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July 16, 2007 
 
Ken Pugh 
45964 Ivy Ave, 
Chilliwack (Sardis), 
BC, V2R 2C5 
604-858-0544 
kpugh@shaw.ca 
 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
 
This is a proposal for an additional I.C.B.C. vehicle insurance option that would 
encourage owners of large fuel inefficient vehicles to purchase an additional fuel 
efficient vehicle for commute purposes. Unlike all other suggestions that have been 
put forth to reduce greenhouses gases this proposal has been supported by both 
the “Green” lobby and the owners of large gas consuming vehicles.   
 
I wish to speak on August 7, 2007, to the proposal outlined below. 
 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
The present approach taken by most “Green” advocates, as well as some 
government spokespersons  advocating reduced car emissions has been to take an 
advisorial approach towards the owners of SUVs, trucks, and vans, suggesting that 
they “drive less”, “sell your gas-guzzlers” or even, “Why don’t you take Rapid 
Transit?”. One only has to observe the number of these vehicles on the road to 
realize that these suggestions are having minimal effect. 
 
Many owners of these vehicles purchase them for life-style reasons supported by 
the Government of B.C. Millions of tax dollars are spent promoting BC tourism, and 
an outdoor lifestyle consisting of back-country exploring, camping, hiking, boating, 
fishing, and recently hunting. “Wanted 20,000 more hunters ” was the headline in 
The Province, Thursday, July 12, 2007. Well, one can hardly pull a large boat with a 
Jetta, and to go fishing with a VW Smart-Car, a roof rack is required to carry the 
fishing pole, and a pull trailer if you plan to bring that salmon home to eat. To 
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suggest to these users to use mass transit is laughable. There are no mass transit 
systems that will take you to “the Best Place on Earth” as the BC government TV 
commercial states. 
 
Millions of dollars are pumped into the BC economy by businesses related to and 
promoting outdoor recreation requiring these same SUVs, trucks, and vans. 
Camping grounds, RV retail and manufacturing and retail industry, the recreational 
fishing industry, pleasure boat and engine sales, hunting and fishing lodges, are just 
a few of these. On the one hand, the BC government promotes the outdoor/ 
recreational/ off road lifestyle, and at the same time it wants to discourage people 
from buying the vehicles to make it happen. 
 
Large families with vans require their vans for many purposes ranging from driving 
all five kids to church on Sunday to taking off to the lake for a swim.  
 
The suggestion that those drivers described above “drive less, sell their vehicles, or 
use mass transit” is falling on deaf ears, and for good reason. These drivers have 
an absolute need for these vehicles - but perhaps not seven days a week. Most 
days they are driven single occupancy carrying no load. 
I am sure the driver would rather be driving a more fuel efficient vehicle but when 
asked, will probably state that the cost of purchasing and the yearly support for a 
second vehicle is too prohibitive.  My plan offers a viable, practical solution for many 
of these truck owners. 
 
There is an obvious saving to be made on gas. When I switched daily driving my 
Ford Bronco  in favour of a Chev Impala, my estimated saving on gas ranged from 
$800 to $1200 yearly. That is enough incentive for some drivers such as myself to 
purchase an additional vehicle, but not for others. The problem is the added 
insurance costs of $1800 cancels out any saving on gas. 
 
Part of the yearly insurance cost is for fire and theft coverage, and this proposal 
does not suggest any change in this area. It is theoretically possible for two or three 
vehicles to be stolen at the same time.  However, one can drive only one vehicle at 
a time. Yet, the present liability and collision insurance rate options do not recognize 
this reality. For owners of more than one vehicle, I propose that ICBC provide the 
following option. 
 
 
PROPOSAL:  
 
One owner - two or more vehicles: 
        - A physical licence plate purchased for all vehicles. No change from the 
present system. 
        - Fire and theft coverage paid for all vehicles. No change from the present 
system. 
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- One liability policy insuring the driver of all vehicles regardless of which 
vehicle is being     driven by that driver at any given time. The registered 
insured for the vehicles would carry     an insurance document resembling a 
driver’s licence in order to provide proof of insurance     (ie. if asked by the 
police). The coverage would not apply to more than one vehicle being     driven 
at a time, and would only be valid for the registered insured. If the owner 
wished     to have another person temporarily drive his/her other vehicle, 
additional temporary            coverage would have to be purchased.  

        - One collision policy paid at the rate for the highest valued vehicle. 

- A nominal administrative fee to cover the cost involved in insuring all vehicles 
(as is done     in Europe)  
 

Two owners (ie. husband and wife)  - three or more vehicles: 
          
        - A physical licence plate purchased for all vehicles. 
        - Fire and theft coverage paid for all vehicles. 

- TWO liability policies (one for each driver). The “Proof of Insurance” card 
(similar to a      driver’s licence would list BOTH insured owners and describe 
all three or more  vehicles insured.)  

        - TWO collision policies paid at the rate for the two highest valued vehicle. 
      
