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web site: http://www.bcuc.com

IN THE MATTER OF
the Utilities Commission Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, Chapter 473

and

An Application by FortisBC Inc.
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project

BEFORE: L.F. Kelsey, Commissioner

D.M. Morton, Commissioner November 23, 2012
N.E. MacMurchy, Commissioner

ORDER

WHEREAS:

A.

OnJuly 26, 2012, FortisBCInc. (FortisBC) applied to the British Columbia Utilities Commission (Commission),
pursuantto sections 45, 46, and 56 of the Utilities Commission Act (the Act), forapproval of the Advanced
Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Project (Project), including approval of arevised depreciation rate forthe
proposed metersto be installed (the Application);

On August 2, 2012, the Commission established a Preliminary Regulatory Timetable, attached as Appendix A
to Order G-105-12, requestingcomments on the regulatory process by which to review the Application, such
as written, oral or both;

The Preliminary Regulatory Timetable was amended on September 26, 2012 by Order G-135-12 to include a
Procedural Conference to be heldin Kelowna, BCon November 8, 2012;

By letterdated October 11, 2012, the Commissionidentified the mattersto be addressed atthe Procedural
Conference. Appendix “A” to the letter provided a Proposed Regulatory Timetable;

The Procedural Conference took place in Kelownaon November 8, 2012;
By Order G-169-12 dated November9, 2012, the Commission provided fora processto address the written
requests of Mr. Andy Shadrack on behalf of Area D in the Regional District Central Kootenay (RDCK) and

Michael Jessen on behalf of the Nelson-Creston Green Party Constituency Association (Nelson-Creston) fora
suspension of the proceedings. That processis currently underway;
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G. The Commission Panel has considered the submissions made atthe Procedural Conference.

NOW THEREFORE as setout inthe Reasonsfor Decision attached as AppendixBto this Order, and subjectto the
Commission’s determination on the applications to suspend the proceedings, the Commission orders as follows:

1

The Amended Regulatory Timetable is attached as AppendixAto this Order.

The review of the Application will proceed by acombination of awritten and an oral hearing, divided as
follows:

i.  Financial, operations, firesafety and privacy issues will be reviewed by way of the written
process.
ii. Health, security and environmentalissues will be reviewed by way of the oral hearing.

The oral hearing will take place in Kelowna, BCcommencing March 4, 2013 and be concluded by no later
than March 15, 2013.

The request to extend the date forfiling of Intervener Information Request No. 2 by one weekis denied.
The requestfora third round of Information Requestsis denied at thistime. AnIntervener mayrenew its
requestfora third round of Information Requests following the filing of FortisBC's responses to Commission

and Intervener Requests No. 2. Anysuch requestisto be made no laterthan Friday, December21, 2012.

The date of February 26, 2013 for a second Procedural Conference is a placeholderdate only. The
Commission will determine atalaterdate whetherasecond Procedural Conference is required.

DATED at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, this 23" day of November2012.

BY ORDER
Original signed by:

L.F. Kelsey
Commissioner

Attachments
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An Application by FortisBC Inc.
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project
AMENDED REGULATORY TIMETABLE
ACTION DATE (2012)
Commission and Intervener Information Requests No. 2 Friday, November 23

FortisBC Responsesto Commission and Intervener Information Requests No. 2 Friday, December 14

DATE (2013)
IntervenerFiled Evidence Thursday, January 24
Information Requests on IntervenerFiled Evidence Thursday, February 7
Intervener Responses to Information Requests on Intervener Filed Evidence Thursday, February 21

Placeholderdate for Procedural Conference #2 — in Kelowna

(final location to be advised) Tuesday, February 26

Monday, March 4 to

Oral Hearing—Kelowna (final location to be advised) Friday, March 15

FortisBC Final Written Submission Thursday, March 28

Intervener Final Written Submissions Thursday, April 18

FortisBC Written Reply Submission Thursday, April 25
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An Application by FortisBC Inc.
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project

REASONS FOR DECISION

1.0 BACKGROUND

OnJuly 26, 2012, FortisBCInc. (FortisBC) applied to the British Columbia Utilities Commission (Commission),
pursuantto sections 45, 46, and 56 of the Utilities Commission Act (the Act), forapproval of the Advanced
Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Project (Project), including approval of arevised depreciation rate forthe
proposed metersto be installed (the Application).

