

10000

7500

5000

2003 2014 20156 206 2017
W BEV W PHEV

7 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p.3.
“8 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Appendix 1, 2016 Powertech Labs EV Technology and Market Overview, pp. iv, 17-19.
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EV charging technology

An electric battery is a device that stores electricity and requires direct current (DC) to be charged. However, in
North America, electricity is typically provided as alternating current (AC) and therefore, must be converted
from AC to DC to charge an EV’s battery. This conversion may take place onboard the vehicle or within an EV
charging station. The diagram below shows the difference between AC charging and DC charging.*

DC charging versus AC charging
On-board versus Off-board equipment

1
AC Charging «f ! = DC Charging
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Figure 21: Dlagram showing the difference bstween AC and DC charging - Source: www.abb.com

There are currently three types of EV charging service. They are Level 1, Level 2, and Direct Current Fast
Charging (DCFC).*® Level 1 and Level 2 charging use AC power from the grid to the vehicle through the charge
port, and an on-board charger converts this AC power to DC in order the charge the battery. In the case of DC
charging, the DCFC station itself converts the AC power to DC power. DC power bypasses the vehicle’s on-board
charger and the electricity goes directly into the battery.”

The table below, provided by FBC, shows the types of EV charging service, their typical use and characteristics of
each type.*

EV Charging Types
Type of Charging i Vehicle . : Costs to
Gharging Level Time to Charge Tyne Typical Locations Install
Four hours for 30 PHEV or Residences, some $200-
Level 1 AC (120 valt) minutes of driving BEV public $2,000
Residences, 1
Municipal locations,
Four hours for full PHEV or office towers, parks, | $1,000 - |
Lewl2 | ACEAOWR) | coorge BEV recreational $2,500 ‘
facilities, shopping |
malls
Direct Current i ]
Level 3 Fast Charging z‘ga”rgeg minutes for full | pev ony | Highway corridors 2‘15300336
(DCFC) i

*° Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, Appendix A, p. 1
%0 According to the Powertech Lab EV Technology and Market Overview dated October 19, 2016, DCFC used to be referred to as “Level 3” 1
charging, but this nomenclature was revised in 2011 in order to distinguish between the different charging configurations, and to leave

the door open for definition of 3 charging levels for both AC and DC charging. According to BC Hydro, AC Level 3 is still in development

and the technology appears to be intended to support larger commercial vehicles such as electric buses and trucks. (Exhibit C1-4, BC

Hydro response to BCUC IR 19.1)

*! Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, Appendix A, p. 1

*2 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 4
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Generally some 80 percent of EV charging occurs at home or at work using Level 1 and Level 2 charging.*® Public
EV charging stations are generally used by drivers to “top up” on short trips or fully charge vehicles on long
distance trips. Because of slow charging speeds, Level 1 charging is best suited to overnight or long-term parking

use.”

Level 1 charging requires no specialized infrastructure other than a standard 120 volt electrical outlet. Level 2
charging stations are the most common type of public charging infrastructure in North America. The charging
speed is typically more than double as compared to Level 1 charging because it uses a 240 volt outlet. The
relatively low capital and maintenance costs of Level 2 charging stations enable use by a wide variety of
participants, including private households, municipalities, and businesses.>

DCFC stations can deliver an approximately 80 percent charge in approximately 30 minutes. DCFC stations have
relatively higher installation costs — currently between $50,000 and $100,000 — because the AC to DC conversion
equipment in the DCFC station is more complicated than Level 1 and Level 2 AC charging.

Submissions were made regarding emerging technologies that might be considered variations/improvements on
the level of technology, or perhaps a new ‘level 4. However, there is no evidence in this proceeding that any of

these technologies are yet in use.

Connectors (chargers)

i
Connectors refer to the different types of connectors for EV charging. All passenger EVs sold in North America \
comply with the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) J1772 standard which: ensures that a vehicle is aware of }
the limitations of the circuit it is connected to; ensures that power is only applied when the vehicle is actively

requesting power (preventing bad connections; arcing and potential fire risks); and prevents the vehicle from

being driven while a charging cable is still attached.*®

According to Chargehub, there are currently seven connectors used by automakers.”” Three of the seven apply
to DCFC stations, namely CHAdeMO, SAE Combo Combined Charging System (CCS), and Tesla supercharger.
Different automakers have adopted different connectors. The following table shows a summary of DCFC
standards used by various vehicles and automakers.*®

** Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence p. 4

5% We note the analogy of Level 1 charging with outdoor receptacles used to plug in engine block heaters in many areas of the province.
They are not metered, not regulated and no fee is charged. )

%> Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, Appendix A, p. 4; Exhibit C34-2, CEA evidence p. 2; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence p. 4; Exhibit C35-2,
Victoria EVA evidence p. 31.

%8 Exhibit C1-2, Appendix A, p. 2; Exhibit C12-2, Appendix 1, p. 37.

*7 https://chargehub.com/en/electric-car-charging-guide.html

*8 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, Appendix A, p. 8; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Appendix 1, p. 43.
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Summary of DCFC standards

Standard Supported Vehicles Supporting Automakers
CHAdeMO Nissan Leaf Mitsubishi
Mitsubishi iMIEV Nissan
Kia Soul EV Kia
Tesla Model S (via adaptor)
ccs BMWi3 BMW
Volkswagen eGolf Volkswagen
Chevrolet Spark Audi
Hyundai loniq Mercedes
Ford Focus GM
Chevrolet Bolt Ford
Fiat-Chrysler
Hyundai
Tesla Supercharger Tesla Model S Tesla

Adaptors may be available to make a connector compatible with another connector.” For example, Tesla makes
available adaptors for use at CHAdeMO-standard DC Fast stations.®® However, Tesla maintains its own
proprietary DCFC technology that is only available to Tesla owners.**

3.2  Public EV charging stations in BC

Existing public EV charging stations in BC are generally a mix of municipal, private and public utility investments.
BC Hydro views that there will be pressure for the EV charging marketplace to grow and evolve as the number of
EVs and demand for EV charging services increase in the province.”

While approximately 80-percent of all charging occurs at home, usually overnight,® MEMPR submits that
fuelling and EV charging infrastructure are key components in ensuring more zero emission vehicles are on BC’s
roads. It submits that the availability of public EV charging provides an essential backstop and enables longer

journeys.®

Overview of Level 2 and DCFC Charging Locations in BC

> Exhibit C-24-2, CEC evidence, p. 101
 Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 4.
5 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, Appendix A, p. 9; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Appendix 1, p. 43; Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, p. 7;
. Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IR 15.3.1.
82 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 2.
& Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 5; Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 4 p. 4; Exhibit C23-2, BSSI evidence, p. 5.
® Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 4.
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FBC provides a graphic overview of EV charging stations in BC.% Blue dots represent Level 2 charging station
locations; yellow dots represent DCFC station locations. FBC notes that some areas in BC have little or no EV
charging stations. According to a Mogile Technologies Inc. Report cited by FBC, most Level 2 charging stations in
BC are free. DCFC stations typically have time-based or energy-based pricing. Tesla DCFC stations have their own

specific pricing model.*®

Interveners submitted evidence on the number of public EV charging station locations and ports by types in BC.
BCUC staff collated data from the Inquiry’s evidence and cross checked the information with the Natural

Resources Canada (NRCAN) Electric Charging and Alternative Fuelling Stations Locator® for reasonableness. The
following BCUC staff tables show public Level 2 EV charging services in BC, as well as public DCFC stations in BC.

BCUC Staff Table 1: Level 2 Public Stations

IS - e : References
operator)
d as "utility" | - le. = N
BC Hydro 4 Named as "utility" in Mogile table Exhlt?lt C12-3, FBC response
Assumed to be BC Hydro to Flintoff IR 3.4
A Exhibit C12-3, FBC response
Maniceality 157 to Flintoff IR 3.4
A Exhibit C12-3, FBC response
BUsinEsS i to Flintoff IR 3.4
: Exhibit C12-3, FBC response
Biceral o to Flintoff IR 3.4
Tesla submits it “has partnered in the
b T 130 installation of 190 “Destination Exhibit C28-2, Tesla
Chargers” (Level-2) at over 100 sites in | evidence, p. 1.
British Columbia.”
" Compared to NRCAN count = 651
Totalstations o Level 2 stations as of October 2018
Earlier total of 1237 provided by Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence,
Total number 1142 ChargePoint. NRCAN link results in Appendix 4, p. 1; Exhibit C25-
Ports total ports of 1264 for Level 2 as of 2, ChargePoint evidence, p.
October 2018. 19

While the majority of public charging stations are free to use, many require drivers to join a service network to
access the stations.® There are currently three main charging service networks in BC, including ChargePoint,
VERNetwork/Flo which dominate the Level 2 network stations, and Greenlots which focus on DCFC stations.®

8 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Figure 2-2, p. 5, Appendix 4, Mogile Technologies Inc. report.
% Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 5; Appendix 4, Table 2 and Table 3.

¢ https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/energy/transportation/personal/20487#/analyze?region=CA-
BC&fuel=ELEC&country=CA&status=E&status=T&ev_levels=all

 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 5.

% Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, p. 23.
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BCUC Staff Table 2: DCFC Public Stations in BC

Owner | Operator | Notes References

BC Hydro owns a total of 58, including 30
pilot DCFC stations + 22 Phase Il + 6

BC Hydro 58 29 Kootenay. They operate 22 Phase Il DCFC

: stations plus 6 in the Kootenay region plus
1 Powertech Labs

FBC owns and operates 5 DCFC stations as

Exhibit C1-3, BC Hydro
presentation, pp. 5, 9-10;
Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro IR
12.19

Exhibit C12-2, FBC

FBC 5 5 noted in the December 22, 2017 FBC .
- evidence, p. 12
application

Bakerview. They operate 1 DCFC station owned by BC Exhibie C1-4, BC Hydm

; 0 1 . . response toBCUC IR
Eco-Dairy Hydro in the Phase 1 pilot.

1.12.12;

Noidinai 0 )8 Municipalities operate 28 DCFC stations out | Exhibit C12-3, FBC

I of the initial BC Hydro pilot of 30. response to Flintoff IR 3.4
Business 3 3 Unknown businesses EahlIE LSS, GRE

response to Flintoff IR 3.4

10 based on Tesla’s evidence, 12 based on
most recent data at Exhibit C28-2, Tesla

lesta - 10 http://www.teslamotors.com/supercharger | evidence, p. 1.
, and 8 based on NRCAN’s dataset.
Updated DCFC total aligns with PluginBC
Total HE\A{S that there would be 64 pgblic DCFC
e 76 76 stations as of July 2018 (excluding Tesla).
Original undated Mogile report indicated
51 DCFC stations.
Exhibit C12-2, FBC
Total Ports 120 NRCAN total count = 157, of which 78 are evidence, Appendix 4, p. 1

Tesla Supercharger connectors Exhibit C28-2, Tesla
evidence, p. 1

Note: BCUC Staff table 2 is created based on the Inquiry’s evidence. The DCFC public stations show the
owner and/or operator. For example, BC Hydro owns 58 DCFC stations. BC Hydro operates 29 of 58 DCFC
stations that it owns, whereas municipalities do not own any DCFC stations but operate 28 DCFC stations.
There is a trend towards ensuring that EV drivers are able to access charging stations on multiple
networks while only requiring one membership account.”

Interveners generally agree that the increased development of adequate charging infrastructure is essential to
further develop the EV market in BC,”* particularly in the case of public DCFC stations. MEMPR estimates that
approximately 200 DCFC stations will be required “at a minimum” to support the number of EVs travelling along
all of BC’s primary and secondary highway corridors.” The Victoria EVA estimates that between 320 and 615
DCFC stations could be required over the next 5 years based on current estimated rates of EV sales.”

Despite the fact that the current number of DCFC stations is below these estimates of what is required in the
future, many interveners believe the current number of stations is reflective of the current state of the market,

7 Exhibit C20-2, ATl evidence, p. 10; Kelowna Transcript p. 91; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Appendix 1, p. 48.
" Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence p. 3.

2 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 6.

3 Exhibit C35-2, Victoria EVA evidence, p. 1.
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and that market forces will provide more public stations as the demand increases. Flintoff submits that Tesla
already provides an example of manufacturer funded infrastructure, and other EV manufacturers are already
making commitments to build these charging stations in Europe and North America to enable them to sell more
vehicles.”

3.3  Level of competition

Many interveners argue that the EV charging service market does not exhibit any natural monopoly
characteristics, “with several”® providing supporting reasons for why it is not a natural monopoly. For example,
ChargePoint notes in its Final Argument:

There are no significant natural monopoly characteristics in the EVCS [EV charging stations]
market (e.g., large initial capital costs; significant barriers to entry; infrastructure which is not
cost-effective or otherwise amenable to duplication; subadditivity of costs meaning output
demanded can be produced most efficiently by only a single firm; and economies of scale). EVCS
require limited capital investment compared to regulated industries, and there are no
substantial barriers to entry into the market.”’

Many interveners note the lack of significant financial barriers to entry, the existence of which would otherwise
create the conditions for a natural monopoly. Level 2 charging stations typically cost between $2,000” and
$10,000 to install and require an electrical connection similar to that of a dryer or stove plug. Cost estimates for
DCEC stations ranged from $50,000 and $150,000. ™ The costs associated with either type of EV charging
stations are not considered high enough to constitute a natural barrier to entry,?® and are, for example,
significantly lower than those required to build a conventional gas station.® .

VEVA argues that

Charging stations are not the type of facilities that create natural monopolies, as they don’t
require very large investments by a single service provider. Charging stations are much more
analogous to broadly distributed individual gas stations that are owned and operated by a
number of competitors, which in the aggregate create an infrastructure network providing fuel
service options at a variety of locations. Charging stations are typically owned and operated by a
number of different entities and site hosts (e.g. municipalities, workplaces, utilities, malls,
restaurants, strata councils, resident groups, etc.) with a number of companies supplying
charging stations and services into that market.®

The relative lack of DCFC stations has led some interveners to describe this EV market segment as emerging, not
yet competitive.® FBC and BC Hydro® describe the current lack of DCFC stations as having more to do with low

™ Exhibit C4-2, Flintoff evidence, pp. 6, 16; Exhibit C16-2, Guthrie evidence pp. 3-4; Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 3.

7 Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 3; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA Final Argument, p. 25; Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 10.
78 Exhibit C24-19, CEC final argument, p. 7; Exhibit C23-2, BSSI evidence, pp.2, 5; Exhibit C25-2, ChargePoint evidence, pp. 3, 13; Exhibit 5-
2,CoV evidence, p. 8; Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, p. 20.

77 Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, pp. 7-8.

78 Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IR 1.11.1.

7 Exhibit C34-2, CEA evidence, p. 2; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 4; Exhibit C35-2, Victoria EVA evidence, p. 31.

8 Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, p. 13; Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence p. 8.

8 Exhibit C16-2, Guthrie evidence, p. 3.

# Exhibit C30-2, VEVA evidence, pp. 4-5.

8 Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 6; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence p. 11; Exhibit C15-2, Greenlots evidence, p. 2.

8 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 8.
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demand (rather than high investment costs), resulting in infrastructure not yet being cost-effective based on
current demand levels. Both utilities conclude that a competitive environment for services provided by EV
charging stations does not currently exist in BC, and the market still requires assistance to become
competitive.®

Other interveners® believe that the EV charging market is a competitive, albeit immature market. Some of these
interveners comment that DCFC stations, being on the customer side of the utility meter, are more akin to a
gasoline service station than a traditional energy utility. Some interveners comment that, given the ubiquity of
Level 1 (virtually any wall outlet is a ‘service station’) and Level 2 charging options, the EV market in total has a
greater variety of options and locations for EV charging, involving a much more diverse range of players than the
traditional gasoline service station market.®’

Some interveners provided perspectives on the underlying reasons why the market is not yet fully built out. Two
main themes emerged.

The first theme is that investment in DCFC stations is unattractive to private investors based on the charging
habits of EV users, and this presents a fundamental barrier to the cost-effective roll-out of DCFC infrastructure,
particularly in remote locations. From this perspective, the lack of private involvement in DCFC stations appears
to be due less to cost of market entry than to driver charging habits. Unlike gasoline vehicles which are
completely reliant on public fuel-stations,®® most EV drivers charge at home most of the time. The usage bf

public charging stations as a proportion of total charging sessions tends to be relatively low.®

The second theme is that a significant inhibitor to growth is the uncertainty surrounding the existing regulatory
framework. Advocates of this view submit that the removal of the regulatory barrier created by the UCA, and
the ambiguity over the regulatory status of EV charging services will be sufficient to allow the DCFC market to
develop and become more competitive.90 The current regulatory uncertainty is seen to be slowing down the
entry of new EV charging station owners, which in turn is hindering the adoption of EV.%! CEC notes that DCFC
stations are being deployed throughout the US, providing support for the argument that the current slow
growth of DCFC stations in British Columbia may be due to more regulatory uncertainty than economic
barriers.”? The perceived inability to recover costs will be covered further in section 4 below regarding the “for
compensation” wording within the definition of a public utility under the UCA.

The final arguments presented on the state of competition in the EV charging service market were mixed.
BCOAPO submits that while EV charging services should eventually evolve into a competitive market, the market

for EV charging service offerings by parties who are otherwise not public utilities is currently not fully
competitive. This is due to the limited availability of EV charging stations (particularly in non-urban areas) —

8 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 11.

8 Exhibit C3-2, DEI evidence, p. 1; Exhibit 28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 3; Exhibit C30-2, VEVA evidence, p. 4.

87 Exhibit C30-2, VEVA evidence, pp. 4-5; Exhibit C16-2, Guthrie evidence, p. 2.

8 Exhibit C20-2, ATl evidence, Appendix E.

# Exhibit C20-2, ATl evidence, p. 4.

% Exhibit C23-2, BSSI evidence; Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, pp. 2—4.

*! Exhibit C9-2, UDI evidence, p. 12; Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 11; Exhibit 19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 6; Exhibit C20-2, ATI evidence;
Exhibit C-24-2, CEC evidence, pp. 12-13.

2 Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, pp. 16, 42-43.
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which in turn is due to the current low market penetration of EVs.” CEABC states its support for the regulated
EV charging services in areas of the province that cannot support EV charging services on a commercial basis.*

Opposing views can be summarised in the submissions provided by CEC and ChargePoint:

The CEC reiterates its views that the evidence on the record is overwhelming that EV charging is a
competitive market and is not a natural monopoly.*

The market may be young, but it-does not present natural monopolies. Consumers have choices and
options in BC that can and will discipline charging providers.*®

3.4 Landlords, tenants, and strata corporations

Given that the bulk of EV charging currently takes place at home, and that many apartments, townhouses and

strata buildings do not have the infrastructure to support EV charging in their parking areas, many residents in
these buildings find EV ownership impractical at best. The argument is made that all EV owners (and prospective ‘
owners) should have access to home-based EV charging to enable overnight charging, when power supply is
greater, rates are lower, and the vehicle is idle for an extended period.”’

Several interveners® have raised concerns on the presence of barriers to access due to the unaffordable cost of
retrofits,” and monopoly power that can be wielded by landlords or strata corporations.

There have been some direct responses to this infrastructure issue. Municipalities such as the CoV and the City
of Richmond have recently passed bylaws requiring that 20 percent of parking stalls in new buildings be EV
ready in 2018, increasing to 100 percent in January 1, 2019, a move which other municipalities are now in a
position to emulate with the update of the British Columbia’s Building Act in 2016.'** The CoV's EV Ecosystem
Strategy approved in 2016 also provides for financial support to help residents of existing Multi Unit Residential
Buildings (MURBSs) invest in EV charging infrastructure on a retrofit basis.'®” In 2016, the BC government and
Fraser Basin Council launched the MURB Charging Program, offering support for installation of Level 2 charging
infrastructure in existing buildings.'®

In other regulations related to strata buildings, the MEMPR submits that the Strata Property Regulation was
amended on March 7, 2018 to include user fees for services or costs of service that only apply to common
property and common assets. This change allows a strata corporation to adopt a bylaw or rule that sets outa
cost for EV charging at a fixed rate per hour of charging service that would include both the reasonable cost of
electricity and the cost of any upgrades or maintenance requirements of the strata corporation.’”

 Exhibit C21-10, BCOAPO final Argument, p. 7.

% Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final Argument, p. 5.

% Exhibit C24-20, CEC final argument, p. 10.

% Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 3.

7 Exhibit C35-2, Victoria EVA evidence, p. 12.

8 Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 10; Exhibit C6-2, BCSEA evidence, pp. 9-10.
% Exhibit C20-2, ATl evidence, p. 5; Exhibit C35-2, Victoria EVA evidence, p. 15.
90 Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 6.

Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Appendix 1, p. 61.

Exhibit C5-2, ChargePoint evidence, p. 7.

Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, Appendix 1, p. 59.

1% Exhibit C19-9, MEMPR response to VEVA IR 1.2; Exhibit C32-4, MacKenzie response to BCUC IR 2.2.

101
102
103
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BC Hydro states that it is not considering owning and maintaining EV charging infrastructure that will be used
solely by the residents of a MURB (i.e., not a public charging option). BC Hydro understands that some MURB
residents would like to purchase and install their own individual EV charging station and are willing to pay for its
usage. BC Hydro is examining any related metering and billing issues as part of the High Voltage Utility
Connected Level 2 charger pilot. The pilot’s objective is to address barriers to EV infrastructure deployment,
provide a direct billing solution, and test demand-response functionality.'®

Concerns were also raised that EV owners living in a MURB that provides EV charging in the parking areas will be
captive to whatever compensation agreement has been established by their respective strata corporation or i
landlord, thereby resulting in an effective denial of access to cheaper overnight charging enjoyed by EV owners ‘
who live in houses.’®®

3.5 Panel findings
We now consider the EV charging market and whether that market is, or exhibits characteristics of, a monopoly.

The Oxford online dictionary defines monopoly to be “[t]he exclusive possession or control of the supply of or
trade in a commodity or service”.*”” When a monopoly exists, the absence of the checks and balances that
operates in a competitive market result in a power imbalance in favour of the single provider, to the potential

detriment of consumers.

When examining the EV charging market in its entirety, the evidence makes it clear that the market is not a
monopoly because most EV owners can charge at home. However, a more nuanced view considers only the
public portion of the market — EV charging services that are available to drivers when they leave the home. The
public market includes EV charging stations provided at work, at a mall or along a highway, much like a gas
station. As shown in the BCUC staff tables on pages 15 and 16, the evidence for the public portion of the EV
charging market demonstrates that there is more than one provider.

Therefore, the Panel finds that the EV charging market is not a monopoly because there is more than one
service provider.

That said, an oligopoly, which is “a state of limited competition, in which a market is shared by a small number

198 can confer some of the same power imbalances enjoyed by a monopoly provider to

of producers or sellers,
those limited number of service providers. While the evidence shows more than one service provider in many
parts of the province, some interveners argue that the market is not fully competitive. The Panel therefore turns
its attention to examining if the public EV charging market in British Columbia currently confers monopoly

power to those service providers or whether it may reasonably be expected to do so in the foreseeable future.

Monopolies typically arise in one of two ways: because of restrictions imposed upon sellers, typically by
governments — which we will refer to as artificial monopolies; or they can occur naturally. Wikipedia defines a
natural monopoly as follows:

1% Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IRs 17.1, 28.2.

1% Exhibit C5-2,CoV evidence, pp. 10-11, Exhibit C6-2, BCSEA evidence, pp. 9-10.

17 Oxford online dictionary: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/monopoly
1% Oxford online dictionary: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/oligopoly
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A natural monopoly is a monopoly in an industry in which high infrastructural costs and other
barriers to entry relative to the size of the market give the largest supplier in an industry, often
the first supplier in a market, an overwhelming advantage over potential competitors. This
frequently occurs in industries where capital costs predominate, creating economies of scale
that are large in relation to the size of the market; examples include public utilities such as
water services and electricity.'®

With respect to artificial monopoly conditions, the Panel finds no evidence that any restrictions or
impediments to entering the public EV charging market that have been imposed by government at any level,
or by the electric utilities that provide wholesale electricity to new EV charging stations. That being said,
governments are active in the EV charging market providing grants and subsidies but no interveners have argued
that this has created a restriction or impediment to entry.

Some interveners argue that uncertainty regarding regulatory oversight (i.e. whether provision of EV charging
services falls under the UCA definition of a utility), has created a barrier, or at least impediment, to market
entry. That said, the Panel’s recommendation to exempt from regulation of the EV charging market (more fully
set out in Section 5 below), if adopted, will mitigate this regulatory impediment going forward. On a related
point, while some parties argue for regulatory intervention to promote more rapid market growth and
development of the public EV charging network, that argument speaks to a different issue than whether
economic regulation is required to control a market that confers monopoly power to service providers. Thus,
the Panel finds that while concerns about regulatory oversight may have inhibited the development of EV
charging infrastructure, they will not constitute a monopoly characteristic if the Panel recommendations are
adopted.

Turning now to whether natural monopoly conditions exist, a number of Interveners argue that the current
market is not competitive, largely because there is an insufficient number of charging stations across the
province. While we agree that more stations would increase competition, we do not hold the view that a low
level of competition is in itself evidence of underlying conditions that confer monopoly power on the service
providers. Rather, the Panel agrees with the position put forward by some parties that the current lack of
infrastructure, in particular in remote or rural areas, is a function of low demand rather than barriers to entry: all
else being equal, as EV ownership goes up, demand for EV charging service will increase, thereby making the
economics of EV charging stations more attractive, resulting in a build out of services. Thus, as EV ownership
goes up it appears unlikely that existing service providers will be able to exert monopoly power. The relatively
low equipment cost and lack of technical complexity for any new installations do not support a conclusion that
there are natural barriers to entry. We therefore find no natural monopoly conditions exist in the EV charging
market.

However, we note the argument that in less populated areas this may not be the case: demand may never reach
critical mass to support a highly diversified local supply of EV charging services. The Panel considers this
circumstance to be similar to the provision of other services in less populated areas, where the demand for
grocery stores, gas stations and restaurants is insufficient to support the same degree of customer choice as is
available in more populated areas.

199 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_monopoly.
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Thus, with no significant artificial or natural barriers to entry, the Panel sees no indication that any operator, or
group of operators, has the ability to exert monopoly power by virtue of having restricted competition: if
provider A sets up a charging station on one side of a highway, nothing, other than a lack of sufficient demand,
prevents provider B from setting up across the highway or down the road. In this regard, the Panel considers the
EV charging market to exhibit similar characteristics to any other brick-and-mortar retail market.

For the reasons outlined above, the Panel finds that the public EV charging market does not exhibit monopoly
characteristics.

While the Panel agrees that landlords and strata councils exert significant control over their domain, this is not
the same as saying that this sector exerts monopoly power. There is no evidence suggesting that landlords and
strata councils are acting in concert.

However, interveners argue that tenants or strata owners are, in some cases, denied access to charging facilities
in their building parkade. Unlike a homeowner who can install a charging port on their own property, tenants
and strata owners may be restricted from doing so in their own parking spot. These parties believe that the
landlord or the strata council is exerting monopoly power. However, we do not agree. As is the case with a
landlord potentially charging what seems to be an unsupportable charge for base rent or the provision of
services such as a concierge service, a tenant with insufficient access to EV charging services is free to enter into

a rental contract with other landlords who do provide EV charging access. For strata owners, an additional
remedy includes persuading the strata council to change its policies, or electing a new strata council.

As previously noted, some government agencies have already taken leadership in promoting, even mandating,
greater access to EV charging in rental and strata buildings.

For these reasons, the Panel finds that the EV charging market in the rental and strata buildings sector does
not exhibit monopoly characteristics.

In making these finding we have reviewed subsection 9.2 of the BC Hydro Electric Tariff Terms and Conditions:

If a Customer wishes to sell Electricity which the Customer has purchased from BC Hydro to a tenant of
that Customer on the same Premises on a metered basis, then the Customer shall agree that the selling
price for such Electricity shall not exceed the price which BC Hydro would have charged had that tenant
been a Customer of BC Hydro. This requirement shall be included in an agreement for resale between BC
Hydro and the Customer;

While it may appear on the face that this is a market restriction, we note that on reading the provision in
context of the rest of the Electric Tariff, we do not believe that this section applies to EV charging services in
residential buildings given section 4.2.2 of the Electric Tariff."™® Accordingly, the Panel requests BC Hydro to
confirm the Panel’s understanding within 7 days of the issuance of this Report.

M9 https://www.bchydro.com/content/dam/BCHydro/customer-portal/documents/corporate/tariff-filings/electric-tariff/bchydro-
electric-tariff.pdf
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4.0 Are providers of public EV charging services “public utilities” offering electricity “for
compensation” as defined under the UCA?

As a creature of provincial statute, the BCUC has only the jurisdiction conferred upon it pursuant to the UCA and
the Clean Energy Act. Specifically, section 23(1) of the UCA states that the BCUC “has general supervision of all
public utilities”. Section 1 of the UCA defines a “public utility” in the following terms:

“public utility” means a person, or the person's lesseeg, trustee, receiver or liquidator, who owns or
operates in British Columbia, equipment or facilities for
(a) the production, generation, storage, transmission, sale, delivery or provision of electricity,
natural gas, steam or any other agent for the production of light, heat, cold or power to or for
the public or a corporation for compensation...[Emphasis added]

In the above definition, the notion of “for compensation” is an important element in determining whether an
entity is operating as a public utility by offering “electricity...for the production of...power...for compensation”
which makes it subject to BCUC regulation under the UCA.

The Panel will first deal with the issue of “for compensation” and then consider whether EV charging service is a
public utility activity.

4.1  The interpretation of “for compensation”

Section 1 of the UCA defines “compensation” as follows:

“compensation” means a rate, remuneration, gain or reward of any kind paid, payable, promised,
demanded, received or expected, directly or indirectly, and includes a promise or undertaking by a
public utility to provide service as consideration for, or as part of, a proposal or contract to dispose of
land or any interest in it [emphasis added]

As noted in Order G-119-18, interveners at the June 27, 2018 Procedural Conference presented different
interpretations of what “for compensation” means. Several examples were presented — (i) a mall provides free
energy but recovers the costs from other services, (ii) the Vancouver International Airport provides free EV
charging service, including DCFC stations, and the customer currently pays the posted discounted parking rates;
and (iii) cafés provide to their paying customers free electricity to charge their electronic devices. The Panel
determined that clarity on the issue of the “for compensation” element requires legal interpretation,™" and
therefore, requested submissions from interveners in their final arguments. Specifically, the Panel posed the
following question:

Do the words "for compensation" in the definition of public utility mean that a person who does not
expressly require customers to pay for charging services but instead recovers the cost of charging from
other services provided to the customers, is a "public utility"?

In addition to the submissions on this issue, interveners also provided submissions on whether the “public
utility” definition is applicable to providers of public EV charging service.

The range of views as to which situations constitute “compensation” is diverse. Some interveners are of the view
that “free” EV charging service —i.e. where the person receiving the charge does not pay an explicit fee -is not
considered compensation, and therefore, providers of such service are not a public utility subject to BCUC

™M Order G-119-18, Appendix A, p. 5.
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regulation.™ In their view, there must be some form of quid pro quo and that compensation must be received
from the person receiving the service, i.e. there must be some form of commercial exchange”. Further,
customers who partake in free EV charging service are not consumers who require protection from the exercise
of economic power of a natural monopoly.™™ However, other interveners are of the view that “indirect
compensation” exists if a person providing EV charging service is expected to be compensated indirectly through
increased sale of other products and services to the receiver of the EV charging service'.

CEABC suggests that there is ambiguity in the “for compensation” concept. Both CEABC and UDI suggest that if a

mall owner installs EV charging stations and provides free charging service, somebody nonetheless has had to

pay for the capital and electricity costs. Therefore, the idea of “for compensation” can cover something that |
looks free, but actually is not. UDI and CEABC’s concerns stem from the difficulty in determining whether EV |
charging stations in strata buildings are being provided for compensation or not.*"® CEABC further submits that

allowing EV charging services to be provided by an entity that is not subject to regulation may prevent it from
interconnecting to the local electric utilities’ distribution system, as the owner cannot provide definitive proof as

to whether it is or is not a public utility."”

By way of legal precedent on the definition of “compensation”, BC Hydro offers the case of In the Matter of the
Public Vehicles Act 1997. In that case, a bus company, Trentway, was providing a service for “free”. A competing
company, Greyhound, argued that Trentway was receiving goodwill from its service, and that goodwill fell within
the meaning of “compensation” and therefore made Trentway subject to an order of the Highway Transport
Board. The court, however, declined to accept the argument that goodwill fell within meaning of
“compensation”** notwithstanding the broad definition of “compensation” in the Public Vehicles Act as
including “any rate, remuneration, reimbursement or reward of any kind paid, payable or promised, or received

or demanded, directly or indirectly.”**

BCSEA argues that free EV charging service is simply one attraction that vendors use to promote sales. Vendors
recover the cost of these attractions through sales revenue, whether the attraction is free coffee, free parking or
free EV charging."®

Interveners generally recognize that indirect compensation is difficult to define, identify, and enforce.” There
could be issues in tracking how indirect costs to provide free EV charging service are passed on elsewhere, for
example, malls increasihg rent to tenants.*”? VEVA submits that determining whether EV charging stations are

being provided “for compensation” or not is likely going to become more difficult as there could be new parties

in the market providing EV charging stations under different business models. Some interveners suggest that the

M2 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, p. 1; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 6.

™3 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, p. 6; Exhibit C12-5, FBC reply argument, p. 3; Exhibit C20-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 12;
Exhibit C25-11, ChargePoint reply argument, p. 6.

4 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, pp. 6, 18; Exhibit C24-20, CEC reply argument, p. 8.

5 Exhibit C21-10, BCOAPO final argument, p. 4; Exhibit C4-12, p. 16.

e Transcript vol 9, CEABC, pp. 668-669; Exhibit C9-7, UDI final argument, p. 2.

"7 Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final argument, p. 2.

8 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, p. 7.

19 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, Appendix E, p. 2; Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final argument, Appendix A, p. 2.

120 £y hibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 18.

12 Eyhibit C5-7, CoV final argument, p. 8; Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 4; Exhibit C35-7, Victoria EVA final argument, p. 5.
122 Exhibit €9-7, UDI final argument, p. 2.
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BCUC should focus on interpreting “public utility” instead. The definition of “for compensation” is a lesser
concern.'?

4.1.1 Panel findings

Having considered these submissions, the Panel finds that the broad definition of “compensation” in the UCA
encompasses mény forms of direct and indirect compensation. The fee associated with the delivery of the -
energy for EV charging can conceivably take many different forms and still amount to direct or indirect
“compensation”, given that there are many forms of EV charging services in the current marketplace and that
different business models may further evolve.

Currently, non-utility providers of EV charging services generally either offer “free” EV charging service or levy a
fee in some other manner (e.g. imposing a parking fee as opposed to a EV charging service fee). However, there
are potentially numerous ways to structure the recovery of expenses incurred to provide EV charging services
without levying an explicit charging fee, for example, prepaid monthly club memberships with one of the
benefits being a limited number of charging sessions.

The reality of marketplace economics, though, dictates that there is seldom anything that is truly free. Even if

the fee is hidden in a bundled offering, such as hotels offering free EV charging stations in their parking lots as
part of the hotel benefits, the costs associated with that offering are likely factored into the room rates so as to
amount to indirect compensation. Similarly, an owner or operator of an EV charging station that does not
impose a separate fee for the services but recoups the costs of those services by selling advertising space on its
EV charging locations, is receiving indirect compensation from third parties albeit not from EV customers.

The Panel finds that all of the above examples fall within the definition of indirect compensation under the
UCA.

4.2  Public utility status

FBC submits that in the AES Inquiry the BCUC held “that a strict, literal interpretation of the definition of ‘public
utility’ in the UCA could lead to an absurd result such that a host of services and technologies that are available
in a competitive marketplace would require regulation.”*** Citing the example of the store selling flashlight
batteries, BCSEA submits that the BCUC has the authority and responsibility to interpret the definition of public
utility in the context of the purpose of the UCA, and find that entity not to be a public utility as the UCA does not
intend economic regulation on the sale of flashlight batteries. BCSEA recommends the same approach applies to
EV charging services.?®

Some interveners questioned whether EV charging services would fall under the definition of “public utility” at
all. They view that a determination that EV charging stations ought not to be considered a “public utility” would
provide market clarity and certainty.”

123 Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 5; Exhibit C25-11, ChargePoint reply argument, p. 6.

124 Exhibit C12-4, FBC final argument, p. 4, AES Inquiry Report, December 27, 2012, BCUC Order G-201-12, p. 15.
125 Exhibit C6-15, BCSEA reply argument, pp. 3-4.
128 Exhibit C24-20, CEC final argument, p. 5; Exhibit C24-20, CEC reply argument, p. 2.
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Tesla argues that EVs store chemical battery charge for mobility and transportation, and not producing light,
heat, cold or power, unlike the electricity delivered to a home.™ According to Tesla, electricity is not sold at EV
charging stations because there is no transaction for a rate of electricity, for instance, kilowatt hours. The

current time-based business model does not fall under the UCA or additional BCUC regulation.*?®

Tesla further suggests that BCUC should defer its interpretation of the UCA until the Cabinet has an opportunity
to consider the significant public policy implications that will be associated with regulation.*” However, some
interveners oppose and view that further delays could hinder EV charging station deployment efforts and
further stifle EV adoption® and that findings from the Inquiry will help to inform future Government policy
decisions regarding the regulation of EV charging.™"

4.2.1 Panel findings

Section 1 of the UCA provides a broad definition of public utility. By this definition, any person who owns or
operates equipment or facilities for .... the ... sale, delivery or provision of electricity .... to or for the public ora
corporation for compensation is a public utility.

A strict reading of this definition would capture a convenience store selling batteries and thereby make the sale
of such batteries subject to BCUC regulation, We agree with the conclusions of the AES Inquiry Report that this
result is highly unlikely to be the intent of the UCA. The Panel finds support for this conclusion in the case of
Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd. (Re), [1978] 1 SCR 27, in which the majority of the Supreme Court of Canada rejected
the proposition that statutory interpretation is limited to the wording of the legislation alone. Instead, the
majority adopted the following approach, citing Elmer Driedger in Construction of Statutes (2" edition, 1983) at
page 87:

Today there is only one principle or approach, namely, the words of an Act are to be read in
their entire context and in their grammatical and ordinary sense harmoniously with the scheme
of the Act, the object of the Act, and the intention of Parliament.

The majority of the Court elaborated on that approach at paragraph 27 as follows:

It is a well established principle of statutory interpretation that the legislature does not intend
to produce absurd consequences....an interpretation can be considered absurd if it leads to ‘
ridiculous or frivolous consequences, if it is extremely unreasonable or inequitable, if it is
illogical or incoherent, or if it is incompatible with other provisions or with the object of the
legislative enactment...

In Order G-104-18, SSL Status as a Public Utility, the BCUC stated:

.... the object of the UCA is the protection of the public interest by regulating public utilities to
ensure that they provide safe and reliable service at reasonable prices. Public utilities tend to
operate in monopolistic circumstances which could lead to monopolistic abuse of ratepayers.

127
128
129

Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 5.
Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 10.
Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 15.
Exhibit C12-5, FBC reply argument, p. 7.
Exhibit C19-11, MEM reply argument, pp. 3—4.
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The BCUC regulates public utilities to ensure that the prices they charge to customers, who are
often captive, are reasonable for the level of service provided.

We agree with this interpretation of the object of the UCA and we will consider the definition of public utility in
this context. We will also consider subsequent determinations made by the BCUC on the issue of public utility
status.

In this Report, we also distinguish between an “exclusion” versus an “exemption”. An exclusion from the
definition of a public utility means that a person is not public utility by virtue of the exclusion. An exemption
from regulation on the other hand, means that the person is a public utility, but has been granted relief from
some specified section(s) of the UCA by virtue of the exemption.

A municipality or regional district providing service within its own boundaries is specifically excluded from the
definition of public utility. Similarly, the UCA also excludes from the definition of public utility “a person not
otherwise a public utility who provides the service or commodity only to the person or the person's employees
or tenants, if the service or commodity is not resold to or used by others.” Further, the UCA states that tenant
“does not include a lessee for a term of more than 5 years”.

From this, two conclusions can be drawn:

1. Landlords providing electricity, for direct or indirect compensation, to tenants with a lease term of more

than 5 years are public utilities.” '

2. Landlords and employers providing electricity to employees and tenants with a lease term of no more
than 5 years would otherwise be public utilities if it were not for this exclusion. Otherwise, this exclusion
would not be required.

In 2012, the BCUC reviewed this exception and recommended a further exemption for persons with lessees that
are:
(a) a telecommunication service provider, and
(b) leasing the person's premises so that the tenant can operate and maintain telecommunications
equipment, devices and facilities for the purpose of carrying on business as a telecommunications
service provider, ™

The “Bakerview exemption,” as previously noted in this Report was provided by the Lieutenant Governor in

Council (LGIC), upon recommendation by the BCUC, for Bakerview EcoDairy the operator of an EV DCFC station.

As noted in BCUC Order G-71-16, Bakerview EcoDairy operates as a reseller of electricity to the public for

compensation as a public utility as defined by the UCA. It is clear from this exemption that the BCUC already ‘

considers that a person providing EV charging services for compensation is a public utility and the Panel finds ‘

no reason to change that approach. ‘
|

However, in making this finding, we also note the exemption provided to Bakerview EcoDairy. This exemption is
consistent with a finding that that the exempt services do not fall within the object of the UCA — which, as

32 There is a further Ministerial exemption provided to some landlords with tenants with leases longer that 5 years that will be discusses

below.
133 | ttps://www.bcuc.com/Documents/SpecialDirections/2012/0IC-368-StrataPlan-Sale.pdf
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G-104-18 stated, is to protect captive customers from utilities with monopoly power. Therefore, in the following
section we examine whether a class exemption for EV charging services is appropriate. i

5.0  Regulatory framework for persons not otherwise public utilities

Having previously found that the provision of EV charging services renders the provider a public utility, we will ‘
now consider the degree of regulation, if any, that those public utilities be subject with respect to EV charging |
activities. ‘

\

The public EV charging market is currently served by the following two distinct classes of providers.

1. Persons providing public EV charging services for compensation that are not otherwise public utilities
(e.g. Bakerview EcoDairy);

2. Persons providing public EV charging services for compensation that are otherwise public utilities (e.g. \
BC Hydro or FBC). 1

In this section we address EV charging service providers in group 1 above. We will address entities that are
otherwise public utilities in subsequent sections of this Report.

5.1 Need for regulation

The Panel sought submissions from interveners on the following question:

Should entities not otherwise public utilities supplying electricity to EV end users be regulated at all?

In order to facilitate interveners’ submissions on this question, the Panel invited interveners to provide
arguments on the following strawman regulatory framework:

Entities not otherwise public utilities will, with respect to the provision of electric vehicle
charging services, be exempt from Part 3 of the UCA except for sections 25, 26, 38, 42, 43, 44,
and 49. Entities that are otherwise public utilities may apply for BCUC approval to provide
regulated EV charging services.