By Order G-105-12 dated August 2, 2012, the Commission established a Preliminary Regulatory Timetable, for
the proceeding. The Timetable provided for,amongotherthings, the opportunity to make commentson
whetherthe regulatory process forthe review of the Application should be written, oral or both.

The Preliminary Regulatory Timetable was amended on September 26, 2012 by Order G-135-12 to include a
Procedural Conference to be heldin Kelowna, BCon November 8, 2012.

By letterdated October 11, 2012 (Exhibit A-10), the Commission identified the following mattersto be
addressed atthe Procedural Conference:

1. The proposedagendaforthe Procedural Conference;

2. Theidentification of issues ortopics of significance related to health, security and privacy that should be
includedinthe oral hearing;

3. Theidentification of issues ortopics of significance of afinancial and operations nature that should be
includedinthe written process;

4. Theidentification of othersignificantissues;
5. Othermattersthat would assist the Commission to efficiently reviewthe Application;

6. The Proposed Regulatory Timetable forthe review of the Application which was set outin Appendix Ato
the letter; and

7. Thetiming, locationand duration of the oral hearing process.

The letterencouraged participants to file written submissions on those matters with the Commission Secretary
by Tuesday, October 30, 2012.

On October 30, 2012, Mr. Andy Shadrack, as an elected representative of Area D inthe Regional District Central

Kootenay (RDCK), and Mr. Michael Jessen on behalf of the Nelson-Creston Green Party Constituency Association
(Nelson-Creston)submitted letters requesting that the proceedings be suspended. They furtherrequested that
an oral hearingbe heldonallissues.

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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On the same date, FortisBC, B.C. Sustainable Energy Association, Sierra Club of Canada, British Columbia Chapter
(BCSEA), Mr. Jerry Flynn, Citizens for Safe Technology Society (CSTS), and the Commercial Energy Consumers
Association of British Columbia (CEC), submitted written comments on the regulatory process to be usedin the
review of the Application. Inaddition, Christina Postnikoff, an Interested Party, filed a written submission.

On October31, 2012, the West Kootenay Concerned Citizens (WKCC) submitted its comments.
The Procedural Conference took place in Kelowna on November 8, 2012.

In additiontothe Applicant, the following Interveners entered appearances and made submissions at the
Procedural Conference:

e CSTS (byconference call),

e British ColumbiaHydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro),

e CEC,

e British Columbia Municipal Electrical Utilities (BCMEU),

e British ColumbiaPensioners'and Seniors' Organization et al. (BCPSO),
e BCSEA,

e WKCC.

Those Interveners not attending the Procedural Conference but who filed written submissions were:

e Mr. Shadrack, and
e Nelson-Creston

PROCEDURAL CONFERENCE
2.0 INTRODUCTION
In additiontothose issuesraised by the Panel, the Interveners raised the followingissues or requests:

e Asuspensionof the proceedings,

e An extension of the deadline for the filing of the Intervener second round Information Requests,
e Athirdround of information requests,

e Holdingthe entire hearing by way of an oral hearing,

e The numberof witnesses,

e Thedeadline forfilingevidence,

e Thescheduling of expert witnesses, and

e Theuse of video conferencing for cross-examination.

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable



APPENDIX B
to OrderG-177-12
Page 3 of 10

2.1 Suspension of the Proceedings

Duringthe Procedural Conference, Commission counselbroughtthe Panel’s attention to Exhibits C13-4and
C18-3 filed on October 30, 2012. These are respectively the submissions by Mr. Shadrackand Nelson-Creston
whichrequestasuspension of the proceedings. Atthe Procedural Conference and subsequently by Order
G-169-12 dated November9, 2012, the Commission Panel established a process for submissions onthese
requests. That processisunderway. Order G-169-12 also providesthatthe review of the Applicationisto
continue inaccordance with the timetable established by Order G-169-12 until further Commission order.