The Panel stated that it considered that it would be helpful for interveners to argue their positions in terms of
the strawman framework, including any merits, and implications that the BCUC should take into consideration.
The strawman regulatory framework mirrors the recent exemption provided for Bakerview EcoDairy."**

5.2 Positions of interveners

Some interveners consider that entities that are not otherwise public utilities should be exempt from all sections
of the UCA without exception, and therefore not subjected to regulation from the BCUC. A number of
interveners view that full exemption is appropriate because the EV charging service market is competitive and
EV charging station owners do not exercise market power™ (see also Section 3.0 of Report). Several

submissions note that regulation will create barriers to entry in the EV market and deter investment due to the

134 See section 2.2.1 for more details about Bakerview EcoDairy.

35 Exhibit C2-2, CEABC evidence, p. 1; Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, pp. 5-7, 10; Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 2.
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time and cost of compliance and uncertainty over the interpretation of the applicable legislation."* Additionally, \
Tesla submits that more sophisticated and well-resourced companies may be able to take on regulatory
obligations, while smaller companies may lack the requisite resources or technical knowledge, and notes that EV
charging service operators are already regulated by several other entities.”” CEABC submits that comparable
regulatory oversight does not exist for gasoline service stations.*®

Other interveners generally support the principle of an exemption from Part 3 of the UCA with the exception of ‘
certain sections, in line with or similar to the strawman regulatory framework.”® Some interveners noted that a ‘
degree of regulation is appropriate on the basis of consumer protection, safety, reliability, the regulatory , }
provisions not imposing significant burden, and the market not being fully competitive.**° ‘
\
Some interveners view that there could be a distinction in the degree of regulation for different categories of EV ‘
charging services, most notably that DCFC service.™ DCFC charging service providers should be subject to fewer
exemptions from the UCA than Level 1 and 2 EV charging service providers due to the more developed and
competitive market for Level 1 and 2 EV charging service." Victoria EVA suggests that DCFC regulation should
be in the form of an upper price cap.™* CEA notes that DCFC regulation would ensure small communities have a 1
dispute resolution mechanism.™" However, there were a number of submissions that did not favour the
segmentation of regulation based on charging levels, due to issues where different types of chargers are co-
located at the same facility, different charging types being substitutable for each other, and that attempting to
customize the degree of exemption by sub-class would likely be ineffective or impractical.** Submissions with
respect to the regulatory treatment of landlords and strata corporations are address later in this section.

Intervener evidence also addressed the appropriateness of excluding specific sections of the UCA in a potential
exemption for entities not otherwise public utilities, which is discussed below.

Regulation of safety, standards and reliability

A number of interveners highlight that there are other authorities governing aspects of safety and reliability with
respect to EV charging stations equipment, outside of the purview of the BCUC, including:

e Safety Standards Act and Electrical Safety Regulation, administered by Technical and Safety
BC and eight local governments. The Electrical Safety Regulation does not apply to “public
utilities” under the UCA;*®

136 Exhibit C16-5, Guthrie final argument, p. 2; Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, pp. 7-8; Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p.

7, Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 6.

7 Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, pp. 7, 9.

Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final argument, p. 1.

Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, pp. 14-15; Exhibit C5-7, CoV final argument, p. 1; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 7;
Exhibit C9-7, UDI final argument, p. 1; Exhibit C12-4, FBC final argument, p. 2; Exhibit C15-5, Greenlots final argument, p. 5; Exhibit C20-6,
ATl final argument, p. 1; Exhibit C21-10, BCOAPO final argument, p. 8; Exhibit C24-19 final argument, CEC, p. 24.

0 Exhibit C15-5, Greenlots final argument, p. 4; Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR final argument, pp. 5-6; Exhibit C21-10, BCOAPO final argument,
p. 7; Exhibit C24-19, CEC final argument, p. 24.

1 And any future levels of charging.

See: Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR final argument, pp. 4-5; Exhibit C34-6, CEA final argument, p. 2; Exhibit C35-7, Victoria EVA final
argument, p. 4.

3 Exhibit C35-7, Victoria final argument EVA, p. 2.

4 Exhibit C34-6, CEA final argument, p. 2.

45 Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 10; Exhibit C24-20, CEC reply argument, p. 11; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 7.
48 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 7.

138
139

142
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e (Canadian Standards Association’s Canadian Electrical Code, adopted by Technical and Safety
BC;147

e Underwriters Laboratories Canada standards;*®

e Measurement Canada (although at present, there is no standard for DCFC meters); "’

e Local government bylaws;"*°
o  SAE [Society of Automotive Engineers] J1772 standard;*** 1
e Business Practices and Consumer Protection Act [SBC 2004]; and l

o The federal Competition Act [RSC 1985]."

A number of interveners view that the regulatory framework should not include regulation under sections 25, 26
and 38 of the UCA for entities not otherwise public utilities. Some submissions note that the setting of standards
by the BCUC could limit market opportunities, and lead to significant costs for EV charging service providers,™
though CEC submits that section 26 of the UCA would allow for regulation on a complaints basis without
interfering with market technology and development.™ Some interveners submit that the competitive market
should have the ability to set rates, and to pick winners and losers with respect to the delivery of a reliable
service.™ Some interveners also question whether the BCUC has the resources to deal with safety matters
pertaining to EV charging service if this aspect of the market were to be regulated by the BCUC.™® BSSI submits
that no regulation downstream of the customer meter is required, as the safety of EV charging has been

demonstrated to be at least equivalent to the dispensing of conventional vehicle fuels."”

Some interveners identified potential areas where regulation of safety and standards may be required. CoV
submits that the safety of EV charging service must be regulated to avoid personal injury and property damage,
with a preference for a provincial body to offer guidance and consistency, though this may not necessarily be
the BCUC.*® MEMPR notes that maintenance or operation standards for reliability of EV charging stations
currently fall outside any regulation, and that no government entity currently has the mandate or expertise to
develop and enforce such regulation.™®

Flintoff submits that if EV charging service providers are not public utilities then safety matters are under the
jurisdiction of Technical Safety BC; if they are, the Electrical Safety Regulation does not apply, meaning permits
and inspections of construction could be avoided, providing justification for sections 25, 26 and 38 of the UCA to
apply.*® However, MEMPR submits that Technical Safety BC has advised MEMPR that it considers EV charging

147
148

Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IR 1.4.3.

Exhibit C12-3, FBC response to BCUC IR 6.6.

49 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 7; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 16; Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 7; Exhibit C28-6, Tesla
final argument, p. 11; Exhibit C20-2 evidence, ATI, p. 7.

150 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 7; Exhibit C5-3, CoV response to BCUC IR 1.2.

151 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 2. SAE J1772 defines a standard connector and communications protocol for AC charging of EVs.
32 Exhibit C28-3, Tesla response to BCUC IR2.1.

%53 Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR final argument, p. 5; Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 11.

15 Exhibit C25-11 reply argument, p. 4.

155 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 36; Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 11; Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, pp. 9-10;
Exhibit C5-5, CoV IR response, to ChargePoint IR 3.1

156 Exhibit C16-5, Guthrie final argument, p. 2; Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 9.

57 Exhibit C23-2, BrightSide evidence, p. 2.

138 Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 12; Exhibit C5-5, CoV response to ChargePoint IR 1.1.

159 Exhibit C19-5, MEMPR response to BCUC IR 1.1.

180 Exhibit C4-11, Flintoff final argument, pp. 17-19.
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stations to fall outside of a public utility’s generation, transmission and distribution system and therefore the
Electrical Safety Regulation applies to the installation and operation of an EV charging station.*

BC Hydro submits that safety issues would be better addressed in phase 2 because it is outside of the scope of
phase 1 issues and there is a lack of evidence on record to support a review at this stage.’®

Reporting and information requirements ‘

Some parties view the inclusion of the requirements under sections 43, 44 and 49 of the UCA will add significant
burden and cost to affected entities, presenting a barrier to entry into the EV charging services market,

particularly for new entrants.'® Some interveners are concerned that such reporting requirements could require
private entities to reveal potentially commercially sensitive or confidential information.*® BC Hydro submits that

the BCUC’s residual jurisdiction should focus on information gathering to determine how and when the degree
165

of regulatory oversight might have to change as the market evolves.

|
Flintoff submits that section 42 of the UCA must apply to ensure compliance of lawful orders issued by the ‘
BCUC.*® However, Tesla submits that it is not appropriate to issue orders regarding sites that are not ratepayer \
funded,*®” and VEVA considers that it would create administrative burden without a demonstrated net benefit ’

to the public.*®
Other potentially applicable sections of the UCA

Some submissions identified additional sections of the UCA that should be excluded from an exemption for
entities not otherwise public utilities that were not included in the BCUC straw man regulatory framework. CEC
suggests that sections 21 and 23 enable Part 3 of the UCA, and BCUC's ability to address complaints,

respectively.

BC Hydro, FBC and CEC submit that an exemption should exclude section 24 of the UCA (BCUC must make
examinations and inquiries), to allow the BCUC to keep informed on the EV sector and protect the public. 169

BCOAPO considers that section 39 of the UCA (No discrimination or delay in service) is important in
circumstances where the number of EV charging stations is limited, and that the BCUC should outline that

complaints could lead to exemptions from rate setting sections of the UCA being revoked.'”

Flintoff submits that the BCUC may wish to retain authority over section 58 of the UCA to avoid price gouging.'”*

161
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Exhibit C19-11 reply argument, p. 2

Exhibit C1-6 BC Hydro reply argument, p. 16.

183 Exhibit C4-11, Flintoff final argument, pp. 21-22; Exhibit C20-6, ATI final argument, pp. 1-2; Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final
argument, p. 12.

184 Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 12; Exhibit C35-7, Victoria EVA final argument, p. 3.

165 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, p. 15.

188 Exhibit C4-11 Flintoff final argument, p. 19.

87 Exhibit C28-6, Tesla final argument, p. 12.

Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument p. 10.

%9 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, pp. 14-15; Exhibit C12-4, FBC final argument, p. 2; Exhibit C24-19, CEC final argument, p. 28.
170 £y hibit C21-10, BCOAPO final argument, pp. 8-9.

7% Exhibit C4-11, Flintoff final argument, pp. 22-23.
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CoV and CEABC submit that the framework should include an exemption from section 71 of the UCA (energy
supply contracts).” The requirement to file energy supply contracts was not designed for EV charging services
and would be an unnecessary regulatory burden.'” BC Hydro views that energy supply contracts are generally
understood to be wholesale (and not retail) contracts. Therefore, including section 71 as an exception in the

proposed Exemption Order may not be necessary."

Landlords and strata corporations

The Victoria EVA assessed the benefits and detriments to regulate and not regulate MURB EV charging. Victoria

EVA concludes that regulation would provide energy cost transparency, but the BCUC approval process could be
expensive and an unregulated environment may potentially lead to faster implementation and flexibility in cost

structures.'”

CoV, BCSEA, ChargePoint and CEA argue that while there is a degree of captivity for strata owners or tenants
tied to a specific charging service, legislation governing residential tenancy and strata corporations provides an
adequate framework to address any future disputes that may arise. They argue that being captive to a strata
corporation is not the same as being captive to the EV charging market, as those EV drivers may choose to
charge at a different location. These parties expressed their support for an exemption for Level 1/Level 2
charging services provided by a strata corporation to its residents and owners. 78 No submissions were received
which opposed this view.

5.3  Panel findings

5.3.1 Appropriate degree of regulation of providers of EV charging services

In a recent BCUC decision, the BCUC stated:*”

The scheme of the UCA acknowledges that there may be circumstances where an entity is
caught by the definition of public utility yet the rationale for regulation is not compelling
because the public utility has little or no ability to exercise monopolistic behaviour to the
detriment of ratepayers and the public interest. In those situations, the UCA allows the BCUC,
with the advance approval of the responsible Minister, to grant exemptions in whole or in part
from regulation under the statute.

Economic regulation of monopoly utilities serves as a proxy for the free market. However, as stated in the AES
Inquiry Report, it is not a regime that should be imposed by the regulator if a bona fide free market exists.

In Section 3 of this report, we reviewed the current state of the EV charging market. In our review, we found no
monopoly characteristics.

72 Exhibit C5-7, CoV Final Argument, p. 1; Exhibit C2-3, CEABC reply argument, p. 6

7 Exhibit C5-7, CoV Final Argument, p. 1

Exhibit C1-6, BC Hydro reply argument, pp. 13-14

Exhibit C35-2, Victoria EVA evidence, p. 15.

76 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA p. 25; Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 7; Exhibit C34-6, CEA final argument, p. 1; Exhibit C5-7, CoV
final argument, pp. 7-8.

7 Order G-104-18.
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Some interveners argue there is a distinction to be made between the Level 1/Level 2 charging market and the
DCFC market and that therefore different regulatory regimes may be appropriate. We have reviewed both
markets and found no monopoly characteristics exist in either. DCFC stations are not as readily available, but
that can be explained by their higher infrastructure costs and the fact that the EV market itself is not yet mature
enough to support a more significant network of these charging stations.

Further, given the potential for ongoing evolution and significant technology changes, it is very likely that
improved EV charging services will enter the market in the near future. We are of the view that this evolution
itself, is part of and, results from a competitive market.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that economic regulation is not required of persons who are not otherwise public
utilities who provide EV charging services. More specifically, we recommend an exemption from those
portions of the UCA applicable to price regulation, namely sections 59-61 of the UCA.

Some interveners submit that the regulatory framework should include an exemption from section 71 of the
UCA relating to energy supply contracts. The Panel disagrees. We find section 71 of the UCA is not applicable,
and therefore an exemption is unnecessary. Because EV charging service providers buy electricity from a public
utility (e.g. BC Hydro and FBC), the sale of electricity would be transacted via a BCUC approved utility tariff
rather than an energy supply contract. Thus, an energy supply contract does not exist between the EV charging
service provider (customer) and the electric utility (seller).

We also find that in a competitive market, parties should be free to develop new infrastructure as they see fit,
subject only to any environmental, zoning or other applicable approvals. There is no regulatory justification
for the requirement of a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) and accordingly we
recommend an exemption from section 45 of the UCA.

These findings are consistent with the key principles that were adopted by the BCUC in the AES Inquiry Report —
that the BCUC should only regulate where necessary, and that regulation should not impede competitive
markets.

We now consider exemption from regulation of other aspects of service including: safety, reliability and the
obligation to serve.

5.3.2 Scope of the exemption

A number of issues were raised by interveners including the need to:
1. increase accessibility to EV infrastructure by increasing the number of ports in any given location,

2. increase accessibility to EV infrastructure by increasing the number of locations at which charging
stations are available,

3. enhance ancillary services (such as washrooms or snack bars),
4. oversee reliability of the infrastructure,
5. set standards, or
6. subsidize prices.
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We now consider each of these issues. In so doing, we consider what form of regulation, if any, is appropriate
for the BCUC to exercise, given our previous finding that no economic regulation is required since no monopoly
market exists. Where applicable, we address issues in the context of those sections of the UCA that would
potentially provide the BCUC with jurisdiction in that area.

Increase accessibility to EV infrastructure by increasing the number of ports in any given location; increase
accessibility to EV infrastructure by increasing the number of locations at which charging stations are available.

The Panel understands that this concern applies to all types of charging infrastructure, but in particular DCFC in
remote areas.

Section 30 of the UCA may apply with respect to increasing the number of locations at which EV charging
stations are available. This section states: :

If the commission, after a hearing, determines that

(a) an extension of the existing services of a public utility, in a general area that the public utility
may properly be considered responsible for developing, is feasible and required in the public
interest, and

(b) the construction and maintenance of the extension will not necessitate a substantial
increase in rates chargeable, or a decrease in services provided, by the utility elsewhere,

the commission may order the utility to make the extension on terms the commission directs, which
may include payment of all or part of the cost by the persons affected.

Given the finding that there is no natural monopoly, there is no “general area that the public utility may properly
be considered responsible for developing”, if the service provider is not otherwise a public utility. There is no
natural franchise area for such a public utility and for the BCUC to establish a monopoly franchise area would be,
in the Panel’s opinion, problematic.

Given the lack of a franchise area, it would be difficult to determine which EV charging service provider should
be so ordered to provide service —further it is questionable whether the BCUC would have the jurisdiction to so
order.

Section 38 and some portions of section 25 of the UCA are also relevant to this issue. Section 38 - public utility
must provide service and section 25 - BCUC may order improved service to ensure that customers receive
service that is adequate, safe, efficient, just and reasonable. Section 38 requires public utilities to provide such
service and section 25 authorizes the BCUC to order improved service if, after a hearing, it finds such an order is
warranted. Sections 25 and 38 are shown below:

Section 25 - Commission may order improved service
If the commission, after a hearing held on its own motion or on complaint, finds that the service of a
public utility is unreasonable, unsafe, inadequate or unreasonably discriminatory, the commission must

(a) determine what is reasonable, safe, adequate and fair service, and

(b) order the utility to provide it.
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Section 38 - Public utility must provide service
A public utility must

(a) provide, and
(b) maintain its property and equipment in a condition to enable it to provide,

a service to the public that the commission considers is in all respects adequate, safe, efficient, just and
reasonable.

In our view, in a competitive market, there should be no requirement to provide service or any imposed
conditions on the nature of that service. The obligation to serve arises in a monopoly market - a utility has an

voluntary generally there is no regulatory obligation to serve anyone in any particular manner.

obligation to serve customers in its franchise area. However, in a competitive market, participation is entirely
}
Further, as a practical matter, in a competitive environment, with multiple suppliers in any geographical area, i
there is no way to determine exactly which supplier should provide any given service. Therefore, there is no \
reason for any EV charging service provider to be required to provide service, nor is there any reason for the i
BCUC to order such service, provided a functional competitive market exists. As CEABC points out, “there is no w

such oversight with respect to the sale of gasoline.”

On a related matter, the evidence provided in this Inquiry shows that the problem of EV charging stations with
inoperable equipment is common. If there is a competitive market why does this circumstance occur? Further,
would it be appropriate for the BCUC to hold a hearing and, if this inadequate service is confirmed, to order
which service provider to remedy the situation?

The Panel has previously noted that while a monopoly does not exist, the EV charging service market is
immature. EV charging service providers appear to be reluctant to invest in infrastructure to the extent required
to remedy the shortcomings noted by EV drivers. A number of interveners suggest that one reason for this is the
uncertainty inherent in the regulatory regime and another is the ability to recover the cost of expensive EV
charging infrastructure.

At issue then, is whether, in the absence of a mature market, in order to provide a higher quality service to EV
customers, the BCUC should retain the authority to order improvements in service. If the BCUC retains the
authority provided under section 25 of the UCA, a hearing could be held to determine whether the EV charging
service at any particular location is adequate and, if it is found not to be, order the utility to provide adequate
service.

However, it is the Panel’s view that exercising this authority in this circumstance would be problematic. The
provider simply needs to argue that they cannot afford to provide the service and that there are other providers
that can. In a free market, there should be no obligation for any seller to provide a particular good or service.

Therefore, the Panel finds that regulation is not required of persons who are not otherwise public utilities
who provide EV charging services, as it relates to section 30 and those portions of section 25 and 38 of the
UCA applicable to adequate, efficient, just, reasonable and non-discriminatory service.
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Enhance ancillary services (such as washrooms or snack bars)

It is the Panel’s understanding that this concern largely applies to Levels 2 and DCFC infrastructure. Level 1
charging is typically associated with home, work and shopping centres where access to these services is not an
issue.

A number of parties have complained that, unlike a typical gasoline/diesel fuelling station, EV charging stations
generally have no ancillary services provided.

While the Panel sympathizes with these sentiments, the Panel finds that the UCA provides no jurisdiction for
the BCUC to regulate, or order the provision of, such ancillary services.

Oversee reliability of the infrastructure

Parties have pointed out that some EV charging infrastructure is often inoperable. Section 25 of the UCA
provides the BCUC, if it finds the service inadequate, with the authority to order a utility to provide adequate

service.

BCSEA submits that the retention of section 25 of the UCA is not desirable because the objective is better met by
competition and that the retention of this clause would discourage the provision of EV charging service.® A
number of interveners take a similar view, including VEVA, CEABC and ChargePoint.

The Panel agrees that in a mature market, oversight of this nature is, in all likelihood unwarranted. In an open,
competitive market, providers are incented to provide service that their customers consider appropriate,
otherwise they risk losing customers. Therefore, the Panel finds that regulation is not required of persons who
are not otherwise public utilities who provide EV charging services, as it relates to section 25 of the UCA
applicable to adequate and non-discriminatory service.

Set standards

Section 26 of the UCA provides that the BCUC may set standards. Section 26 is shown below:

Section 26 - Commission may set standards
After a hearing held on the commission's own motion or on complaint, the commission may do one or
more of the following:

(a) determine and set just and reasonable standards, classifications, rules, practices or service
to be used by a public utility;

(b) determine and set adequate and reasonable standard for measuring quantity, quality,
pressure, initial voltage or other conditions of supplying service;

(c) prescribe reasonable regulations for examining, testing or measuring a service;

(d) establish or approve reasonable standards for accuracy of meters and other measurement
appliances;

(e) provide for the examination and testing of appliances used to measure a service of a utility.

78 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 36.
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The Panel notes the submissions of interveners expressing concern over potential BCUC oversight of standards.
In particular, MEMPR’s concern about setting standards that “may limit opportunities for entities to enter the
DC fast-charging market.”*”® The Panel shares this concern.

Many standards referred to in this section are under the jurisdiction of other authorities — e.g. Measurement
Canada has responsibility for standards related to the measurement of quantity, CSA and UL set standards relate
to voltages and other electrical quantities. Further, with respect to measurement standards the Panel notes that
no standards currently exist regarding the flow of electrical energy through an EV charging station. In any event,
remedies for disputes over measurement can be found in the courts and in a free market, customers who are
not satisfied with the way an EV charging station operates can use a different service provider.