2.2 Extension of the deadline to file Information Request No. 2 (IR2)

CSTS submits that the November 23" deadline for the second round of Intervener Information Requests ought
to be extended by aweekasit is concerned about having enough time to process FortisBC’'s IR1responses with
its consultants. [T1:80] At page 3 of its written submission, itassertsthat “variousintervener parties have been
thrustinto the information request component of the writte n hearing without having the benefit of
consultants.” Itsubmitsthisis due to the fact that the process for approvinginterim Participant Assistance/Cost
Award (PACA) funding did not sufficiently precede the deadline forIR1. It seeksaweek extension to the date for
submitting IR2. [Exhibit C9-3]

FortisBCsubmits thatit has beenable toanswera large volume of IRs very quickly and is again working towards
its IR response deadline quickly. ItsubmitsthatIntervenersshould also work towards their deadlines and notes
the upcoming second round IR deadline of November 23" was set quite some time ago, on September 26, 2012,
as part of Order G-135-12. [T1:112]

Commission Determination

The Commission Panel does not accept the submission of CSTS that because of its failure to receive interim
PACA funding priorto the first round of Information Requests, CSTS should be allowed an extensionin time to
file IntervenerIR2. Thereisnorequirementtoapprove interim PACA funding awards priorto the deadline for
submittingthe first round of Information Requests. Further, anIntervenershould not considerarequestfor
interim PACA funding as a guarantee thatinterim PACA funding willbe approved. Evenif approved, the interim
funding may not be received untilthe proceedings are wellunderway.

As FortisBC points out, November 23" was established as the date for Intervener IR2 on September26th.

The Commission Panel is of the view that the November 23, 2012 date is sufficient time for CSTS to prepare its
IR2. The Commission Paneldenies an extensiontothe date forfiling IR2.

2.3 Third Round of Information Requests
CSTS requests the Commission establish athird round of Information Requests forthe same reasons that it
requests an extensioninthe date forfiling Intervener IR2, namely that the Commission’s process forapproving
interim PACA funding awards did not sufficiently precedethe deadline for submitting the first round of IRs.

[Exhibit C9-3, p. 3; T1:12-13, 68-69]

WKCC supportsthe requestfora third round of IRs. [T1:91-92]

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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While observing thatitis premature to talk abouta third round of IRs when it has not yetseen FortisBC's
responsestoIRs 1 and 2, CEC/BCMEU presently believes two rounds of Information Requests will be sufficient,
assumingthe responses provided by FortisBCare “fulsome”. [T1:47]

BCPSO suggeststhata third round of IRs could be usefulifit could reduce the days of oral hearing. InBCPSO’s
view, the usefulness of athird round depends onthe responsestobothIRs1 and 2. [T1:53-54]

BCSEA points outthat a third round of IRs is not normal and that there does not appearto be a needfora third
round at thistime. However, italsocommentsthatathird round of IRs may have some benefitdependingon

the responsesto|Rs 1 and 2, particularlyif an IR3 was an alternative to having matters raised atan oral hearing.
[T1:57]

FortisBCopposes athird round of information requests, submitting that there is already a considerable burden
on the utility and correspondingly its ratepayers in dealing with the two rounds of Information Requests from
both the Commissionand Intervenersthat are presently setoutinthe schedule. FortisBC's counseladvised the
Commission thatapproximately 1,500 Information Requests had been made to FortisBCand a furtherround
[IR2] was contemplated. [T1:24]

Commission Determination

The reasons the Commission Panel has given forrefusing an extension to the date for filing of Intervener IR2
apply to the CSTS’srequestfora third round of IRs as well.

There has been alarge volume of Information Requests at this time, with further Information Requests to be
filedin round two on November23™. As BCSEA has pointed out, itis not usual forthe Commissiontoallow a
thirdround of IRs inits proceedings. However, the Panel finds meritinthe submissionsthatit may be
premature to decide the need fora third round of IRs without Interveners havingthe opportunity to reviewthe
FortisBCresponsestolRs 1 and 2.