The Panel finds that regulation under section 26 of the UCA is not required of persons who are not otherwise
public utilities who provide EV charging service.

Subsidies

During the Inquiry, concern was expressed that the reason for the lack of development of EV charging
infrastructure is the lack of profitability for market participants — there would be greater motivation to invest in
the market if the potential for economic reward was greater. Access to a subsidy would provide greater
incentive to invest in EV charging infrastructure.

There have been a number of submissions suggesting it may be appropriate for companies that are already
public utilities —i.e. BC Hydro and FBC — to subsidize the development of EV charging infrastructure. In this
scenario, presumably the source of the subsidy will be utility customers — EV and non-EV customers alike.
However, for many providers that are not already public utilities, it is not clear how this would benefit EV
customers —, the only source of support for the subsidy are the EV customers themselves, or the provider’s
shareholders.

The Panel will deal with this issue in the second phase of this Inquiry.

5.3.3 Remaining issues regarding the regulatory framework

Sections 25 and 38 — Safety Regulation ‘

Generally speaking, portions of sections 25 and 38 of the UCA provide the BCUC with the authority to regulate
the safety of public utilities. Section 37 of the UCA enables the BCUC to appoint a supervisor or inspector to
establish and carry out measure for the safety of the public and of the users of the utility’s service. In many
cases, this authority is either delegated to, or is duplicated in the legislation of, Technical Safety BC. MEMPR
submits:

Section 3 of the Electrical Safety Regulation states that the regulation “does not apply to a
public utility as defined in the UCA in the exercise of its function as a utility with respect to the
generation, transmission and distribution of electrical energy” (underlining added). Technical
Safety BC has advised MEMPR that it considers EV charging stations to fall outside of a public
utility’s generation, transmission and distribution system and therefore the requirements of the

7 Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR final arguments, p. 6.
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Electrical Safety Regulation always apply to the installation and operation of an EV charging
station. Technical Safety BC also advises that delegated local governments share this
interpretation.™®

Section 3 of the Electric Safety Regulation states that it “does not apply to a public utility as defined in the
Utilities Commission Act in the exercise of its function as a utility with respect to the generation, transmission
and distribution of electrical energy”."®" Further “distribution equipment” is a defined term in the UCA. Although
it seems clear that EV charging equipment is not “generation or transmission”, we do not make any finding at
this time on whether EV charging infrastructure is “distribution.” We invite submissions on this issue in Phase 2.

Until jurisdiction for safety is clarified, we want to ensure that safety regulation does not ‘fall between the
cracks.’ Therefore, we recommend that sections 25 and 38, with respect to safety only, not be included in the
Part 3 exemption.

Section 42 - Duty to obey orders, Section 43 - Duty to provide information, Section 44 - Duty to keep
records and Section 49 - Accounts and reports.

In addition to the issues discussed above, the Panel requested submissions on the retention of sections 42, 43,
44 and 49 of the UCA. We now consider these sections. These sections are shown below:

Section 42 - Duty to obey orders

A public utility must obey the lawful orders of the commission made under this Act for its business or
service, and must do all things necessary to secure observance of those orders by its officers, agents and
employees.

Section 43 - Duty to provide information
(1) A public utility must, for the purposes of this Act,

a. answer specifically all questions of the commission, and
b. provide to the commission
i.  theinformation the commission requires, and

ii.  areport, submitted annually and in the manner the commission requires, regarding
the demand-side measures taken by the public utility during the period addressed by
the report, and the effectiveness of those measures.

(2) A public utility that receives from the commission any form of return must fully and correctly answer
each question in the return and deliver it to the commission.
(3) On request by the commission, a public utility must deliver to the commission

(a) all profiles, contracts, reports of engineers, accounts and records in its possession or control
relating in any way to its property or service or affecting its business, or verified copies of
them, and

(b) complete inventories of the utility's property in the form the commission directs.

(4) On request by the commission, a public utility must file with the commission a statement in writing
setting out the name, title of office, post office address and the authority, powers and duties of

180
181

Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR reply argument, p. 2.
With the exception of section 3.1, which is not consequential to this discussion.
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(a) every member of the board of directors and the executive committee,

(b) every trustee, superintendent, chief or head of construction or operation, or of any
department, branch, division or line of construction or operation, and 1

(c) other officers of the utility.

(5) The statement required under subsection (4) must be filed in a form that discloses the source and
origin of each administrative act, rule, decision, order or other action of the utility.

Section 44 - Duty to keep records

1) A public utility must have in British Columbia an office in which it must keep all accounts and records
required by the commission to be kept in British Columbia.

2) A public utility must not remove or permit to be removed from British Columbia an account or record
required to be kept under subsection (1), except on conditions specified by the commission.

Section 49 - Accounts and reports
The commission may, by order, require every public utility to do one or more of the following:

(a) keep the records and accounts of the conduct of the utility's business that the commission
may specify, and for public utilities of the same class, adopt a uniform system of accounting
specified by the commission;

(b) provide, at the times and in the form and manner the commission specifies, a detailed
report of finances and operations, verified as specified;

(c) file with the commission, at the times and in the form and manner the commission specifies,
a report of every accident occurring to or on the plant, equipment or other property of the
utility, if the accident is of such nature as to endanger the safety, health or property of any
person;

(d) obtain from a board, tribunal, municipal or other body or official having jurisdiction or
authority, permission, if necessary, to undertake or carry on a work or service ordered by
the commission to be undertaken or carried on that is contingent on the permission.

Given the broad scope of the recommended exemption, the Panel consider that the regulatory benefit of
retaining jurisdiction on these sections of the UCA does not justify the potential burden on the service provider.
Therefore, the Panel finds that regulation under sections 42, 43, 44, and 49 of the UCA is not required of
persons who are not otherwise public utilities who provide EV charging services.

5.3.4 Landlords, employers and strata corporations
The current regulatory regime for employers, landlords and strata corporations is somewhat fragmented, for

example:

1. Persons excepted from the definition of a public utility. By virtue of the exception from the definition of
a public utility, the issue of granting an exemption from regulation for provision of EV charging services
is moot.

2. By Order G-177-18, provides an exemption for a lessor:
e who is not otherwise a public utility;

e providing electricity that is purchased from BC Hydro to a lessee having a lease term of greater
than 5 years;
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e provided the electricity is not resold to others at an amount that does not exceed what BC
Hydro would have charged for the electricity had the lessee been a customer of BC Hydro.

The order exempts the lessee from section 71 and Part 3 of the UCA except for sections 25, 38, 41 and
42, and the lessee from section 71.

In the Panel’s view these lessors can provide EV charging services on the basis of the exemption outlined
in Order G-177-18, provided they don’t charge more than the price cap provides for. However, the
determination of the quantum of the price cap may be problematic as there is no current BC Hydro EV
charging tariff.

3. Persons who are not otherwise a public utility but become one by virtue of providing EV charging
services. In the Panel’s view, these persons are a subset of our broader discussion of persons who are
not otherwise a public utility but become one by virtue of providing EV charging services. They would be
exempted from regulation if our recommendation to exempt “persons who are otherwise not a public
utility who provide EV charging services” is adopted.

4. Persons who are otherwise a public utility (e.g. if they operate a TES). By virtue of being a utility, these
persons do not qualify for the recommended exemption that applies to “persons who are not otherwise
a utility who provide EV charging services.”

Given the findings concerning a lack of monopoly control of landlords and strata corporations, in our view these
differences in regulatory treatment are an unintended consequence of the “otherwise existing utility” taxonomy
introduced by the Panel.Given our p[revious findings on the lack of monopoly power, we do not consider there

to be any public interest issues of concern with regard to lessors or landlord or the strata corporations providing
EV charging serviceé for compensation. Therefore, we recommend that a landlord or a strata corporation that i
is otherwise a public utility, be granted the same exemption we have recommended for those persons who

provide public EV charging services for compensation. i

We further note that employers and landlords with tenants with a lease term of no more than five years, who
are not otherwise public utilities are excluded from the definition of public utility and therefore have no

. responsibilities under the UCA with regard to EV charging services. In contrast, lessors falling into the category
described by (2) above are already exempt from much of Part 3, but are subject to a price cap on sales to
lessees. In order to provide consistency, the Pane recommends that if the Ministerial exemption clarify that
persons in category 2 above, when providing EV charging services not be subject to this price cap.

The Panel acknowledges that there are EV owners living in multi-unit buildings that desire more EV charging
facilities at home and argue for BCUC regulation to achieve that goal. The argument appears to be that the BCUC
can order, presumably using the obligation to serve provision, that landlords and strata corporations install EV
charging stations. However, the Panel is of the view that this is not appropriate. To do so would interfere
unreasonably with business decisions that are rightly within the domain of the landlord or the strata
corporation.

Further, it is not appropriate for the BCUC to order the regional electric utility (e.g. BC Hydro or FBC) to install EV
charging services in strata or rental buildings. These services are delivered downstream on the customer’s
premise and there is no precedent for the BCUC to direct a public utility to install anything downstream on a
customer’s premise. Previously in this Report, the Panel stated that it relies on principles stated in the RMDM
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Guidelines. Therefore, to order that public utilities install EV charging equipment would be similar to ordering
that they install electrical outlets or solar panels on their customers’ premises.

As noted in Section 3.4 of this report, this Inquiry has received evidence that various municipalities have recently
enacted bylaws prescribing the number of parking stalls that must be EV ready in new multi-unit buildings. In
our view, this is an appropriate approach as municipalities have the necessary jurisdiction. Other possibilities are
modifications to the National Building Code and the Canadian Electrical Code, which, the Panel notes, already
prescribe minimum numbers and spacing for electrical outlets in residential and commercial buildings.

5.3.5 Summary of findings and further exemption recommendations

In the sections above, the Panel examined whether regulation is required of the EV charging service provider. It
is the Panel’s intention to highlight and address selected sections of the UCA based on the issues pertaining to
the EV charging market. For clarity, we considered Part 3 of the UCA in its entirety and did not identify any other
specific provisions that warrant further explanation.

In summary, we find that the regulation of all EV charging services, to the extent that the provider is not
already considered to be a public utility under the UCA, is either not required or not within our jurisdiction. -
Therefore, for the reasons laid out above, we recommend that the Minister issue an exemption, with respect
to EV charging services, from Part 3 of the UCA with the exception of sections 25 and 38, with respect to
safety only, for those EV charging service providers that are not already a public utility under the UCA.

We further recommend that a landlord or a strata corporation that is otherwise a public utility, be granted an
exemption, on the same terms and conditions as the exemption laid out above, pertaining to owning and/or
operating an EV charging service.

Given these recommendations, we note that if the class exemption is granted, the exemption provided to
Bakerview will not be consistent with the class exemption. In that event, we invite Bakerview to apply to have
its existing exemption revoked.

6.0  Regulatory framework for non-exempt public utilities

This section, we deals with any public utilities for which we have not recommended an exemption in the
previous section. We will refer to these public utilities as non-exempt public utilities. While non-exempt public
utilities may be completely capable of providing EV charging services, and we do not seek to encumber their
right to do so, we have a number of concerns, including concerns about potential cross subsidization from their
existing ratepayers if those costs are included in rate base to be recovered from ratepayers.

This is of concern to the Panel because the possibility exists that by spreading the costs of EV charging
infrastructure across its entire regulated customer base potentially allows the utility to offer its EV charging
service at a lower rate than a competitor that doesn’t have the ability to cross subsidize — either because it has
no other customers or because it cannot recover those costs from other customers without a significant risk of
losing those customers.
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While the issue of EV charging providers that are non-exempt public utilities is the subject of the next phase of
this Inquiry, the Panel takes this opportunity to lay out the issues that on which we would like parties to provide
submissions.

6.1 Positions of interveners

A role for public utilities

Many interveners in this proceeding indicate that the existing public utilities in BC have a role to play in the
emerging market of EV charging service.”® However, the extent of that role is wide across a spectrum.

At one extreme, some argue that existing public utility (i.e. BC Hydro and FBC) involvement is necessary to
kickstart the EV charging market and to accelerate its deployment.’® Some interveners have a strong interest to
see mass adoption and development of the EV charging market and that the BCUC also has a role in this
regard.*® BC Hydro submits that a benefit of public utility participation is that public utilities are well-positioned
to meet the expectations of the regulator in relation to service quality and the reliability of EV charging services.
If public utilities are allowed to own DCFC stations and have more certainty that they will recover costs from
ratepayers, the benefits would include more fast charging service being available, which would encourage
greater take-up of electric vehicles, lowering GHG and increasing utility revenue through additional electricity
sales. Other benefits include the ability of public utilities to leverage institutional knowledge and management
of grid and system operations, which assists in planning the location of stations, for example.”®

FBC, BC Hydro and MEMPR believe that both public utilities and other entities can co-exist in the current
emerging EV charging market™® and that their participation does not preclude other entities from also investing

in EV charging services."

In the middle range of the spectrum, Tesla suggests that existing public utilities could operate in areas where the
competitive market is not providing an adequate supply of EV charging infrastructure (such as in remote

communities and multi-unit dwellings).*®®

On the other extreme, some interveners argue that any participation by these utilities could potentially serve to

189 stifle business innovations™® and even go contrary to the development of

restrict competitive participation,
EV charging market in BC. CEABC specifically argues that FBC and BC Hydro should only be allowed to participate
as owners and operators in the EV charging infrastructure on a non-regulated basis without a guaranteed rate of
return for service. CEABC goes further to argue that BC Hydro’s no equity return™®* on its rate base distorts the

market and that the playing level field will be tilted in its favor. CEABC further suggests that BC Hydro’s existing

182 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, pp. 13-14; Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, pp. 10-12; Exhibit C5-2 CoV evidence, p. 8.

183 Exhibit C25-2, ChargePoint evidence,p. 15; Exhibit C15-2 Greenlots evidence, pp. 2-3; Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 13.
Exhibit C5-2, CoV final argument, p. 14.

Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 11.

Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence pp. 13, 16.

87 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 12, Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 10.

'8 Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 6.

'8 Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, 43.

%0 Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 5.

L Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro would not earn a return on its investments into EV charging stations as per Special Direction No. 7
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investments should be grandfathered and that no new investments should be allowed, except in areas of the
province where EV charging services are not competitively available.'”

Some interveners argue that there are not enough DCFC stations due to a combination of low customer demand
and high costs as compared to Level 2 charging stations. Interveners supporting this view generally conclude
that utility support of this infrastructure is required to ensure the build-out of the desired number of DCFC
stations in British Columbia.*® The current low utilization rate of public DCFC stations'* (an estimated 80
percent of charging occurring at home) means that profits are unlikely in the short-term, and therefore utilities
should be allowed to recover the costs of providing EV charging station infrastructure as this will support faster w
EV adoption and support provincial plans.'* FBC and CEA further suggest that cooperation between utilities and ‘
municipalities has been critical to the development of DCFC EV charging infrastructure in BC to date.'® In i
particular, CEA states: }

Small communities can find the capital for DCFC but need utilities for ongoing ownership and
operation. The utility operation of DCFC must provide high availability and high visibility in order
to achieve the community objectives leading to DCFC deployment.

Currently, DCFC deployment in small communities across BC is contingent on utility ownership
and operation.”’

Rate base, cost recovery and cross subsidization

With the issue of whether or not public utilities should be allowed to participate in the EV charging market
comes the question of who should be providing the funds for the EV charging infrastructure. The BCUC has also
received a wide spectrum of views on this issue.

Several interveners argue that regulated utilities should not be involved in providing EV charging stations or in
the ownership and operation of such facilities.'®® Other interveners, such as BCSEA and ATI, suggest that
allowing utilities to rate base the capital and operational costs associated with public DCFC and curbside and
MURB residential charging provides the best means to increase the availability of quality charging.™®

BC Hydro acknowledges that an implication of a regulatory principle may be that ratepayers should not bear
risks resulting from a public utility investing in non-traditional services like DCFC and that some of BCUC's recent
decisions underscore this concern.”® BC Hydro further suggests that principles in the AES Inquiry Report (such as
201 BCSEA appears to support this view in suggesting that in
time, the EV sector in BC will be large enough to support a mature competitive marketplace for public EV

cross subsidization) could be revisited at a later time.

charging services such that there will be expectation that the BCUC will re-evaluate the optimal roles of
BC Hydro and FBC.**

192 Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final argument, p. 4.

% Exhibit C20-2, ATl evidence, p. 4; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 11; Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 6.
% Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 5.

% Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 4; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 12.

% Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p.13; Exhibit C34-2, CEA evidence, p. 1.

97 Exhibit C34-2, CEA evidence, p. 1.

1% Exhibit C23-2, BSSI evidence, p. 4; Exhibit 24-2, CEC evidence, p. 43.

1% Exhibit C20-2, ATI evidence, pp. 3—7; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 49.

2% Exhibit C1-2,BC Hydro evidence, p. 15.

2 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 15.

292 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 38.
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BC Hydro argues that public utilities should be able to recover costs on the basis that installing fast charging
stations so it will remove a key barrier to EV adoption and deliver benefits to all ratepayers, including lowering
GHG and increasing utility revenue through additional electricity sales.?® BC Hydro further states that until there
is private sector uptake of DCFC services, utilities operating in the market are best suited to provide this service

main concern is the ability to recover costs.””® Without the ability to include the assets in their regulated rate

base and to recover costs, utilities might not participate at all.”®

and need to have the ability to recover the costs of doing 50.2% It has stated, in more than one occasion, that its
MEMPR acknowledges that while some jurisdictions allow public utilities to provide EV charging services and

recover costs through rates, there are other jurisdictions that do not allow public utilities to deliver EV charging

services or only allow them to deliver EV charging services as a non-rate based venture.?” With respect to BC

however, MEMPR and FBC suggest that utilities should able to recover the cost of public EV charging

infrastructure through rates charged to all ratepayers, or in other words, to be included in their regulated rate

base®® and subsidized by all other utility customers. FBC suggests that the level of regulation and involvement

of the BCUC can be less than under traditional utility monopoly regulation.?®

Greenlots agrees with BCSEA that some cross subsidization may be considered appropriate and non-
discriminatory given broader public policy goals.”™ BCSEA suggests that public EV charging service provided by
BC Hydro or FBC should be subject to light handed regulation by the BCUC.”™

Separate entity service

CEC does not agree that regulated utilities should include EV infrastructure costs in their rate base when EV
service can be provided by unregulated entities in a competitive marketplace; therefore these costs should not
be imposed on utility ratepayers. To the extent FBC wishes to participate in the electric vehicle market, CEC

argues that it could do so from the position of an unregulated entity.*"

Some interveners argue that public utilities must not include EV charging stations in their regulated rate base,
but rather through a separate non-regulated entity to insulate the ratepayers from the risks of business failures,

cross subsidization from other rate classes to support this new service.”

However, BC Hydro argues that
structuring the provision of these activities under a non-regulated affiliate would add additional cost and

complexity to the delivery of services outside of the traditional role of regulated public utilities.”**

Greenlots suggest that if a utility’s requested cost recovery and return on investments then it should be granted,
however if it chooses to offer in a separate, unregulated entity then that should be granted too. ™

293 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 4.

Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 10.

Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 12.

26 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, p. 15; Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 11.

27 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 8.

%8 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 11; Exhibit C19-10, final argument, p. 6; Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 13.
2 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 13.

210 Exhibit C15-5, Greenlots final argument, p. 3; Exhibit C6-2, BCSEA evidence, p. 15.
211 Exhibit C6-2, BCSEA evidence, p. 5.

22 Exhibit C24-2, CEC evidence, p. 43; Exhibit C24-19, CEC final argument, p. 35.
Exhibit C4-2, Flintoff evidence, pp. 14, 16.
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6.2 Panel discussion

In the next phase of this Inquiry, the Panel invites evidence and submissions on the role of non-exempt public
utilities in the EV charging market. Here we lay out the issues we are seeking to examine.

It may appear paradoxical to argue that there should be no regulatory oversight of the EV charging market
because that oversight would stifle the development of the market, then argue that non-exempt public utilities
should participate in the market. However, as the Panel has previously found, the EV charging market has not
yet reached maturity and this immaturity motivates the argument for existing utilities to participate.

While some interveners argue that the uncertainty surrounding regulatory oversight is the reason for the lack of
market development, others argue for the need for existing utilities to “kick start” the EV charging market — to
use their ability to spread high start-up costs among existing ratepayers by including the capital costs of EV
charging infrastructure in the utility’s regulated rate base. Proponents of kick starting the market submit that
the lack of EV charging infrastructure is a disincentive to purchase of EVs, which in turn results in insufficient
demand for charging services. This lack of demand is then a disincentive to providers of EV charging services,
which reduces demand for electric vehicles. Subsidizing the cost to build this infrastructure will incent the
further development of EV charging infrastructure which, in turn, will drive the purchase of EVs, so that there
are actually two markets being kick started.

However, submissions on the need for the EV market to be kick started do not provide clarity on the relative
effectiveness of one approach versus another. We have heard submissions from some interveners that they
would purchase an EV if there was a better developed charging infrastructure in BC. That said, the Panel has not
seen persuasive evidence that this is the most significant impediment to faster uptake of EV ownership. In this
regard we note that some people may purchase a vehicle for travel not only within BC but also in other
provinces and states, in which case, availability of charging infrastructure in other jurisdictions is also potentially
a concern. It may also be possible that is the high cost of EVs that is the more significant inhibitor, and/or people
are waiting until EV range improves. We have also heard that the lack of home charging facilities for people who
live in multi-unit buildings inhibits demand. In summary, it is not possible at this time for the Panel to determine
quantitatively if, and to what extent, provision of more charging infrastructure than what would evolve in the
absence of a kick-start, will accelerate the adoption of EVs.

However, will providing subsidized EV charging infrastructure mitigate this problem? There is no evidence in this
Inquiry that subsidizing charging will provide the necessary kickstart. What if the issue is the cost of an EV? If
that is the case, to the extent that a ratepayer subsidy is considered appropriate, should it instead be directed to
the cost of acquisition of an EV? The Panel notes that the BC Government in November 2018 has recently
announced additional incentives to purchase EVs and its plans to expand the EV charging market.

In this Inquiry, the Panel heard evidence from a number of EV owners that there are insufficient Level 1 or 2
charging stations installed at their place of work or insufficient DCFC stations placed along major highways.
However, there were no concerns raised from Tesla owners. Tesla automobiles have significantly longer range
and in addition, the purchase of some Tesla models come with access to a network of proprietary Tesla fast
charging stations. Does providing longer range and access to fast charging for the owners of its vehicles provide
Tesla with a unique competitive position? Could subsidization of DCFC infrastructure interfere with such
competitive initiatives? In this regard, the Panel notes that Tesla argues for no regulatory oversight whatsoever
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of the market, although it argues that non-exempt public utilities could operate in areas where the competitive
market is not providing an adequate supply of EV charging infrastructure (such as in remote communities and

multi-unit dwellings.”*®

Further, there has been no evidence provided on the amount or duration of the kick start required, how the
effectiveness of a kick start can be measured and the role of existing utilities once the market has been kick
started.

In addition, the Panel wishes to examine the appropriate relationship between BC Hydro and FBC on one hand

and other providers of EV charging service providers. FBC, BC Hydro and MEMPR believe that both public

217

utilities and other entities can co-exist in the current emerging EV market” and that their participation does

not preclude other entities from also investing in EV charging services.”*®

However, there are concerns raised by interveners about this co-existence. To illustrate, is it desirable that on
one side of a street is a fully regulated non-exempt public utility providing EV charging services — with any risk of
stranded assets borne by ratepayers, while across the street is a single EV charging service provider —a “mom
and pop” — exempt from any BCUC regulation and with reduced access to low cost capital and fully exposed to
stranded asset risk? How will the BCUC regulate the price that the non-exempt public utility can charge? Should
the BCUC ensure a level playing field? If so, how can this be achieved? Should BCUC restrict where non-exempt
public utilities can install infrastructure? If so, how will it do so?

The Panel has particular concerns about the degree to which cross-subsidization (if any) between EV customers
and non-EV customers would be appropriate if EV charging infrastructure is included in rate base. If there is no
cross subsidization, does the benefit presumed to be provided by the participation of person who are non-
exempt public utilities still exist?

The Panel also questions the risk to be imposed on ratepayers. We have heard that the reasons for the slower
development of DCFC infrastructure is a result of the high costs and the risk of cost recovery for a service
provider. If this is true, then why is it then just and reasonable to impose this same risk onto ratepayers? Given
the expected rate of technology change there is a risk of stranded EV infrastructure assets. If existing utilities do
incur stranded asset costs related to EV charging infrastructure, is it appropriate for their ratepayers to be
exposed to that risk?

A further issue related to ratepayer risk is the approval of the quantum of EV charging infrastructure spending.
Should non-exempt public utilities be required to submit their EV charging capital spending plans to the BCUC?
Should they be required to seek approval under section 45 —i.e. a CPCN? To what extent should they be
required to demonstrate the need for the EV infrastructure they plan to deploy? If not, and if the infrastructure
is overbuilt and costs aren’t recovered, should the shareholder then bear that cost?

The Panel must consider cost causation— a basic principle of economic regulation of utilities. Subject to a
materiality threshold, customers should only be charged those costs that they can be reasonably determined to
incur. Put another way, is there a benefit that will accrue to the customers of the non-exempt public utility that

16 Exhibit C28-2, Tesla evidence, p. 6.
27 Exhibit C12-2, FBC evidence, p. 13.
18 Exhibit C19-2, MEMPR evidence, p. 12.
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would justify them bearing these costs of kick starting the market? Some interveners argue that the load -
building provided by the growing EV charging market could reduce overall delivery costs to ratepayers.
However, what must also be considered is whether that load would have otherwise materialized anyways, as
the market develops and matures.

The Panel must also consider the effect of non-exempt public utilities entering the market on other market ‘
participants. How can their involvement be structured in a way that fosters competition and market \
development? In particular we note CEABC’s argument that with BC Hydro's low cost of capital, the “playing ‘
field may be tilted in BC Hydro’s favour.””* |

The model proposed by BCSEA and other interveners is that EV charging infrastructure is built by and owned by
the non-exempt public utility and some or all costs of that infrastructure be recovered from all ratepayers.
However, if the principle that non-exempt public utility ratepayers should fund some or all of the EV charging
infrastructure is accepted, are there other business models that achieve the same goals with regard to \
infrastructure development but are also fair to EV charging providers that are exempt public utilities? For ‘
example, can these ratepayers provide a subsidy that will be available for any provider in the EV charging ‘
market?

In Section 4.2, we discussed the submission of ChargePoint that EV charging service should not be considered a
public utility service.” In a similar vein, CoV argues that the UCA should be amended to explicitly exclude the
provision of EV charging services from the definition of public utility.””* If the provision of EV charging is not a
public utility service, is there any regulatory difference between providing EV charging services and, say,
operating a department store, and therefore any justification for non-exempt public utilities to provide EV
charging services?

In summary, in Phase 2, the Panel seeks evidence and submissions from interveners on the following:

1. Can both regulatory models — little or no regulation for those exempt public utilities and the
participation of non-exempt utilities — co-exist? In the absence of price regulation, how can EV
charging providers who are not otherwise public utilities be protected from being undercut by
existing otherwise public utilities? Should non-exempt public utilities be restricted to participate
only in remote geographical locations that are currently uneconomical for exempt EV charging
providers to serve?

2. If the provision of EV charging is exempt from regulation, is there any justification for otherwise
public utilities to provide EV charging services? If the role of non-exempt public utilities is to kick
start the market, how can the BCUC determine when the kick start is no longer needed? What is the
role of those utilities once that kick start is completed? If there are stranded assets at that time how
should they be dealt with?

3. If non-exempt public utilities participate in the EV charging market, should EV charging customers
constitute a separate class from which costs associated with EV charging infrastructure is recovered?
Or should the service be offered in a separate non-regulated business? What are the implications of
each of these regulatory models?

19 Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final argument, p. 4

Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 5.
Exhibit C5-7, CoV final argument, p, 9.
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4. Should other customer classes of non-exempt public utilities subsidize costs associated with the
provision of charging services that can’t be recovered from EV charging customers? How much of
the cost is it appropriate for them to subsidize — should there be a cap?

5. If assets are stranded as a result of changing technology or other factors, who should pay for the
potential stranded EV charging assets which may be in the non-exempt public utility's rate base?

6. Inthe context of BCUC economic regulation, what regulatory justification is required to allow
existing utilities to cross subsidize EV charging services. If EV charging adds incremental load, does
that justify cross-subsidization? Would the incremental load appear without the subsidization?

7. What are the implications of the province’s energy objectives, as stated in the Clean Energy Act,
with respect to entities that are otherwise public utilities providing potentially subsidized EV
charging services? Are there non-economic justifications such as environmental benefits or meeting
GHG reduction targets?

8. If non-exempt public utilities participate in the EV charging market, do they have any obligation to
serve EV charging customers?

9. Should non-exempt public utilities be provided the same exemptions in regard to EV charging
services as are other EV charging market participants. This includes exemption from Part 3 of the
UCA, with similar retentions of certain sections by the BCUC.

10. Is EV charging infrastructure considered “distribution of electrical energy” for the purpose of
section 3(1) of the Electrical Safety Regulation. In responding, Interveners are requested to consider
the status of the provider — for example, is the interpretation different for a non-exempt public
utility than it would be for an exempt utility or a provider excluded from the definition of a public
utility?

11. Any other comments that may be helpful to the Panel.

The Panel reminds all regulated utilities that until further notice the existing provisions of the UCA, including any
applicable CPCN guidelines and rate setting applications remain in effect. The Panel requests that applications
related to EV charging services to include the utility’s EV charging service long term plan, rates, rate base
forecasts, system reinforcements, system reliability, and safety.

6.3 Wholesale rate

While the market for EV charging services does not exhibit monopoly characteristics, in order to provide EV
charging service a provider is reliant upon the delivery of electricity by a regulated monopoly. As such, they must
pay for the electricity under the terms of an approved tariff. Under what tariff should that service be provided?
Should EV charging services constitute a separate class or classes of service? What rates should apply —do the
characteristics of the incremental load warrant a time of use rate, to incent charging behaviours that will reduce
the costs of any incremental generation required? Should operators of EVs be incented to provide temporary
energy storage by being remunerated for energy that they provide to the utility? Some of these questions were
identified by this Panel at the start of this Inquiry as preliminary scope issues; however we would like to have
greater exploration in the next phase

While the approval of a specific rate or tariff for the provision of electricity to an EV charging station will be
subject to a hearing upon application by a utility, the Panel invites submissions on these issues in Phase 2 of the
Inquiry in order to provide general guidance and information to future applicants.
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Therefore, in Phase 2 of this Inquiry, the Panel invites submissions from interveners on the following:

1. Isthere a need for a specific tariff provisions for the wholesale provision of electricity for the
purpose of EV charging? And if so, should there be any differences depending on the type of EV
charging — Level 1, Level 2, and/or DCFC stations?

2. If so, how should this wholesale tariff be designed? Is a time of use rate appropriate?

Please note that we only request submissions on rate design and time of use rates for the wholesale provision of
electricity to EV charging stations. We acknowledge that there is a potential issue of rate design for home
charging, which also includes net metering for EVs. However, these issues are not in scope for Phase 2.

7.0 Interpretation of the Clean Energy Act and GGRR

On June 3, 2010, the Government of British Columbia enacted the Clean Energy Act in order to establish energy
policies and regulations to support the Province’s energy, economic, and greenhouse gas reduction priorities.??
The Clean Energy Act states British Columbia’s energy objectives are, among other things, to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and, more specifically, to encourage the switching from one kind of energy source or use to

another that decreases greenhouse gas emissions.””*

To help implement these stated goals, section 18(1) of the Clean Energy Act defines a prescribed undertaking as
“a project, program, contract or expenditure that is in a class of projects, programs, contracts or expenditures

prescribed for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in British Columbia.”*** Further, section 18(2)
establishes that the BCUC must set rates that allow for the sufficient recovery of costs incurred by a public utility ‘
for a prescribed undertaking and section 18(3) provides that the BCUC must not exercise its power in a way that \
would directly or indirectly prevent a public utility from carrying out a prescribed undertaking.”** \

Pursuant to section 35 of the Clean Energy Act, the Government of British Columbia enacted the Greenhouse i
Gas Reduction (Clean Energy) Regulation (GGRR).”® On March 1, 2017, the Lieutenant Governor in Council ‘
approved Order in Council 101-2017 amending the GGRR to establish a number of prescribed undertakings for

the purpose of section 18 of the Clean Energy Act with the objective of promoting electrification in several

sectors of the provincial economy.””

7.1 Evidence and submissions by interveners

By Order G-119-18, the BCUC determined that the scope of the first phase of the Inquiry should be refined to
address, among other things, whether non-exempt public utilities, such as BC Hydro and FBC, are permitted to
invest in EV charging stations as a prescribed undertaking under section 18 of the Clean Energy Act and section 4
of the GGRR.?®

zzclean Energy Act, SBC 2010, c. 22, s 2. http://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/10022_01
Ibid.

24 Clean Energy Act, SBC 2010, c. 22, s 18, 1.

2 |bid., pp. 2-3.

2268 C. Reg. 102/2012 (0.C. 295/2012), http://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/102 2012

27 Order in Council 101 (B.C. Reg 76/2017), http://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/oic/oic_cur/0101 2017

28 Exhibit A-35, Appendix A, p. 7.
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A number of interveners submit that section 18 of the Clean Energy Act and section 4 of the GGRR are not
directed specifically at EV charging infrastructure investment, and/or could be applicable under discrete
circumstances.”” Similarly, several interveners argue that the relevance of the Clean Energy Act and the GRRR
would be better considered in the context of a specific application by a public utility as it would be greatly
dependent on the particular program under consideration.”° For instance, MEMPR suggests that the question
of whether a public utility’s planned EV charging investments fall within one of the classes currently described in
section 4(3) of the GGRR depends upon the details of the particular program under consideration.”! Some
interveners view that it would be the responsibility of the public utility to make the case in its application that EV
charging service is a prescribed undertaking.”*

Some interveners submit that the Clean Energy Act and GGRR are not applicable. CEABC’s submission provides a
summary of this position: ***

There is nothing in the section 18 of the Clean Energy Act and section 4 of the GGRR that the
CEABC can identify as specifically permitting BC Hydro and FBC to invest in EV charging stations
as a prescribed undertaking under section 18 of the Clean Energy Act and section 4 of the GGRR.
There is no specific language to this effect as compared to the specific language in subsection (2)
of section 4 including the definition of "natural gas processing plant" in subsection (1) of

section 4.

Conversely, several interveners submit that EV charging service is consistent with the current definition of a

prescribed undertaking under section 4 of the GGRR, and, therefore, enables public utilities to include EV j
charging services, including EV charging stations, within their regulated rate base.?** On this point, FBC takes the

view that sections 4(3)(c) and 4(3)(e) of the GGRR are most pertinent in the context of EV charging

infrastructure. According to FBC, section 4(3)(c) of the GGRR prescribes a class of undertaking involving the

research and development of technology, or for conducting a pilot project respecting technology, that may

enable the public utility’s customers to use electricity instead of other forms of energy that produce more GHG
emissions.”* FBC submits that the deployment of EV charging stations promotes the use of EVs and supports the

reduction of GHG emissions in BC as contemplated by section 4(3)(c). *® In fact, FBC holds a similar view in its

application dated December 22, 2017, in which FBC requests approval to establish rates for five DCFC stations

on the basis that these stations are a pilot project and are therefore consistent with the GGRR.”’

BC Hydro submits that EV charging services provided by public utilities could fall within this class of undertaking,
provided that the public utility puts forward evidence to support that the EV charging services are for research
and development purposes or a pilot program.”®

22 see for example: Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, pp. 12—13; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 41; Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR
final argument, p. 7; Exhibit C21-10, BCOAPO final argument, p. 14; Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 13; Exhibit C34-6, CEC
final argument, p. 3.

30 5ee for example: Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, pp. 12—13; Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 41; Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR
final argument, p. 7; Exhibit C30-8, VEVA final argument, p. 14.

1 Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR final argument, p. 7

2 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 41.

53 Exhibit C2-2, CEABC final argument, p. 4

See for example: Exhibit C4-11, Flintoff final argument, chapter 5; Exhibit C5-7, CoV final argument, p. 9; Exhibit C12-4, FBC final
argument, pp. 4-7 ; Exhibit C15-5,Greenlots final argument, p. 2; Exhibit C24-19, CEC final argument, pp. 33-34, Exhibit C34-6, CEA final
argument, p. 3; Exhibit C35-7, Victoria EVA final argument, pp. 2-3.

5 B.C. Reg. 102/2012 (0.C. 295/2012), s 4, 3(c).

2 Exhibit C12-4, FBC final argument, pp. 5-6.

BCUC Order G-9-18 adjourned the review of FBC's application until further notice.

8 Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, p. 12.
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As the GGRR is mute on the definition of a “pilot project” some interveners made submissions on how this idea
should or could be framed.

In BCOAPQ's view, a “pilot projéct” can be defined as a project which is limited in duration and provides insight
into specific issues.” Similarly, ChargePoint states it views a pilot project to be “...small scale and
temporary...”*® CEA argues that it is reasonable to consider public utility deployment and operation of EV
charging station over the next 5 years to be a “pilot project” because the EV market is an emerging market with
rapidly changing technology and significant growth.?** CEA states that it is important to consider that there is

still significant learning-occurring within public utilities regarding EV charging infrastructure.”*”

Several interveners submitted that the GGRR should be amended for the purpose of expanding or adding clarity
to the GGRR. Additionally, MEMPR notes in its submission that it is interested in advice on a potential
amendment to the GGRR establishing guidelines on EV charging infrastructure investments by public utilities.”*®
In response to this, BC Hydro submitted a proposed revision to the GGRR that would establish a new class of
undertaking that allows a public utility to construct or operate a EV charging station.”™ FBC supports BC Hydro’s
proposed amendment but suggests additional language should be added to allow for the purchase of EV
charging stations.?* In contrast, Flintoff submits that the Inquiry is not the appropriate venue to address this
issue since BC Hydro’s proposal has not been questioned by other parties.**®

7.2 Panel discussion

Without foreclosing the possibility of a utility being able to satisfy a future Panel that a particular EV charging
proposal satisfies the “prescribed undertaking” requirements of the Clean Energy Act and GGRR, this Panel,
having considered these submissions and the relevant provisions of the Clean Energy Act and GGRR, makes the
following observations:

e Although section 35 (n)(ii) of the Clean Energy Act allows the Lieutenant Governor in Council to pass
regulations to include as a “prescribed undertaking” projects that encourage the use of electricity
for “electricity charging”, the GGRR does not contain specific mention of EV charging infrastructure
or technology as being amongst that class of current “prescribed undertakings” ; and

e  While new technology may already exist or in future be available for deployment, providers of
current EV charging services (whether Level 1, 2 or DCFC) are currently deploying tried and true
technology.

Section 4(3)(c) of GGRR includes “a pilot project respecting technology, that may enable the public utility’s 1
customers to use electricity instead of other sources of energy that produce more greenhouse gas emissions”

within the definition of “prescribed undertaking.” However, the Panel considers that whether a specific

application qualifies as a pilot project should properly be determined by the BCUC, based on the merits of the

particular application including the proposed scale and term of such project.

239
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Exhibit C21-10, BCOAPO final argument, p. 13.

Exhibit C25-10, ChargePoint final argument, p. 13.
Exhibit C34-6, CEA final argument, p. 3.

Exhibit C34-6 CEA final argument, p. 3.

Exhibit C19-10, MEMPR final argument, p. 7.

Exhibit C1-5, BC Hydro final argument, Appendix B, p. 1.
Exhibit C12-5, FBC reply argument, p. 4.

Exhibit C4-12, Flintoff reply argument, p. 14.
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As for BC Hydro’s proposal to amend the GGRR to include in the definition of “prescribed undertaking” a new
class of undertaking to allow public utilities to own and operate EV charging stations, the Panel is of the view
that it is premature to opine on that proposal until such time as interveners have had an opportunity to review
and make submissions on that proposal in the next phase of this Inquiry. In the next phase of this Inquiry, the
Panel invites submissions from Interveners on whether amendments to the GGRR to allow public utilities to
own and operate EV charging stations as a “prescribed undertaking” are appropriate and if so, the
appropriate extent and scope of such undertaking.

8.0  Timeframe to revisit the Phase 1 findings

As discussed previously, the EV and EV charging infrastructure markets are at their early stages. Some
interveners suggest that the BCUC should revisit the regulation of EV charging services in the future as the
market evolves.?’” The trigger points for such process could be time-based, for example in five years, or based
on specific market indicators or regulatory parameters.**® An assessment in the future would consider whether
the existing form of regulation, if any, continues to be appropriate.””® Such assessment may consider the
following:

e the efficacy of the regulatory approach;
e the competitive state of different segments of the EV charging market and the need for regulation;
e the rate of EV adoption in different parts of the province; and

e whether any adjustments to the regulatory approach are necessary to adapt to the circumstances of
the EV charging market.”*®

However, CEC is of the view that a five-year limit to exemption should not be utilized as a means to rationalize

ongoing regulation, and could potentially be counter-productive to market development in continuing a level of }
uncertainty for prospective market entrants. Instead, CEC recommends that the BCUC recommend to the
Provincial Government that it clearly remove EV charging service from regulation completely through revising
the definition of public utility, and avoid using a five year time frame.”"

8.1 Panel findings

The Panel now considers whether it would be appropriate to set terms and conditions to potentially modify the
Ministerial exemption in the future.

The Panel agrees with CEC that it is not ideal to establish a timeline or trigger mechanisms to revisit the
Ministerial exemption, if one is granted. Investors of EV charging infrastructures may have different investment
strategies and time horizons. The Panel is concerned that imposing pre-determined timeline or parameters can

7 Exhibit C1-2, BC Hydro evidence, pp. 12, 15; Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IRs 1.2.1.1, 1.2.2; Exhibit C4-2, Flintoff evidence,
pp. 8-9, 12; Exhibit C4-7, Flintoff response to BCUC IR, p. 2; Exhibit C5-2, CoV evidence, p. 2; Exhibit C6-2, BCSEA evidence, pp. 4-5;
Exhibit C16-2, Guthrie evidence, p. 2.

5 Exhibit C1-4, BC Hydro response to BCUC IR 1.3.1; Exhibit C6-11, BCSEA response to BCUC IR 1.1; Exhibit C12-3, FBC response to BCUC
2.1 and 7.1; Exhibit C16-3, Guthrie response to BCUC IR 1.2 :

9 Exhibit C6-14, BCSEA final argument, p. 4.

Exhibit C5-7, CoV final argument, p. 2.

Exhibit C24-20, CEC reply argument, p. 18.
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potentially distort the market. As with standard regulatory practice, if circumstances change, the BCUC may,
after a public hearing on its own motion, by application or on complaint from a third party may propose any
necessary changes.

Therefore, the Panel finds it appropriate that no review timeline or prescribed trigger mechanisms be ‘
established.