Accordingly, the Commission Panel is not prepared to ordera third round of IRs at thistime. If, followingits
review of the responsestoIRs 1 and 2, an Intervener believes afurtherround of IRs is necessary, it can make the
requestat that time. Therequestisto be made no laterthan Friday, December 21, 2012.

24 Health, Security and Privacy Matters
BCSEA’s Exhibit C4-5 provides the following definitions of health, security and privacy:

o Healthincludesthe health effects of the wireless radio frequency network component of the AMI
Project, and the RF-LAN and ZigBee transmissions to and from the meter, as well as wireless
transmissions between the collection system and the head-end.

o Securityincludesthe potential unauthorized interception of information (utility information, not just
personal information) and includes interception by FortisBC of information belonging to a customeror
by a customer of utility information not justinterception by third parties.

o Privacyincludesthe collection and use of information only foritsintended and authorized purpose and
whatthose intended and authorized purposes should be.

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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FortisBCaccepts the definitions of health and security as put forward by BCSEA in Exhibit C4-5 for the purposes
of the oral hearing. However, it views the privacy concerns as quite limited in nature in the sense of being
discrete and narrow and submits they can be addressed through written evidence and parties’ submissions on
that evidence. Further, FortisBCstates alarge part of the privacyissue really relates to what are the applicable
laws that may pertain and govern what FortisBCis doingto ensure the privacy of the information and this
matteris more suited for written legal argument. [T1:25]

BCPSO submits concerns about health and privacy should be examinedin an oral hearing. [T1:54] BCSEA also
submits that privacy, along with health and security issues proceed by way of an oral hearing. [T1:59]

CSTS states that the issues of security and privacy can cause some confusion. Itdividesthe issuesintothose of
fire, hackingforthe purpose of interfering with electricity supply and hacking for the purpose of obtaining
private information. Further, itrecognizesthatthere are alsothe legal issues dealing with FortisBC’s proposed
collection of information. [T1:73-74] In its written submission, CSTS includes expert evidence on security risks,
includingfire risks, asasubjectforthe oral hearing. [Exhibit C9-3, p. 2]

CEC supports the review of health and security by way of an oral hearing. Asfor the privacyissue, itis
indifferentastothe nature of the hearing. Itsubmitsthatthe privacyissue will certainly be amatterforlegal
argument and that the privacyissue will not likely be asubject of cross-examination by itat the oral hearing.
[T1:48]

Commission Determination

The Commission Panel has considered the definitions of health and security provided by BCSEA in Exhibit C4-5
and adopts these definitions for the purposes of scoping the oral hearingissues on health and security.

While evidence concerning health will be considered as part of this hearing, the Commission Panelreminds all
partiesthatit has no jurisdiction over regulations made by Health Canada and otheragencies. Accordingly, itis
not withinthe Commission’s mandate to considerany changes tothese regulations.

The Commission Panel accepts that security and privacy have different characteristics and determines that
security will be addressed inthe oral hearing. However, italso agrees with FortisBCthat the issue of privacy can
bestbe addressedin the context of a written hearing. While there may be evidentiaryissues relatingtothe use
FortisBC makes of the information it obtains, these issues can be dealt with through written evidence and the IR
process. The laws that govern FortisBC's use of the information are a matter for legal argument. Therefore,
issues of privacy, whichthe Commission Panelconsiders relate to the FortisBCuse of the information it may
receive, will proceed by way of a written review process.

2.5 Financial and Operations Matters

While acknowledging that the Commission Panel’s preliminary d etermination to review financial and operations
issues by a written process can be changed, FortisBC supports the written review of those matters. It submits
that addressing those mattersthrough awritten processisa very reasonable approach thatlends itself toan
efficient process, since many of these items are highly technical in nature, involve numbers and particulars and
can conveniently be addressed in written form. [T1:28]

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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FortisBC proposes that the financial benefits of the AMI project, the non financial benefits, the future benefits,
project costs and project alternatives, with one exception, be addressed in the written process and by written
submissions. The exceptionis where health orsecurity issues relate to project alternatives. FortisBC
contemplates that exception being part of the oral hearing. [T1:32; Exhibit B-10, p. 2]