9.0 Summary of Findings and Recommendations

This Summary is provided for the convenience of readers. In the event of any difference between the Findings
and Recommendations in this Summary and those in the body of the Report, the wording in the Report shall
prevail.

Finding and Recommendation Page

1. The Panel finds that the EV charging market is not a monopoly because there is more 20
than one service provider.

2. The Panel finds no evidence that any restrictions or impediments to entering the public 21
EV charging market that have been imposed by government at any level, or by the
electric utilities that provide wholesale electricity to new EV charging stations.

3. The Panel finds that while concerns about regulatory oversight may have inhibited the 21
development of EV charging infrastructure, they will not constitute a monopoly
characteristic if the Panel recommendations are adopted.

4, We therefore find no natural monopoly conditions exist in the EV charging market. 21

5. The Panel finds that the public EV charging market does not exhibit monopoly 22 ‘
characteristics. ‘
|

6. The Panel finds that the EV charging market in the rental and strata buildings sector does 22
not exhibit monopoly characteristics.

T The Panel requests BC Hydro to confirm the Panel’s understanding within 7 days of the 22
issuance of this Report.

8. Having considered these submissions, the Panel finds that the broad definition of 25
“compensation” in the UCA encompasses many forms of direct and indirect
compensation.

9. The Panel finds that all of the above examples fall within the definition of indirect 25
compensation under the UCA.

10. It is clear from this exemption that the BCUC already considers that a person providing 27
EV charging services for compensation is a public utility and the Panel finds no reason to
change that approach.

11. The Panel finds that economic regulation is not required of persons who are not 33

otherwise public utilities who provide EV charging services. More specifically, we
recommend an exemption from those portions of the UCA applicable to price regulation,
namely sections 59-61 of the UCA.

12, We find section 71 of the UCA is not applicable, and therefore an exemption is 33
unnecessary.
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13.

We also find that in a competitive market, parties should be free to develop new
infrastructure as they see fit, subject only to any environmental, zoning or other
applicable approvals. There is no regulatory justification for the requirement of a
certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) and accordingly we recommend an
exemption from section 45 of the UCA.

33

14.

The Panel finds that regulation is not required of persons who are not otherwise public
utilities who provide EV charging services, as it relates to section 30 and those portions of
section 25 and 38 of the UCA applicable to adequate, efficient, just, reasonable and non-
discriminatory service.

35

15.

The Panel finds that the UCA provides no jurisdiction for the BCUC to regulate, or order
the provision of, such ancillary services.

36

16.

The Panel finds that regulation is not required of persons who are not otherwise public
utilities who provide EV charging services, as it relates to section 25 of the UCA
applicable to adequate and non-discriminatory service.

36

17.

The Panel finds that regulation under section 26 of the UCA is not required of persons
who are not otherwise public utilities who provide EV charging service.

37

18.

We recommend that sections 25 and 38, with respect to safety only, not be included in
the Part 3 exemption.

38

19.

The Panel finds that regulation under sections 42, 43, 44, and 49 of the UCA is not
required of persons who are not otherwise public utilities who provide EV charging
services.

39

20.

We recommend that a landlord or a strata corporation that is otherwise a public utility,
be granted the same exemption we have recommended for those persons who provide
public EV charging services for compensation.

40

21.

We find that the regulation of all EV charging services, to the extent that the provider is
not already considered to be a public utility under the UCA, is either not required or not
within our jurisdiction. Therefore, for the reasons laid out above, we recommend that
the Minister issue an exemption, with respect to EV charging services, from Part 3 of the
UCA with the exception of sections 25 and 38, with respect to safety only, for those EV
charging service providers that are not already a public utility under the UCA.

41

22.

We further recommend that a landlord or a strata corporation that is otherwise a public
utility, be granted an exemption, on the same terms and conditions as the exemption
laid out above, pertaining to owning and/or operating an EV charging service.

41

23.

Given these recommendations, we note that if the class exemption is granted, the
exemption provided to Bakerview will not be consistent with the class exemption. In that
event, we invite Bakerview to apply to have its existing exemption revoked.

41
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24.

In summary, in Phase 2, the Panel seeks evidence and submissions from interveners on
the following:

1.

10.

11.

Can both regulatory models - little or no regulation for those exempt public utilities -

and the participation of non-exempt utilities — co-exist? In the absence of price
regulation, how can EV charging providers who are not otherwise public utilities be
protected from being undercut by existing otherwise public utilities? Should non-
exempt public utilities be restricted to participate only in remote geographical
locations that are currently uneconomical for exempt EV charging providers to
serve?

If the provision of EV charging is exempt from regulation, is there any justification
for otherwise public utilities to provide EV charging services? If the role of non-
exempt public utilities is to kick start the market, how can the BCUC determine when
the kick start is no longer needed? What is the role of those utilities once that kick
start is completed? If there are stranded assets at that time how should they be
dealt with?

If non-exempt public utilities participate in the EV charging market, should EV
charging customers constitute a separate class from which costs associated with EV
charging infrastructure is recovered? Or should the service be offered in a separate
non-regulated business? What are the implications of each of these regulatory
models?

Should other customer classes of hon-exempt public utilities subsidize costs
associated with the provision of charging services that can’t be recovered from EV
charging customers? How much of the cost is it appropriate for them to subsidize —
should there be a cap?

If assets are stranded as a result of changing technology or other factors, who should
pay for the potential stranded EV charging assets which may be in the non-exempt
public utility's rate base?

In the context of BCUC economic regulation, what regulatory justification is required
to allow existing utilities to cross subsidize EV charging services. If EV charging adds
incremental load, does that justify cross-subsidization? Would the incremental load
appear without the subsidization?

What are the implications of the province’s energy objectives, as stated in the Clean
Energy Act, with respect to entities that are otherwise public utilities providing
potentially subsidized EV charging services? Are there non-economic justifications
such as environmental benefits or meeting GHG reduction targets?

If non-exempt public utilities participate in the EV charging market, do they have any
obligation to serve EV charging customers?

Should non-exempt public utilities be provided the same exemptions in regard to EV
charging services as are other EV charging market participants. This includes
exemption from Part 3 of the UCA, with similar retentions of certain sections by the
BCUC.

Is EV charging infrastructure considered “distribution of electrical energy” for the
purpose of section 3(1) of the Electrical Safety Regulation. In responding, Interveners
are requested to consider the status of the provider —for example, is the
interpretation different for a non-exempt public utility than it would be for an
exempt utility or a provider excluded from the definition of a public utility?

Any other comments that may be helpful to the Panel.

47-48

BCUC - EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report
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25. Therefore, in Phase 2 of this Inquiry, the Panel invites submissions from interveners on 49
the following:
1. Isthere a need for a specific tariff provisions for the wholesale provision of
electricity for the purpose of EV charging? And if so, should there be any
differences depending on the type of EV charging — Level 1, Level 2, and/or DCFC
stations?
2. If so, how should this wholesale tariff be designed? Is a time of use rate
appropriate? ‘
26. The Panel considers that whether a specific application qualifies as a pilot project should 51 1
properly be determined by the BCUC, based on the merits of the particular application !
including the proposed scale and term of such project.
27. In the next phase of this Inquiry, the Panel invites submissions from Interveners on 52
whether amendments to the GGRR to allow public utilities to own and operate EV
charging stations as a “prescribed undertaking” are appropriate and if so, the
28. The Panel finds it appropriate that no review timeline or prescribed trigger mechanisms 53
be established.
DATED at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, this 26" day of November 2018.
D. M. Morton
Panel Chair / Commissioner
A. K. Fung, QC
Commissioner
H. G. Harowitz
Commissioner
BCUC - EV Inquiry Phase 1 Report 56 of 56
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APPENDIX A
Glossary and List of Acronyms

Acronym / Glossary Description

AC Alternating current

AES Inquiry Alternative Energy Solutions and Other New Initiatives

ATI AddEnergie Technologies Inc.

AUI Alectra Utilities Inc.

Autochargers Autochargers.ca

BC Hydro British Columbia Hydro and Powgr Authority

BCMEU , Nelson Hydro on behalf of the BCMEU

BCOAPO British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, Active Support
Against Poverty, Disability Alliance BC, Council of Senior Citizens’
Organizations of BC, Tenants Resource and Advisory Centre, and

Together Against Poverty Society

BCSEA BC Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club of BC

BCSIS BC Scrap-IT Society

BCUC British Columbia Utilities Commission

BEV Battery electric vehicle

BSSI BrightSide Solutions Inc.

CCS Combo Combined Charging System

CD Direct current

CEA Community Energy Association |
CEABC Clean Energy Association of British Columbia |
CEC Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia

CEV Clean energy vehicle

CEV Program Clean Energy Vehicle Program. The Province’s CEV Program

includes point-of-sale incentives for electric and hydrogen
vehicles, investments in charging and fuelling infrastructure,
additional support for fleets to adopt zero emission vehicles, and
investments in research, training and outreach

CoV City of Vancouver

CPCN Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
CPL Cypress Power Ltd.

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission

CSA Canadian Standards Association

1of3
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APPENDIX A

Acronym / Glossary

Description

Direct Current Fast Charging; also known as Level 3 charging;

DCFC
Time to charge: 30-60 minutes for full charge; Locations: highway
corridors;

DCFC station Direct current fast charging station

ECABC Electrical Contractors Association of British Columbia

EV Electric vehicle

EV charging station

Owned and operated by a variety of private and public entities

EVIP Electric vehicle infrastructure project

FBC FortisBC Inc.

FBCPIBC Fraser Basin Council/Plug In BC

FEI FortisBC Energy Inc.

Flintoff Flintoff, Donald

GGRR Greenhouse Gas Reduction Regulation

GHG Greenhouse gas

Inquiry An inquiry to review the regulation of electric vehicle charging

service in British Columbia

LAE (formerly DEI)

LeadingAhead Energy Inc. (formerly Drive Energy Inc.)

Level 1 charging

Requirement: AC (120 volt); Time to charge: four hours for 30
minutes of driving. Locations: residences, some public

Level 2 charging

Requirement: AC (120 volt); Time to charge: four hours for full
charge. Locations: municipal locations, office towers, parks,
recreational facilities, shopping malls

Mackenzie Mackenzie, Bruce

MEMPR British Columbia Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum
Resources

MPSC Missouri Public Service Commission

MURB Multi-Unit Residential Building

NCDBC New Car Dealers of BC

NYPSC New York Public Service Commission

OEB Ontario Energy Board

PEV Plug-in EV

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric

PHEV Plug-in hybrid electric vehicle

Recharged ReCharged Technologies Inc.

20of3
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APPENDIX A

Acronym / Glossary

Description

RMDM Guidelines

Retail Markets Downstream of the Utilities Meter Guidelines

SAE Society of Automotive Engineers

SB Senate Bill

SCE Southern California Edison

SDG&E San Diego Gas and Electric

TES Thermal Energy System

Tesla Tesla Motors Canada ULC

TOU Time of Use

UCA Utilities Commission Act

uDI Urban Development Institute

VEVA Vancouver Electric Vehicle Association
Victoria EVA Victoria Electric Vehicle Association
VSl Vanport Sterilizers Inc.

WPLP Wesgroup Properties Limited Partnership
ZEV Zero emission vehicle

30f3
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Regional District of Kootenay Boundary

Cheque Register-Summary for month of December 2018

Cheq Date

2018-12-05
2018-12-06
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07

Supplier
CBTNOO1
SMITO012
ACTDO001
ALMLOO1
BARRO003
BEAV059
BILLO12
BOUNO77
BRASO007
BRINOO1
CHRIO73
CHRI096
CIBCO001
COLRO006
COMMO028
COMDO005
CREMO002
DAVI008
DISCO003
ENVI001
FINNOO1
FORTO004
GIRP002
GRANO089
GRANO005
GRAZ001
GREE047
HARRO021
HORKO002
INLAOO3
KETTO032
KING009
KOOT102
LACZ002
LEES004
LEWAO004
MALAO08
MINIO04
MINIO38
MORAO010
ORCHO001
PLGUO001
PENJO04

Supplier Nane

CBT NUGGETS LLC

SMITH & LOVELESS INC.

ACTON, DAMON

ALMQUIST, LYLE

BARRY ROSSITER

BEAVERDELL COMMUNITY CLUB & RECREATION COMMISSION
BILLY'S WATERWORKS

BOUNDARY COMMUNITY FOOD BANK SOCIETY

BRADLEY, SARA

BRINK'S CANADA LIMITED

CHRISTINA LAKE CABINET CO.

CHRISTINA LAKE RECREATION COMMISSION

CIBC VISA

COLBACHINI, RANDY, R.

COMMUNITY FUTURES DEVELOPMENT CORP. - BOUNDARY
COMO, DAVID K

CREM HOLDINGS LTD

DAVIES WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT INC

DISCOVER ROCK CREEK SOCIETY

ENVIRONMENTAL OPERATORS CERTIFICATION PROGRAM
FINNING (CANADA) CREDIT DEPT.

FORTISBC - ELECTRICITY

GIRADI, PAUL

GRAND FORKS COMMUNITY CHRISTMAS DINNER

GRAND FORKS HOME HARDWARE

GRAND FORKS RENOVATION CENTRE

GREENWOOD SAW TO TRUCK REPAIRS

HARRIS COMPUTER SYSTEMS

HORNE KEVIN

INLAND KENWORTH PENTICTON

KETTLE RIVER MECHANICAL

KING OF KINGS NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH

KOOTENAY BOUNDARY REGIONAL HOSPITAL & HEALTH FOUNDATION SOCIETY
LACEY, ADAM D

LEE, SUZANNE

LEWIS, ANDREW

MALLACH, ANDY

MINISTER OF FINANCE

MINISTRY OF PUBLIC SAFETY & SOLICITOR GENERAL POLICE SERVICES DIVISION
MORE, ADAM WILLIAM

ORCHARD FORD SALES LTD.

P & L GUTTERS

PENNEY, JENNIFER

P upe a v o

Amount
1,157.44
323.44
71.25
250.00
350.00
3,000.00
1,292.78
1,500.00
100.00
381.84
1,929.55
2,000.00
8,557.97
100.00
9,450.00
100.00
1,050.00
4,042.32
300.00
147.00
243.51
16,728.79
500.00
1,000.00
7.96
980.00
420.00
308.01
100.00
6,210.86
365.28
1,000.00
28,300.00
375.00
350.00
250.00
565.00
5,700.00
168.00
450.00
3,194.82
1,144.50
70.00
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Cheq Date
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-07
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14

Supplier
PETP001
PLANOO1
PROG006
PUROO001
REDI001
REIZ001
ROCKO010
SAVAO001
SHAWO001
SILR001
SMYTO003
SOCI004
ROBE002
STOS005
STRI002
TELEO004
TELEOO03
THEA006
CANAO060
THES004
THECO019
TYSGO001
VANRO15
VISTO001
VMSCO001
WAGKO002
WEBS004
WEIS001
WEST093
ZANBO0O1
AFHOO001
APPL003
BCYUO001
BCAE001
BEAV015
BIRC001
CHABO008
CHRIO26
CIEX001
COCA003
COLU048
COMMO028
DELL005
DUNDOO07
FEDEO002
FLEEQO02
FLEEOO2

Supplier Nane

PETIT, PHILIP

PLANNING INSTITUTE OF BC
PROGRESSIVE PROMOTIONS
PUROLATOR INC.

REDI ELECTRIC

REILLY, BRIANNA

ROCK CREEK COMMUNITY MEDICAL SOCIETY
SAVAGE PLUMBING & HEATING

SHAW CABLE

SILVA, ROBERT

SMYTH, RYAN

SOCIETY FOR PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS
SORENSON, ROBERT

ST. ONGE, SHARON

STRIKER INDUSTRIES

TELUS COMMUNICATIONS (B.C.) INC.
TELUS MOBILITY

THE ARLINGTON HOTEL

THE CANADIAN CANCER SOCIETY
THE SOURCE

TRAVEL MEDICINE & VACCINATION CENTRE
TYSON, GRANT

VAN HOLST, ROY

VISTA RADIO LTD.

VMS COMFORT PLUS INC

WAGNER, KEN

WEBB, STANLEY

WEIGEL, SHELDON

WESTEK CONTROLS LTD.

ZANUSSI BRIAN

A.F HOEFSLOOT

APPLIED INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGIES
BC/YUKON COMMAND THE ROYAL CANADIAN LEGION
BCAEM

BEAVER VALLEY NITEHAWKS
BIRCHBANK GOLF CLUB

CHAMPLIN, BRIAN

CHRISTINA LAKE NEWS

Cl EXCAVATING

COCA-COLA REFRESHMENTS CANADA
COLUMBIA WIRELESS INC.

COMMUNITY FUTURES DEVELOPMENT CORP. - BOUNDARY

DELL CANADA INC
DUNSDON, DICK
FEDERATION OF CANADIAN MUNICIPALITIES
FLEETCOR CANADA MASTERCARD
FLEETCOR CANADA MASTERCARD

Page 2 of 5

Amount
1,088.00
687.75
3,105.34
113.76
780.68
146.32
934.62
262.71
373.75
1,128.88
200.00
7,437.00
450.00
166.44
2,240.00
12,998.43
9,664.59
91.88
100.00
33.81
378.00
200.00
300.00
232.30
578.80
270.00
74.52
375.00
1,660.05
100.00
5,900.00
73.85
595.00
100.00
231.00
12,500.00
236.80
54.25
539.70
1,464.90
610.40
12,250.00
12,473.68
358.23
7,100.65
3,895.87
272.59
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Cheq Date
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14

Supplier
FORTO004
FRUI001
GAIA002
GLENO03
HAAI001
HEALOQ02
HOFZ001
IMPE002
INLAO11
INSUO001
IRWI1001
JOHKO015
JOHRO018
KANAOQO1
LOOMO04
MANRO11
MARI012
MASS004
MICHO06
MINIOO5
MORS012
MOUSO003
NEOPO001
NISJ001
ONEJ001
FPAUO002
PETRO001
PUROO001
RECEO001
ROBS009
SAVEQ03
SCASO001
SCHO002
SCOuU002
SECU002
SHAWO001
SHAGO009
STRYO001
TELEO04
TELU002
THEPOO1
THES004
THETO002
TRAIO77
TRAIO03
TRAIO14
TWIS001

Supplier Nane

FORTISBC - ELECTRICITY

FRUITVALE CO-OP

GAIA PRINCIPLES IPM SERVICES
GLENMERRY GLASS LTD.

HAAS, IRENE D.

HEALTH ARTS SOCIETY

HOFF SECURITIES LTD.

IMPERIAL OIL LIMITED

INLAND KENWORTH CASTLEGAR
INSURANCE CORPORATION OF BC
IRWIN AIR LTD.

JOHNSON, KIM, IN TRUST

JOHNSON, ROSANNE, IN TRUST
KANDBORG, ANDREW & KATHLEEN
LOOMIS EXPRESS

Mann, Richard

MARIO'S TOWING & RECOVERY

MASSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS LTD.
MICHELIN NORTH AMERICA (CANADA) LTD.
MINISTER OF FINANCE

MORISSETTE, STEPHEN J.

MOUSTACHE METALWORKS

NEOPOST

NISH, JEREMY

O'NEILL, JANET

PAULSON MECHANICAL SYSTEMS LTD.
PETRO CANADA

PUROLATOR INC.

RECEIVER GENERAL FOR CANADA
ROBERTSON'S CLOTHING & SHOES INC.
SAVE-ON-FOODS

SCAIA, STEVE

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 51 (BOUNDARY)
SCOUTS CANADA - CAMP TWEEDSMUIR
SECURE BY DESIGN

SHAW CABLE

SHAW, GERRY

STRYKER CA LP

TELUS COMMUNICATIONS (B.C.) INC.

TELUS COMMUNICATIONS CO. C/O TELUS SERVICES INC.

THE PASTRY SHOP

THE SOURCE

THE TRAIL CHAMPION

TRAIL COFFEE & TEA COMPANY

TRAIL DAILY TIMES

TRAIL MINOR BASEBALL

TWISTED FORKS CATERING
Page 3 of 5

Amount
12,174.09
386.81
52.50
277.20
435.00
3,920.00
4,646.25
16.41
341.05
46,757.00
2,349.42
159.50
196.43
278.86
58.63
631.24
611.60
8,526.00
5,248.20
188.87
61.23
290.28
196.58
54.09
90.00
147.00
6,127.75
321.38
85,574.23
218.39
62.14
375.17
62.50
2,803.13
47.52
651.21
277.23
1,202.88
8,529.22
2,254.02
19.50
100.78
200.00
18.00
100.70
11,959.00
525.00
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Cheq Date
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-14
2018-12-17
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24

Supplier
VISS002
VISTO001
WALMO025
WESCO001
WEST084
WHOLO001
WOOD014
NEOPO001
ACCU001
ADVAO012
BARRO10
BELL0O09
BOUNO069
BOUNO006
BOUNO089
BOYJ005
BRYDO006
CANWO006
CARLO007
CHALO001
COoLuo010
COMMO028
DELLO05
STAPO009
DUELO001
ENTEO002
ENVI001
ENVIOO7
FORTO004
GENEO005
GILZ001
GRAZ001
HLOGO001
HOMEO010
IMPEOO8
INSUO001
INSUO001
IRWI1001
JOHRO018
KIWAOQ02
KOOT092
LOZM002
MESP003
MORRO009
PENJO04
PERZ001
POWNO02

Supplier Nane

VISSERS SALES CORP

VISTA RADIO LTD.

WALSH, MICHAEL S.

WESCO DISTRIBUTION CANADA LP

WEST KOOTENAY BRAIN INJURY ASSOCIATION
WHOLESALE FIRE & RESCUE LTD.

WOODY'S TIRE & AUTO LTD.

NEOPOST

ACCURA ALARMS SECURITY SERVICE
ADVANCED CONSULTING AND FACILITATION LTD.
BARRETT MOTORSPORTS & EQUIP.

BELL MOBILITY INC.

BOUNDARY EXCAVATING

BOUNDARY FAMILY & INDIVIDUAL SERVICES SOCIETY
BOUNDARY MARTIAL ARTS CLUB

BOYCZUK, JACOB

BRYANT, DEAN

CANGAS PROPANE

CARLETON RESCUE EQUIPMENT
CHALLENGER AUTO DETAILING

COLUMBIA TRUCK REPAIR INC.

COMMUNITY FUTURES DEVELOPMENT CORP. - BOUNDARY

DELL CANADA INC

DESJARDINS CARD SERVICES
DUELING OAKS RESTAURANT
ENTERTAINMENT & RETIREMENT FUND

ENVIRONMENTAL OPERATORS CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

ENVIROPLAN CONSULTANTS 2013 LTD.

FORTISBC - ELECTRICITY

GENELLE IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

GILL, COLIN

GRAND FORKS RENOVATION CENTRE

H20 LOGICS INC.

HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES

IMPERIAL MOTEL

INSURANCE CORPORATION OF BC

INSURANCE CORPORATION OF BC

IRWIN AIR LTD.

JOHNSON, ROSANNE, IN TRUST

KIWANIS CLUB OF TRAIL

KOOTENAY COLUMBIA LEARNING CENTRE

LOZEMAN, MAX

MESSIER, PAULA

MORRIS, RICHARD

PENNEY, JENNIFER

PERRY CHRISTOPHER, MARK

POWNALL CONSTRUCTION & FORM RENTAL
Page 4 of 5

Amount
192.15
588.00
50.40
131.62
5,555.70
3,066.53
500.64
3,000.00
315.00
12,277.00
4,266.08
136.79
15,225.00
29,050.00
3,000.00
77.91
200.00
962.22
3,142.33
231.00
7,618.01
7,500.00
1,423.81
124.04
2,268.00
400.00
105.00
1,050.00
1,923.05
3,566.08
1,103.56
89.55
2,072.00
151.55
20,889.07
46,517.00
1,409.00
1,229.43
111.16
75,000.00
750.00
133.87
310.00
90.00
56.70
178.49
104,443.76
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Cheq Date

2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-24
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28
2018-12-28

Supplier
PUROO001
RBMEOO1
RAMCO001
REIZ001
ROMAO001
SELEO0O01
SELKO004
SHAWO001
STJOO005
STERO019
TELEO04
THEKO004
TILZ001
TRAIO08
TRAI069
URBAO003
VISS002
WASTO002
WIEZ001
ARMS007
AUSJ004
BELL0O8
BELLOO9
BIGW002
CITY022
DAINO01
DELL005
DOBS002
DUNDO007
HARJ022
HARJ020
INSUO001
MORS012
PROG006
RAMCO001
RECEO001
RECEO10
RUZJ003
SHAGO009
CEDZ001
SUPEO015
WALMO025
WHIT005

Supplier Nane

PUROLATOR INC.

R B MECHANICAL

RAMCO ELECTRIC

REILLY, BRIANNA

ROMAINE INDUSTRIES LTD.

SELECT OFFICE PRODUCTS

SELKIRK COLLEGE (GRAND FORKS)

SHAW CABLE

ST. JOHN'S ANGLICAN CHURCH FRUITVALE
STERICYCLE COMMUNICATION SOLUTIONS ULC
TELUS COMMUNICATIONS (B.C.) INC.

THE KELOWNA & DISTRICT SOCIETY FOR PEOPLE IN MOTION

TILLER, MEGAN

TRAIL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
TRAIL MAPLE LEAF BAND
URBAN SYSTEMS

VISSERS SALES CORP

WASTE MANAGEMENT

WIEBE, GABRIEL

ARMSTRONG MONITORING
AUSTIN, JILL

BELL MEDIA RADIO GP

BELL MOBILITY INC.

BIG WHITE FIRE DEPT. SOCIAL CLUB

CITYVIEW A DIVISION OF N HARRIS COMPUTER CORP.

DAINES, MARK

DELL CANADA INC

DOBSON, STEWART

DUNSDON, DICK

HARDY, JEFFREY

HARRIS, JIM

INSURANCE CORPORATION OF BC
MORISSETTE, STEPHEN J.
PROGRESSIVE PROMOTIONS
RAMCO ELECTRIC

RECEIVER GENERAL FOR CANADA
RECEIVER GENERAL FOR CANADA
RUZON, JULIA

SHAW, GERRY

SHERRIFF, SUSAN, B.

SUPER SAVE DISPOSAL INC.
WALSH, MICHAEL S.

WHITLOCK INSURANCE SERVICES

Amount
99.50
81.69
396.27
380.03
9,714.96
487.43
636.00
347.26
500.00
1,709.05
453.57
3,000.00
104.15
5,410.00
8,571.00
7,151.29
242.55
788.22
80.00
1,220.10
500.00
693.00
540.00
1,319.00
74,491.22
18.49
42.36
350.00
1,183.36
689.00
460.10
2,179.00
350.00
1,371.89
1,348.50
79,538.32
1,650.00
250.00
255.20
2,125.00
12,522.34
85.64
107.00

NB: No payments greater than $100,000 related to emergency response (service 012).

Total Accounts Paid
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Regional
District of

R

Kootenay Boundary

Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation Committee
Minutes
Tuesday, October 30, 2018
Trail RDKB Office

Committee members present:
Director A. Grieve, Chair

Director P. Cecchini

Staff present:
M. Daines, Manager of Facilities and Recreation

M. Forster, Executive Assistant/Recording Secretary

CALL TO ORDER

The Chair called the meeting to order at 12:00 pm.

ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA (additions/deletions)

The agenda for the October 30, 2018 Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation
Committee meeting was presented.

The agenda was amended by the addition of a discussion on a caretaker contract for
Beaver Valley Family Park.

Moved: Director Cecchini Seconded: Director Grieve

That the agenda for the October 30, 2018 Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and
Recreation Committee meeting be adopted as amended.

Carried

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

The minutes of the Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation Committee
meeting held on October 9, 2018 were presented.
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Moved: Director Grieve Seconded: Director Cecchini

That the minutes of the Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation Committee
meeting held on October 9, 2018 be adopted as presented.

Carried
DELEGATIONS
There were no delegations present.
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
There was no unfinished business for discussion.

NEW BUSINESS

M. Daines
Re: Staff Report - 2019-2020 Provisional Financial Plans

A staff report from Mark Daines, Manager of Facilities and Recreation regarding a first
draft of the Beaver Valley Recreation provisional budgets was presented.

A summary of these services included operations of the following: The Beaver Valley
Arena, Beaver Valley Family Park, Park Siding School House, Mazzochi Park, Pend Oriole
Cemetery, Beaver Valley Skatepark, First Nations Arbour, Recreation programs, and
capital projects.

Moved: Director Cecchini Seconded: Director Grieve

That the Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation Committee receive the draft
budgets as presented.

Carried

It was further discussed that the Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation
Committee gather together Electoral Area 'A' and Fruitvale and Montrose councils to
provide a summary of past accomplishments and ideas on future goals.

Kootenay Columbia Trails Society will be asked what their trail maintenance plans are for
the upcoming year.
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M. Daines
Re: New Community Survey on Recreation

There were no resolutions arising, however it was agreed to proceed with a survey in the
New Year once new councils are in place.

A. Grieve
Re: Age Friendly Coordinator Contract - Discussion

There were no resolutions arising, however it was discussed that a longer-term contract
be considered by the new Beaver Valley Regional Parks, Trails and Recreation Committee.

LATE (EMERGENT) ITEMS

Caretaker Contract for Beaver Valley Family Park

A fulsome discussion will be scheduled for the next Committee meeting.

DISCUSSION OF ITEMS FOR FUTURE MEETINGS

Caretaker contract for Beaver Valley Family Park.

QUESTION PERIOD FOR PUBLIC AND MEDIA

A question period for public and media was not required.

CLOSED (IN CAMERA) SESSION

A closed (in camera) session was not required.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 12:50 pm.
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District of

{\'l

Kootenay Boundary

East End Services Committee
Minutes
Tuesday, September 18, 2018
RDKB Trail Board Room

Committee members present:
Director A. Grieve - Chair

Director L. Worley

Director P. Cecchini
Director J. Danchuk
Director M. Martin

Director D. Langman
Alternate Director K. Moore

Staff and others present:

M. Andison, Chief Administrative Officer

M. Forster, Executive Assistant/Recording Secretary
J. Chandler, General Manager of Operations

D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief

T. Van Horn, Executive Director - LCIC

W. Startup, Chair - LCIC

B. Van Beek, Chair - LCCDTS

Call to Order

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:30 pm.

Acceptance of the Agenda (additions/deletions)

The agenda for the September 18, 2018 East End Services Committee meeting was
presented.

Moved: Director Worley Seconded: Director Cecchini

Page 1 0of 7
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That the agenda for the September 18, 2018 East End Services Committee meeting be
adopted as presented.

Carried
Minutes

The minutes of the East End Services Committee meeting held on June 19, 2018 were
presented.

Moved: Director Langman Seconded: Director Martin

That the minutes of the East End Services Committee meeting held on June 19, 2018 be
approved as presented.

Carried

Delegations

T. Van Horn, Executive Director - LCIC
W. Startup, Chair - LCIC

B. Van Beek, Chair - LCCDTS

Re: LCIC Metrics Report - Q2

T. Van Horn, W. Startup and B. Van Beek attended the meeting and presented the LCIC
Metrics Report as at Q2 - June 30, 2018. The Committee was also provided with a
presentation on:

1. Strategic Priorities for the next 5 years,

2. Organizational priorities and structure development strategies,

3. Business development and investment attraction strategies,

4. Growing and marketing the Metal Tech Alley Platform strategies, and

5. Advancing progress - leadership and culture strategies.

Director Martin also referred to the action item list from February and April 2018 and
inquired about the letter of support to be provided on behalf of LCIC to FortisBC
requesting additional power for the i4C Innovation Centre. Staff was waiting for LCIC to
provide content for the letter which is now almost complete. The delegation left the
meeting at 4:42 pm.
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Unfinished Business

East End Services Committee Action Items - September 14, 2018

The East End Services Committee Action Items for the period ending September 14, 2018
were presented. Director Martin requested clarity around the letter from a concerned
resident regarding the local transit services. An update was provided on the proposed
Transit bus shelters.

Moved: Director Martin Seconded: Director Langman

That the East End Services Committee Action Items for the period ending September 14,
2018 be received as presented.

Carried
New Business

D. Derby
Re: Acid Spill - KBRFR - Spartan Gladiator Fire Engine Update

D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief, provided the Committee with an update on the Spartan
Gladiator Fire Engine which was affected by the recent acid spill(s). ICBC has confirmed
that the engine was unsafe for service due to the exposure to the sulfuric acid spill(s)
and subsequently removed from service. He discussed the equipment currently on the
engine and that loose parts can be removed and reused. Direction was being sought from
the Committee on further steps to be taken in finding a replacement. D. Derby provided
options: a)purchase a used fire truck that would eventually replace the Genelle fire engine
which is due for replacement in 2020, b)relocate trucks around from other fire halls, and
c)renting a fire truck. After further discussion, it was;

Moved: Director Cecchini Seconded: Director Worley

That staff prepare a report for the next Board meeting requesting to sole source the fire
engine from Hubb for a similar fire truck.

Carried

Moved: Director Martin Seconded: Director Worley
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That staff prepare a report for the next Board meeting and provide cash flow implications
and related costs of buying a used fire truck with minimum specs.

Carried

D. Derby
Re: Sole Source Purchase of Self Contained Breathing Apparatus for KBRFR

A staff report from Dan Derby, Regional Fire Chief regarding the sole source purchase of
self contained breathing apparatus for Kootenay Boundary Regional Fire Rescue was
presented.

Approval was being sought for the purchase of self contained breathing apparatus (SCBA)
from Rocky Mountain Phoenix through a group purchasing agreement with the RDCK
which is available through till December 31, 2018. The replacement costs were included
in the KBRFR 2018 five-year financial plan and with replacement scheduled for 2019.

Moved: Director Cecchini Seconded: Director Worley

That the East End Services Committee recommend that as per the staff report titled,
‘Purchase of Self Contained Breathing Apparatus for Kootenay Boundary Regional Fire
Rescue’, dated 14th September 2018, the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board
of Directors, approve the purchase of self contained breathing apparatus from Rocky
Mountain Phoenix for a total cost not to exceed $550,000 plus applicable taxes.
FURTHER that the actual costs will be included in 2019 Five Year Financial Plan.

Carried

A. Grieve
Re: Discussion - Community Initiatives Program (CIP)

Director Grieve informed the Committee members that last year some CIP meetings and
approvals were late and affected seasonal projects. She invited comments on ideas for
an improved process. Committee members were asked to submit ideas to M. Andison,
CAO, within the next month.

A. Grieve
Re: Discussion - Community Wildfire Mitigation

The Committee members were informed that grant funding was available for wildfire
mitigation. The Committee discussed C. Marsh, Emergency Programs Manager's work
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plans and were informed that although the plans were previously adopted, due to past
emergency events, the work plans have not progressed very far.

A. Grieve
Re: Discussion - Community Town Hall Meetings on Fire Smart

The Committee discussed the possibility of communities holding town hall meetings on
being fire smart. This topic will be discussed with C. Marsh, Emergency Programs
Manager.

A. Grieve
Re: Upcoming Provincial Grants for Community Wildfire Mitigation

This agenda item was discussed earlier in conjunction with the agenda item "Community
Wildfire Mitigation".

Late (Emergent) Items
Recent Acid Spills and Wildfire

Director Martin thanked D. Derby, Regional Fire Chief, and all other associated entities
that responded to the wildfire near the hospital for the quick response. The City of Trail
will send a letter of thanks to all agencies involved.

The issue of the transparency around the recent acid spills was discussed as well as the
possibility of a mutual aid agreement.

Discussion of Items for Future Agendas

A discussion of items for future agendas was not required.

Question Period for Public and Media

A question period for public and media was not required.

Closed (In camera) Session

Proceed to Closed Meeting pursuant to Section 90 (1) (c), (e) and (g) of the Community
Charter.
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Moved: Director Cecchini Seconded: Director Danchuk

That the East End Services Committee proceed to a closed meeting pursuant to Section
90 (1)(c), (e) and (g) of the Community Charter at 5:44 pm.

Carried
The East End Services Committee meeting reconvened to the open meeting at 5:57 pm.

Items for Release From Closed Meeting

LOU Training Officer Pilot Project

Moved: Director Langman Seconded: Director Worley

That the East End Services Committee receive the LOU Training Officer Pilot Project and
Extension.

Carried

Notice of Claim - 2018 Sulfuric Acid Spills

Moved: Director Martin Seconded: Director Langman

That the East End Services Committee receive the letter from R. Lesperance, Lesperance
Mendes Lawyers.

Carried

Kootenay Boundary 2018-2019 Annual Operating Agreement - RDKB and BC
Transit

Moved: Director Langman Seconded: Director Worley

That the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary Board of Directors approves the 2018-
2019 Annual Operating Agreement between BC Transit and the Regional District of
Kootenay Boundary for the delivery of Custom/Conventional Services for the period April
1, 2018 to March 31, 2019 for total Conventional Transit Service costs of $2,431,877
which includes the Local Government Share of Lease Fees and with a Net of Local
Government Share of the costs in the amount of $1,123,976 and for total Custom Service
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costs of $328,020 which includes the Local Government Share of Lease Fees and with a
Net of Local Government Share of the costs in the amount of $119,000. FURTHER that
the Board of Directors authorizes the RDKB signatories to sign and enter into the
Agreements.

Carried

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:57 pm.
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY

EXHIBIT 001
GENERAL GOVERNMENT / LEGISLATIVE & ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS: Grand Forks, Greenwood, Rossland, Trail, Fruitvale,
Midway, Montrose, Warfield, Electoral Areas 'A','B','C','D' & 'E'

Increase(Decrease)
Between 2018 BUDGET

Regional
District of

Kootenay Boundary

2017 2018 2018 (OVER) 2019 and 2019 BUDGET 2020 2021 2022 2023
PAGE ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL UNDER BUDGET $ % BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET

REVENUE:

Property Tax Requisition 3 250,677 251,398 251,398 (0) 257,542 6,144 2.44 279,898 248,022 360,893 246,338
11210100 Federal Grant In Lieu 4 1,452 3,000 597 2,403 3,000 0 0.00 3,060 3,121 3,184 3,247
11400 003  Rental - Trail Facilities 5 0 150 0 150 150 0 0.00 150 150 150 150
11400004 Rent GF Office - Planning 6 7,323 7,323 7,323 0 7,469 146 2.00 7,619 7,771 7,927 8,085
11400005 Rent GF Office - Building 7 22,680 22,680 22,680 0 22,680 0 0.00 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680
11550100 Interest Earned 8 70,633 50,000 70,000 (20,000) 51,000 1,000 2.00 52,020 53,060 54,122 55,204
11550106 Woodstove Exchange - BC Lung 9 5,553 7,012 7,012 0 0 (7,012) (100.00) 0 0 0 0
11550 107 Woodstove Exchange - Other Income 10 1,100 0 1,400 (1,400) 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0
11590159 Miscellaneous Revenue 11 141,527 7,897 29,815 (21,918) 107,949 100,052 1,266.94 108,001 8,055 8,109 8,165
11590400 Columbia Basin Trust 12 17,749 17,748 17,748 0 17,748 0 0.00 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748
11590990 Recovery of Common Costs 13 108,347 108,347 108,347 0 108,347 0 0.00 110,514 112,724 114,979 117,278
11592001 Board Fee Revenue 14-16 655,235 667,173 667,173 0 691,756 24,583 3.68 705,591 719,703 734,097 748,779
11621100 Local Government Act - Grant 17 160,000 160,000 160,000 0 160,000 0 0.00 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000
11621150 Province of BC CARIP 18 33,608 36,062 35,405 657 35,405 (657) (1.82) 36,113 36,835 37,572 38,324
11759159  Province of BC - Misc Revenue 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0
11759940 Hydro Generation Grant in Lieu 20 1,939,092 1,652,224 1,720,802 (68,578) 1,884,815 232,591 14.08 2,075,511 2,117,022 2,159,362 2,202,549
11911100 Previous Year's Surplus 21 1,257,679 1,281,320 1,281,320 1 321,986 (959,334) (74.87) 0 0 0 0
11921205 Transfer from Reserve 22 0 40,000 39,735 265 0 (40,000) (100.00) 0 0 0 0
11990 100 Hospital District Contract 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0

Total Revenue 4,672,654 4,312,334 4,420,755 -108,420 3,669,847 -642,487 -14.90 3,578,906 3,506,892 3,680,822 3,628,548
EXPENDITURE:
DIRECTORS REMUNERATION & EXPENSE
12110130 Director Remuneration 24 253,403 293,826 280,000 13,826 309,577 15,750 5.36 317,568 325,720 332,234 338,879
12110210 Director Travel 25 51,892 53,000 49,985 3,015 53,000 0 0.00 54,060 55,141 56,244 57,369
12110211 Directors Expenses 26 21,697 27,000 20,000 7,000 27,000 0 0.00 27,540 28,091 28,653 29,226
12110251  Office Supplies - Directors 27 413 6,180 2,881 3,299 6,180 0 0.00 6,304 6,430 6,558 6,689
SALARIES & BENEFITS
12121111  Salaries and Benefits 28-29 1,226,367 1,508,888 1,450,000 58,888 1,733,456 224,568 14.88 1,729,912 1,654,171 1,687,254 1,720,998
12121190 Labour Relations 30 4,072 8,610 1,000 7,610 8,722 112 1.30 8,837 8,953 9,072 9,194
12121210 Travel Expense 31 19,721 20,000 16,658 3,342 20,000 0 0.00 20,400 20,808 21,224 21,649
12121239  Staff Development 32 17,957 39,024 23,000 16,024 39,658 634 1.63 36,482 36,812 37,149 37,492
OPERATING EXPENSES
12121212 Postage 33 19,039 20,000 15,000 5,000 20,000 0 0.00 20,400 20,808 21,224 21,649
12121213 Telephone 34 36,488 36,000 40,000 (4,000) 39,000 3,000 8.33 39,780 40,576 41,387 42,215
12121214 FCM Dues 35 5,422 6,296 5,747 549 7,312 1,016 16.13 7,458 7,607 7,759 7,914
12121221  Advertising 36 21,172 22,200 27,332 (5,132) 22,200 0 0.00 22,564 22,935 23,314 23,700
12121231  Information Technology 37 211,873 267,099 267,099 0 267,099 0 0.00 259,884 220,949 236,575 249,932
12121 247  Office Equipment 38 4,185 7,100 2,000 5,100 10,700 3,600 50.70 7,700 7,700 7,700 7,700
12121251  Office Supplies 39 35,776 30,000 35,000 (5,000) 37,000 7,000 23.33 37,740 38,495 39,265 40,050
12 121252  Building Maintenance 40 154,547 183,152 150,000 33,152 183,833 681 0.37 165,383 168,116 170,903 173,747
12121 253  Vehicle Operating 41 33,526 33,388 33,388 0 33,693 305 0.91 34,367 35,054 35,755 36,470
12121261 Equipment Lease Photocopier 42 23,850 23,300 23,300 0 23,300 0 0.00 23,300 23,300 23,300 23,300
12121263 Equipment Lease Postage Machine 43 2,849 4,192 4,192 0 4,192 0 0.00 4,276 4,383 4,448 4,515
12121810 Bank Service Charge 44 49,615 42,536 51,287 (8,751) 50,536 8,000 18.81 51,434 52,350 53,284 54,237
Continued, page 2
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EXHIBIT 001