The CEC/BCMEU supportthe review of financial and operations matters by way of a written process, if the
responsestoitsIRsare “fulsome”. [T1:39]

BCSEA generally agrees with FortisBC’s proposal relating to the treatment of financial and operations matters
with one qualification. Itstatesthatit supportsa hybrid oral and written proceeding on the basis of “efficiency”.
[Emphasisinoriginal] Itdoes not have the resourcesto participate in lengthy oral hearing sessions involving
financial and operationsissuesthatcould be dealtwith in writing. However, itdoes supportInterveners having
an opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of FortisBC or others ontopics relevantand material to the
Commission’s determination onthe Application. [T1:63-64; Exhibit C4-5]

Depending onthe responsiveness of FortisBC’'s responses to IRs, BCPSO submits some financial or operational
consequences may be suited to oral cross-examination. [T1:54-55]

Commission Determination

The Commission Panel agrees with FortisBCthat the review of financial and operations matters are highly
technical in nature, involvefinancial spreadsheets and particulars that participants can conveniently addressin
written form. Thus, the Commission Paneldeterminesthe review of financial and operations mattersin this
proceeding willbe by way of a written process, except where health orsecurityissues relate to project
alternatives. Those matters will be the subject of the oral hearing.

2.6 Identification of Other Significant Issues

FortisBCstatesitdoesn’t have any significantissues to addinto the mixinterms of whatwould be dealt with at
eitheranoral or a written hearing. However, FortisBC expects to submitan application shortly to the
Commission to acquire the City of Kelowna’s electrical utility. FortisBC anticipates filing additional written
evidence that will show the impact of the AMI projectif both the AMI projectand the City of Kelowna
acquisition are approved. [T1:33]

The CEC/BCMEU support confining the hearingto the review of the Application without expandingitto a review
of the BC Hydro Smart Meter program and notes the current budgeted regulatory cost of $4.9 million. [T1:49-
51]

BCPSO would like toadd the issue of AMI allowing aremote disconnect, butitdid not suggest whethereitheran
oral or written process forthe review of the remote disconnect function would be appropriate. [T1:55]

BCSEA identifies the following additional issues: applicable safety standards orguidelines, how the AMI meters
comply with the applicable standards, the health risk mitigation me asures that could or should be taken when
deployingawireless AMI system, the merits of changing the entire system away from wireless to a wired
system, the technical options, costs and benefits of anon-wireless system, the impact of a customer opt-out
program on financial benefits,and the defining characteristics of an opt-out systemincluding costs borne by
those opting out. BCSEA proposes thatthe Commissioninclude the topicof the electronicrelationship between

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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the customerand FortisBCin the oral hearing. Accordingto BCSEA, the topicinvolves elements such as Zigbee
and the proposed software protocols and the alternatives to these elements, the in-home devices, home area
networks, and the software/hardware upgrade path thatisimplicitinthe proposal. [T1:60-63]

Commission Determination

The Commission Panel notes the additional items: remote disconnect, AMI meter compliance with applicable
safety standards or guidelines, analysis of using awired system versus a wireless, remote disconnect, and
analysis of the impact of an opt-out program. The Commission Panel determines that these additionalitems are
more suited toa written hearing process as they are of a technical or financial nature.

2.7 Other Matters for Efficient Review the Application

FortisBC has no suggestions toimprove the efficiency of the review of the Application beyond the proposed
regulatory timetable contained in Exhibit A-10. [T1:31-34] Withthe exception of Mr. Shadrack and Nelson-
Creston, FortisBCand the remaining Interveners who provided submissionsin advance and atthe Procedural
Conference were generally satisfied with the proposed hybrid hearing process forreview of the Application.
There were, however, some differences on the topics to be coveredinthe writtenand oral reviews.

Ms. Postnikoff, whois registered as an Interested Party, requested an oral process for all matters.
Commission Determination

The Commission Panel notes FortisBC and most of the Interveners did not oppose the hybrid review process
proposed by the Commission. The Commission Panel is of the view that the proposed split of issues between
the oral and writtenreviews is appropriate and determines that the review of the Application will proceed using
the hybrid process.

2.8 The Number of Witnesses

CSTS has identified fourissues: health, environment, fire safety, and hacking (information technology security
issues) and proposesto put forward three witnesses on eachissue. [T1:78]

FortisBC has concerns regarding the number of witnesses proposed by CSTS. FortisBC’s concerns are the
possibility of redundancy and excessive cost to the ratepayer. [T1:34]

The CEC/BCMEU suggest that if the Commission determines that multiple experts are appropriate, those
witnessessitas one panelinorderto more effectively manage hearingtime. Further, they submitthatdue to
whatthey describe asan “unprecedented request forthe number of witne sses that are being proposed” the
Commission considerasecond Procedural Conference afterthe evidence has beenfiled. The second Procedural
Conference would allow participants to make submissions as to whetherthe witness qualifies as an expertor
needsto be called forcross-examination. [T1:51-52]

BCSEA supportsthe CEC/BCMEU position thata second Procedural Conference may allow for the identification
of topicsforcross-examination at the oral hearing. [T1:55, 64]

BCSPO also agreesthat a second Procedural Conference would be useful. [T1:55]

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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FortisBC submits thatan efficient process can be achieved by an orderissued out of the Procedural Conference
withoutthe needfora second Procedural Conference. [T1:111-112]

Commission Determination

In orderto reduce the number of expert witnesses who may be required for cross-examination, the Commission
Panel determines that fire safety will be dealt with by way of the written process asit is a technical and code
compliance issue. Environmental issues, in addition to health and security issues, will be the subject of the oral
hearing. The Commission Panelagrees with CECthat where expert witnesses are addressinga common topic,
theysitin panelsinorderto more effectively manage hearing time and control costs. Accordingly, the
Commission Paneldeterminesthe witness panels to be cross-examined in the oral hearing willrelate to health,
security, and environmental issues.

2.9 The Proposed Regulatory Timetable

As aresult of the submissionsithasreceived, the Commission Panel willrevisit the Proposed Regulatory
Timetable attached as Appendix A to Exhibit A-10.

2.9.1 HearingDays and a Second Procedural Conference

CSTS estimatesthatthe oral hearing will take 28 days. That estimate is based onits “best guess... to adduce
expertopinionfromtwelve witnesses.” [Exhibit C9-3, p. 3; T1:80-81]

FortisBCacceptsthe Proposed Regulatory Timetable. [T1:34]

The CEC/BCMEU state they have no difficulties with the Proposed Regulatory Timetable with the exception of a
proposed additionalsecond Procedural Conference. They are concerned aboutthe length of hearing proposed
by CSTS. [T1:52]

BCPSO submitsthatthe proposal fora 28 day hearing “seems quite high forthis proceeding.” Itfurther states
the Proposed Regulatory Timetableis acceptable from ascheduling standpoint, but submits that three days for
the oral hearing may or may not be sufficient to balance athorough process with an efficient hearing. [T1: 54-
55]

BCSEA does notwantan overly lengthy hearingand submitsit “really oughtto be possibleforthe partiesto get
the bestinformation beforethe Commissioninarelatively shorttime, if things are organized properly.” [T1:65]

Commission counsel pointed out thatthere isvery limited direct examination of witnessesin Commission
proceedings which resultsinareductioninthe amount of time taken by witness panels giving evidence before
the Commission. He also noted that parties usually advise asto the witness panel orone expertin particularto
be made available for cross-examination. He believesthose matters are taken intoaccountin scheduling.
[T1:92-93]

BCSEA commented that “witness” in Commission proceedings means a person who will provide theirevidencein
advance. If a party wishesto cross-examinethem, they will then attend, eitherin person or provide their
evidence by video, if permitted, and answer questions. [T1:101-102]

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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Commission Determination

The number of witnesses proposed by CSTS, when added to the witnesses that may be called by FortisBC and
otherIntervenersrequires the Commission Panel to adjust the three day estimate projected forthe oral hearing
inthe Proposed Regulatory Timetable. Without knowingthe amount of expertevidence that will be led by the
Interveners, the Commission Panel acknowledges three days may be insufficient for cross-examination onthe
filed evidence. The Commission Panel will thereforesetaside atwoweek period forthe hearing of the
Application. That period will commence on Monday, March 4, 2013 and conclude on Friday, March 15, 2013. A
hearing of this length should also minimize any concerns about the scheduling of witnesses.