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY

GENERAL GOVERNMENT / LEGISLATIVE & ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS: Grand Forks, Greenwood, Rossland, Trail, Fruitvale,
Midway, Montrose, Warfield, Electoral Areas 'A','B','C','D' & 'E'

Increase(Decrease)
Between 2018 BUDGET

Regional
District of

Kootenay Boundary

2017 2018 2018 (OVER) 2019 and 2019 BUDGET 2020 2021 2022 2023
PAGE ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL UNDER BUDGET $ % BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET

PROFESSIONAL FEES/INSURANCE
12121232 Legal Fees 45 53,891 70,000 70,000 0 70,000 0 0.00 71,400 72,828 74,285 75,770
12121233  Consultants Fees 46 95,429 169,600 90,000 79,600 155,404 (14,196) (8.37) 26,612 13,824 14,041 14,262
12121234  External Audit 47 42,000 40,000 35,000 5,000 40,000 0 0.00 40,800 41,616 42,448 43,297
12121237  Liability Insurance 48 52,683 55,392 55,707 (315) 55,392 0 0.00 56,500 57,630 58,782 59,958
12121238  Property Insurance 49 13,605 15,010 15,010 0 15,310 300 2.00 55,616 15,929 16,247 16,572
DEBT/CAPITAL
12121 610 Capital/Amortization 50 13,226 210,500 190,000 20,500 170,500 (40,000) (19.00) 120,000 145,000 135,000 15,000
12121830 Debt - Principal Payments 51 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0
12121811 Interest Expense - Short Term 52 18,272 25,000 39,590 (14,590) 40,000 15,000 60.00 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
12121741  Contribution to Reserve 53 865,778 1,032,968 1,025,043 7,925 176,968 (856,000) (82.87) 261,968 310,968 425,968 425,968
REGIONAL WOODSTOVE EXCHANGE PROGRAM
12121905 Woodstove - Coordinator 54 1,021 1,008 907 100 1,000 8) (0.76) 0 0 0 0
12121906 Woodstove - Rebates Paid 55 5,350 5,250 4,900 350 4,500 (750) (14.29) 0 0 0 0
12121907  Woodstove - Other Expenses 56 282 755 347 408 755 0 0.03 0 0 0 0
12121908  Woodstove - Workshops 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0
12121990 Previous Year's Deficit 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0
12121995  Operating Grants Provided 59 5,000 10,000 10,000 0 10,000 0 0.00 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
12121999 Contingencies 60 30,932 45,060 64,395 (19,335) 33,560 (11,500) (25.52) 20,621 20,699 20,747 20,796

Total Expenditure 3,391,334 4,312,334 4,098,769 213,566 3,669,847 -642,487 -14.90 3,578,906 3,506,892 3,680,822 3,628,548

Surplus/(Deficit) 1,281,320 321,986
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Property Tax Requisition 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
2018 Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Actual Description Amount % Amount Amount Amount Amount
7,556 |11 830 100 001 Fruitvale 7,753 3.0 8,426 7,466 10,864 7,415
22,849 |11 830 200 001 Grand Forks 22,670 8.8 24,638 21,832 31,768 21,684
2,540 |11 830 300 001 Greenwood 2,532 1.0 2,752 2,439 3,548 2,422
3,887 |11 830 400 001 Midway 3,956 15 4,300 3,810 5,544 3,784
3,764 |11 830 500 001 Montrose 3,973 15 4,318 3,826 5,567 3,800
23,297 |11 830 600 001 Rossland 25,182 9.8 27,368 24,251 35,287 24,086
58,411 (11 830 700 001 Trail 58,295 22.6 63,355 56,140 81,688 55,759
5,794 |11 830 800 001 Warfield 6,052 2.3 6,577 5,828 8,481 5,789
22,741 |11 830 901 001 Electoral Area'A’ 23,811 9.2 25,878 22,931 33,366 22,775
13,097 (11 830 902 001 EA 'B'/ LOWER COLUMBIA/OLD C 13,108 5.1 14,246 12,623 18,368 12,538
25,863 |11 830 903 001 EA 'C'/ CHRISTINA LAKE 25,517 9.9 27,732 24,573 35,756 24,407
17,479 [11 830 904 001 EA 'D'/ RURAL GRAND FORKS 17,407 6.8 18,918 16,763 24,392 16,649
44,120 |11 830 905 001 EA 'E'/ WEST BOUNDARY 47,288 18.4 51,392 45,540 66,264 45,230
251,398 Sub 257,542 | 100.0 279,898 248,022 360,893 246,338
This Year Requisition 257,542 279,898 248,022 360,893 246,338
Total Requisition 257,542 279,898 248,022 360,893 246,338
Notes: Allocations based on most recent property assessment values (2018 Completed Roll, Dec, 2017)
TOTAL
671,553,474 |Converted Assessment Base 829,879,333 829,879,333 829,879,333 829,879,333 829,879,333
0.08117 |Cost per $1,000 0.03103 0.03373 0.02989 0.04349 0.02968
$ 16.23 |Base cost for a home valued at $200,000 $ 6.21 $ 6.75 $ 5.98 $ 8.70 $ 5.94
BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS
$ 304,179 |Additional Requisition over base of $241M/$350M $ 16,619 $ (70,102) $ (101,978) $ 10,893 $ (103,662)
0.0453 |Cost per $1,000 0.0020 -0.0084 -0.0123 0.0013 -0.0125
$ 9.06 [Cost for a home valued at $200,000 $ 0.40 $ (1.69) $ (2.46) $ 0.26 $ (2.50)
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Federal Grant In Lieu 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 210 100 001 Prior Yr Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Grants in Lieu 3,000 3,000 | 2.0% 3,060 | 2.0% 3,121 | 2.0% 3,184 | 2.0% 3,247
Federal & Provincial Gov't - Properties
Annual Budget 3,000 3,000 3,060 3,121 3,184 3,247
Notes: Previous Year Budget 3,000
Actual to December 31, 2018 597
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Rental - Trail Facilities 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 400 003 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Board Room Rentals 150 150 | 0.0% 150 | 0.0% 150 | 0.0% 150 | 0.0% 150
2
Annual Budget 150 150 150 150 150 150
Notes: Previous Year Budget 150
Actual to December 31, 2018 -
Iltem #1 Estimate for User Group Charges collected for meeting rooms
02/01/2019 Page 5
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Rental GF Office - Planning 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 400 004 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Rental - Planning Dept 7,323 7,469 | 2.0% 7,619 | 2.0% 7,771 | 2.0% 7,927 | 2.0% 8,085
Annual Budget 7,323 7,469 7,619 7,771 7,927 8,085
Notes: Previous Year Budget 7,323
Actual to December 31, 2018 7,323
Contribution from Planning Function for use of Grand Forks
office space. Includes utilities, and maintenance.
02/01/2019 Page 6
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Rental - GF Office - Building 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 400 005 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
1 Rental - GF Office 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680
Annual Budget 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680 22,680
Notes: Previous Year Budget 22,680
Actual to December 31, 2018 22,680
Item #1 includes recovery of heating, electricity, water, bldg and ground mntc, janitorial, etc.
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Interest Earned 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 550 100 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Interest earned 50,000 51,000 | 2.0% 52,020 | 2.0% 53,060 | 2.0% 54,122 | 2.0% 55,204
Annual Budget 50,000 51,000 52,020 53,060 54,122 55,204
Notes: Previous Year Budget 50,000
Actual to December 31, 2018 70,000
02/01/2019 Page 8
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Woodstove Exchange - BC Lung 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 550 106 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
1 BC Lung Association
2018 Funding from BC Lung Association
Basic Grants 10 x $250 & 5 x $400 4,500
Support for Administration Costs 1,500
Sub Total 6,000 -
2 Remaining Funding from Prior Years
Basic Grant Portion (3 @ $250) 750
Administration Portion 262
Sub Total
Annual Budget 7,012 - - - - -
Notes: Previous Year Budget 7,012
Actual to December 31, 2018 7,012
Item #1
Iltem #2
02/01/2019 Page 9
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Name
Account No

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Woodstove Exchange - Other Income 2018 2019
11 550 107 - 001 Prior Year Budget

2020
Budget

2021
Budget

2022
Budget

2023
Budget

Item No

Description Amount Amount

Amount

Amount

Amount

Amount

1

Woodstove Exchange Top Up Income

20

Area A (Top Up of $100 per stove)

10

Area B (Top Up of $250 per stove)

15

Area C (Top Up of $100 per stove)

20

Area D (Considering Top Up)

16

Area E (Top Up of $100 per stove)

20

City of Midway

10

City of Greenwood

18

City of Grand Forks

20

City of Rossland ($100 top up)

City of Warfield

10

City of Trail ($100 for 1st 15 exchanges)

20

Village of Fruitvale (Top Up of $100)

Estimate 30 x $100

Annual Budget - -

Notes:

Previous Year Budget -

Actual to December 31, 2018 1,400

Top-up varies from zero to $250 (average used for this estimate is 41 @ $250)

02/01/2019
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Miscellaneous Revenue 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 590 159 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Miscellaneous Revenue 2,576 2,628 | 2.0% 2,680 | 2.0% 2,734 | 2.0% 2,788 | 2.0% 2,844
2 Self Insurance Fund (ICBC Invoice) - - - - - -
3 Asset Management Planning Grant
4 MIA Dividend 5,321 5,321 5,321 5,321 5,321 5,321
5 Fortis BC - Funding for Senior Energy Specialist 100,000 100,000
Annual Budget 7,897 107,949 108,001 8,055 8,109 8,165
Notes: Previous Year Budget 7,897
Actual to December 31, 2018 29,815
Iltem #2 No Contributions to Self Insurance Fund 2018-20; Reviewed Prior to 2021
02/01/2019 Page 11
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Columbia Basin Trust (Revenue) 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 590 400 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
1 5% Admin fee on Columbia Basin Trust Program 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748
Annual Budget 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748 17,748
Notes: Previous Year Budget 17,748
Actual to December 31, 2018 17,748
Iltem #1
02/01/2019 Page 12
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Recovery of Common Costs 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 590 990 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Use of Fleet Vehicles:
005 Planning 12,875 12,875 | 2.0% 13,133 | 2.0% 13,395 | 2.0% 13,663 | 2.0% 13,936
010 Solid Waste 18,540 18,540 | 2.0% 18,911 | 2.0% 19,289 | 2.0% 19,675 | 2.0% 20,068
007 Economic Development - - 2.0% - 2.0% - 2.0% - 2.0% -
002 Electoral Administration 20,085 20,085 | 2.0% 20,487 | 2.0% 20,896 | 2.0% 21,314 | 2.0% 21,741
Sub-Total 51,500 51,500 52,530 53,581 54,652 55,745
2 Photocopiers:
004 Building Inspection 2,034 2,034 | 2.0% 2,075 | 2.0% 2,116 | 2.0% 2,158 | 2.0% 2,202
005 Planning 9,494 9,494 | 2.0% 9,684 | 2.0% 9,878 | 2.0% 10,075 | 2.0% 10,277
010 Solid Waste 3,714 3,714 | 2.0% 3,788 | 2.0% 3,864 | 2.0% 3,941 | 2.0% 4,020
3 Heating: Sharing 39% of Total $15,000 6,086 6,086 | 2.0% 6,208 | 2.0% 6,332 | 2.0% 6,459 | 2.0% 6,588
4 Power: Sharing 74% of Total $46,000 35,519 35,519 | 2.0% 36,229 | 2.0% 36,954 | 2.0% 37,693 | 2.0% 38,447
Annual Budget 108,347 108,347 110,514 112,724 114,979 117,278
Notes: Previous Year Budget 108,347
Actual to December 31, 2018 108,347
02/01/2019 Page 13
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Board Fee Revenue, Page 1 of 3 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 592 001 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
001 General Government - Carbon Offset - - 2.0% - 2.0% - 2.0% - 2.0% -
002 Electoral Area Administration 18,865 19,907 | 2.0% 20,305 | 2.0% 20,711 | 2.0% 21,125 | 2.0% 21,548
003 Grants in Aid 9,086 9,642 | 2.0% 9,835 | 2.0% 10,032 | 2.0% 10,232 | 2.0% 10,437
004 Building & Plumbing Inspection 26,747 28,313 | 2.0% 28,879 | 2.0% 29,457 | 2.0% 30,046 | 2.0% 30,647
005 Planning and Development 45,317 47,825 | 2.0% 48,782 | 2.0% 49,757 | 2.0% 50,752 | 2.0% 51,767
006 Feasibility Studies 1,531 1,616 | 2.0% 1,648 | 2.0% 1,681 | 2.0% 1,715 | 2.0% 1,749
008 Boundary Economic Development 4,238 4,497 | 2.0% 4,587 | 2.0% 4,679 | 2.0% 4,772 | 2.0% 4,868
009 Police Based Victims' Services 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
010 Regionalized Waste Management 51,626 54,545 | 2.0% 55,636 | 2.0% 56,749 | 2.0% 57,884 | 2.0% 59,041
012 Emergency Preparedness 5,318 5,572 | 2.0% 5,683 | 2.0% 5,797 | 2.0% 5,913 | 2.0% 6,031
014 Parks & Triails - Area 'B' 11,776 12,422 | 2.0% 12,670 | 2.0% 12,924 | 2.0% 13,182 | 2.0% 13,446
015 9-1-1 Emergency Communications 16,502 17,411 | 2.0% 17,759 | 2.0% 18,114 | 2.0% 18,477 | 2.0% 18,846
017 East End Economic Development 4,074 4,323 | 2.0% 4,409 | 2.0% 4,498 | 2.0% 4,588 | 2.0% 4,679
018 Culture Arts & Recreation in the Lower Columbia 16,896 17,542 | 2.0% 17,893 | 2.0% 18,251 | 2.0% 18,616 | 2.0% 18,988
019 Parks & Trails - Beaver Valley 11,776 12,422 | 2.0% 12,670 | 2.0% 12,924 | 2.0% 13,182 | 2.0% 13,446
020-011 Recreation - Beaver Valley Arena 12,750 13,396 | 2.0% 13,664 | 2.0% 13,937 | 2.0% 14,216 | 2.0% 14,500
020-013 Recreation - Beaver Valley Recreation 11,776 12,422 | 2.0% 12,670 | 2.0% 12,924 | 2.0% 13,182 | 2.0% 13,446
021 Rec. Commission - Gd Fks , Area D 11,776 12,422 | 2.0% 12,670 | 2.0% 12,924 | 2.0% 13,182 | 2.0% 13,446
022 Rec. Commission Grnwd, Midway, Area E 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
Page 1 Total 262,810 277,203 282,747 288,402 294,170 300,053
Notes:
Actual to December 31, 2018 37,199
2019 Budget - Climate Change Initiatives 21,420
Included in above Board Fee $ 58,619
02/01/2019 Page 14
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY

Five Year Financial Plan

Name Board Fee Revenue, Page 2 of 3 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 592 001 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
023 Rec. Commission - Christina Lake 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
024 Rec. Facilities - Christina Lake 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
027 Area C Regional Parks & Trails 7,499 7,884 | 2.0% 8,042 | 2.0% 8,203 | 2.0% 8,367 | 2.0% 8,534
030 Grand Forks Arena 11,434 12,080 | 2.0% 12,322 | 2.0% 12,568 | 2.0% 12,819 | 2.0% 13,076
031 Grand Forks Curling Rink 2,235 2,320 | 2.0% 2,366 | 2.0% 2,414 | 2.0% 2,462 | 2.0% 2,511
040 Grand Forks Aquatic Centre 15,560 16,206 | 2.0% 16,530 | 2.0% 16,861 | 2.0% 17,198 | 2.0% 17,542
045 Area 'D' Parks & Trails 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
047 Area 'D' Heritage Conservation 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
050 Fire Protection - East End 113,899 120,583 | 2.0% 122,995 | 2.0% 125,455 | 2.0% 127,964 | 2.0% 130,523
051 Fire Protection - Christina Lake 13,988 14,723 | 2.0% 15,017 | 2.0% 15,318 | 2.0% 15,624 | 2.0% 15,937
053 Fire Protection - Beaverdell 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
054 Fire Protection - Area E - Big White 13,177 13,912 | 2.0% 14,190 | 2.0% 14,474 | 2.0% 14,764 | 2.0% 15,059
056 Fire Protection - Rural Greenwood 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
057 Fire Protection - Rural Grand Forks 13,833 14,680 | 2.0% 14,974 | 2.0% 15,273 | 2.0% 15,579 | 2.0% 15,890
058 Fire Protection - Kettle Valley Fire - 5,306 | 2.0% 5,412 | 2.0% 5,520 | 2.0% 5,631 | 2.0% 5,743
064 Refuse Disposal - Big White 5,344 5,665 | 2.0% 5,778 | 2.0% 5,894 | 2.0% 6,012 | 2.0% 6,132
065 Area 'E' Parks & Trails 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
070 Animal Control - East End 4,155 4,409 | 2.0% 4,497 | 2.0% 4,587 | 2.0% 4,679 | 2.0% 4,772
071 Animal Control - West End 4,155 4,409 | 2.0% 4,497 | 2.0% 4,587 | 2.0% 4,679 | 2.0% 4,772
074 Big White Security Services 4,665 4,919 | 2.0% 5,017 | 2.0% 5,118 | 2.0% 5,220 | 2.0% 5,324
Page 2 Total 219,590 237,337 242,084 246,925 251,864 256,901
Notes: Actual to December 31, 2018
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Board Fee Revenue, Page 3 of 3 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Account No 11 592 001 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
075 Big white Noise Control Services 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
077 Area 'C' Economic Development 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
080 Mosquito Control - GD Fks, Area D 3,175 3,331 | 2.0% 3,398 | 2.0% 3,466 | 2.0% 3,535 | 2.0% 3,606
081 Mosquito Control - Christina Lake 1,990 2,075 | 2.0% 2,117 | 2.0% 2,159 | 2.0% 2,202 | 2.0% 2,246
090 Noxious Weed Control - Area A 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
091 Christina Lake Milfoil 1,888 1,991 | 2.0% 2,031 | 2.0% 2,071 | 2.0% 2,113 | 2.0% 2,155
092 Noxious Weed - AreaD & E 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
101 Street Lighting - Big White 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
140 Library - Grand Forks, Areas D & C 3,790 4,022 | 2.0% 4,102 | 2.0% 4,184 | 2.0% 4,268 | 2.0% 4,354
145 Greenwood, Area E' Cemetery Services 1,378 1,463 | 2.0% 1,492 | 2.0% 1,522 | 2.0% 1,553 | 2.0% 1,584
150 Cemeteries - East End 4,910 5,180 | 2.0% 5,284 | 2.0% 5,389 | 2.0% 5,497 | 2.0% 5,607
500 Beaver Valley Water Supply 25,026 26,370 | 2.0% 26,897 | 2.0% 27,435 | 2.0% 27,984 | 2.0% 28,544
550 Christina Lake Water Supply Utility 7,620 8,079 | 2.0% 8,241 | 2.0% 8,405 | 2.0% 8,573 | 2.0% 8,745
600 Coumbia Gardens Water Supply 2,139 2,264 | 2.0% 2,309 | 2.0% 2,355 | 2.0% 2,403 | 2.0% 2,451
650 Rivervale Water Supply Utility 7,619 8,075 | 2.0% 8,237 | 2.0% 8,401 | 2.0% 8,569 | 2.0% 8,741
700 East End Regionalized Sewer 45,476 47,999 | 2.0% 48,959 | 2.0% 49,938 | 2.0% 50,937 | 2.0% 51,956
800 Oasis/Rivervale Sewer 5,073 5,376 | 2.0% 5,484 | 2.0% 5,593 | 2.0% 5,705 | 2.0% 5,819
900 East End Transit 49,381 52,111 | 2.0% 53,153 | 2.0% 54,216 | 2.0% 55,301 | 2.0% 56,407
950 West End Transit 1,480 1,565 | 2.0% 1,596 | 2.0% 1,628 | 2.0% 1,661 | 2.0% 1,694
Total Page Three 167,835 177,216 180,760 184,376 188,063 191,824
Annual Budget 650,235 691,756 705,591 719,703 734,097 748,779
Notes: 667,173
Actual to December 31, 2018 667,173
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Local Government Act 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 621 100 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
1 Section 3 Chapter 275 (LGA) 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000
Revenue Sharing Grant
Division 3 of Part 2 of BC Reg 221/95
Section 8 (2) (c) Unconditional Grant
Portion Allocated to Electoral Administration
Annual Budget 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000
Notes: Previous Year Budget 160,000
Actual to December 31, 2018 160,000
02/01/2019 Page 17
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Province of BC CARIP 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 621 150 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 Province of BC 36,062 35,405 | 2.0% 36,113 | 2.0% 36,835 | 2.0% 37,572 | 2.0% 38,324
Climate Action Revenue Incentive Program
Carbon Tax Refunds based on actual volumes
Annual Budget 36,062 35,405 36,113 36,835 37,572 38,324
Notes: Previous Year Budget 36,062
Actual to December 31, 2018 35,405
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY
Five Year Financial Plan

Name Province of BC - Misc Revenue 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 759 159 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
- - 2.0% - 2.0% - 2.0% 2.0% -
Annual Budget - - - - -
Notes: Previous Year Budget 1,652,224
Actual to December 31, 2018 1,720,802
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF KOOTENAY BOUNDARY

Five Year Financial Plan

Name Hydro Generation Grant in Lieu 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
AccountNo 11 759 940 - 001 Prior Year Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
Item No Description Amount Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
1 B.