The Commission Panel acknowledges that asecond Procedural Conference may be useful for further refining the
scope of the oral hearing. Therefore, the Commission Panel willset Tuesday, February 26,2013 in Kelowna as
the placeholderdate and location for a second Procedural Conference, should it determine thatsuch a
conference is necessary. It will make that determination following the filing of all the expert evidence.

2.9.2 Deadline forFiling of Expert Evidence

CSTS requests an extension from January 10, 2013 to February 15, 2013 to file its expert evidence. [T1:80;
Exhibit C9-3, p. 3]

FortisBCdoes notagree that the deadline forthe filing of evidence should be extended by four weeks. It says
that such an extension may resultin CSTS accomplishing through procedural means, the substantive result that
it seeks, whichisendangering the AMI projectand the project’s ability to proceed under afixed price contract.
[T1:35-37, 112]

Commission Determination
The Commission Panel concludes that afourweek extensionis excessive, but determines that an additional two
weeks isanappropriate compromise considering that FortisBC’s response to Commission and Intervener

Information Requests No. 2is due Friday, December 14, 2012.

2.9.3 DeadlineforFiling Final Arguments

CSTS requests the opportunity to prepare written submissions for atleast three weeks and preferably four
weeks after havingreceived FortisBC's written submissions. CSTS submits thata one-weekinterval between
FortisBC's submissions and theirresponse isinsufficient. [T1:82; Exhibit C9-3, p. 4]

FortisBC does notobject to extending the date forfiling Interveners’ Final Submissions to a date two weeks from
the date of the filing of the FortisBC Final Submission. [T1:113]

Commission Determination
The Commission notes the tight timeline for the filing of Final Submissions and determines the filing of Final

Submissions will be adjusted to allow for FortisBCtofile its Final Submissions on March 28, 2013, Intervenersto
file their Final Submissions on April 18,2013 and FortisBCto file its Reply on April 25, 2013.

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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2,10 The Use of Video Conferencing for Cross-Examination

CSTS seeks adetermination on whetherthe Commission would accept testimony by video conference.
[T1:13, 81-82; Exhibit C9-3, pp. 3-4]

FortisBCstates that it will arrange forits expertsto be available in person and hopes that the otherInterveners
who are bringing forward witnesses will do the same. FortisBChas no technical objectiontothe use of video
conferencing for cross-examination of witnesses. [T1:37-38]

The CEC supports the use of video conferencing for cross-examination as a cost effective measurein this
Application. [T1:37-38]

BCPSO suggeststhatitiseasierand betterto assess credibility with live evidence and cross-examination, but
BCPSOis not opposedto videoconferencing, if thatis the only way that certain witnesses are able to join.
[T1:56]

Commission Determination

The Commission Panel considersthatitis betterable to assess witness credibility when a witness gives evidence
inperson. However, itis prepared to consider cross-examination of witnesses by way of video conferencingin
this matter, provideditcan be persuadedthatthatit shoulddoso. A participantwho wishestohave awitness
or witnesses provide its evidence by video-conferencing must persuade the Commission Panel thatitshould
allow the evidenceto be giveninthatway. To the extentthatthe Commission Panelapprovesthe use of video-
conferencing for cross-examination of certain experts, the Intervener will be responsible forensuring (in
advance of the hearing) thatthe hearingvideo equipment and the equipmentinthe location where the witness
or witnesses are situated are technically compatible.

211  The Location of the Oral Hearing

FortisBCand most of the Interveners prefer Kelowna as the location of the Oral Hearing; CSTS prefers Rossland,
BC.

Commission Determination

The Commission Panel agrees that Kelownais the most effectiveand accessiblelocation forthe majority of
Interveners and determines that the Oral Hearing will be held in Kelowna.

FortisBC AMI CPCN — Amended Regulatory Timetable
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