Additional vehicles could be added to the above policies, paying only for fire and 
theft. I would stipulate that under this option, at least one of the vehicles would have 
to be FUEL EFFICIENT, as listed by the federal government. This stipulation is to 
avoid abuse, ie an owner buying three SUVs.  
 
 
RATIONALE: 
 
The above is an insurance option only, and would not apply to situations in which: 
 
        - There are equal or less vehicle/ driver ratios. 
        - At least one of the vehicles is not fuel efficient. 

- Where the owner wishes to be covered as he/she is covered now. This is an 
added option     only. All other insurance rate options would still be offered.  
 
 
 

Why this proposal would be successful if implemented. 
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1. Unlike the 2007 Federal budget initiative, this proposal applies to purchasers of 
new AND used cars, rather than only to new vehicles. It reaches all consumers. 
 
2. It would be effective province wide, not just in the larger urban centres such as 
Greater Vancouver and Victoria areas where rapid  transit may be a viable option 
for some.  
  
3. It appeals to environmental advocates as a compromise. This proposal would 
reduce green-houses gases at least during the work week. To date, most of what 
has been suggested by  “Green” advocates has fallen on deaf ears. The SUV is still 
the highest selling vehicle in BC, Canada, and the U.S., not to mention vans and 
trucks. 
   
        4. The plan is non-advisorial towards owners of large size, fuel consuming 
vehicles. It encourages them to help clean up the environment by emitting less 
carbon pollution into the air by driving a smaller, more fuel-efficient vehicle to work 
Monday to Friday. At the same time, instead of telling them to get rid of their 
vehicle, or to drive less, it suggests to keep them, but use them only when needed 
ie. weekend camping or hunting excursions, or to and from Sunday morning church 
service.  
 
5. There is zero cost to the Federal Government, unlike the 2007 budget plan. It is a 
contribution to the objectives of the Kyoto Accord without a federal cost outlay. 
 
6. Any proposal that encourages the increased use of more fuel efficient vehicles is 
a positive step to reducing fuel emissions and Global Warming. If by doing so, this 
proposal also helps to address our growing air quality health concerns and 
subsequent medical costs, it  deserves serious consideration by all levels of 
government. 
 
7. It has the support of practically every person, and organization who has heard 
and  understood the entire proposal - environmental groups, the auto retail and 
manufacturing associations, recreational lifestyle retailers and manufacturers and 
drivers of large SUVs, trucks and vans. Initial hesitation came from I.C.B.C. stating 
that  they considered a similar idea (floating licence plates) ten to fifteen years ago 
and gave it up  as too hard to implement. Well, ten years ago, the words “Global 
Warming, greenhouse gases, melting glaciers” were not written daily in the press. 
(This proposal is not advocating floating licence plates, although that concept is in 
use in many European countries such as Switzerland and Germany.) Not to do 
anything dooms our grandchildren to a very dangerous situation health wise. Are we 
prepared to go there? I.C.B.C. has recently been receptive to my proposal and has 
suggested that motorcycles might be included as a environmentally friendly 
commute vehicle that would fall into this plan. Also, it was I.C.B.C. that suggested I 
contact the B.C. Utilities Commission and submit this proposal. 
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I.C.B.C. does have a concern that the adoption of this plan would result in a loss of  
gross revenue, which would have to be made up somewhere. I am not an expert in 
car insurance, but I do believe that the revenue lost might be regained by the 
following. 
 
1. There would be more fuel efficient vehicles sold requiring more fire and theft 
insurance policies.  
 
2. The proposal by the Police Chiefs to make an ignition kill device mandatory for all 
vehicles would  in their opinion stop all auto theft in the country, resulting in a 
tremendous reduction in claim  payouts by all provincial insurance companies. I am 
told that this plan is already in place in  Manitoba for vehicles which are most often 
stolen. 
 
3. Continue to increase premiums to the small group of bad drivers who cause the 
most accidents. 
 
4. Quadruple the present penalties (fines and higher insurance rates) for all those 
drivers apprehended  for street racing. Take the California lead and physically 
compress the cars of repeated street  racers into cubes of scrap metal. Fine their 
parents if they are under 21 years of age.  
 
As there would be zero change to the number of drivers or vehicles on the road, 
there should be no increase in claims. Perhaps the potential accident damage to 
smaller cars would result in more ‘write-offs’ but that would be a situation that would 
be present regardless of if and when more fuel efficient vehicles are on the road. 
               
In summary, I request this proposal be given serious consideration. Everyone in 
B.C. is being asked to be part of the solution rather than part of the problem. Now is 
the opportunity for I.C.B.C. and similar insurance agencies throughout Canada to 
step up to the plate. 
                                                                
Thank you. 
 
 
 
Ken Pugh  
 
 
At 03:29 PM 7/16/2007 -0700, you wrote: 

The following document has been posted on the BCUC web: www.bcuc.com  
 
Application: ICBC 2007 Rate Design  
Document: B-4-1  
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Document URL: <http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2007/DOC_16017_B-4-
1_Basic-Insurance-Tariff-Correction.pdf>  
Document Type: Hearing Document  
 
Please note that you can remove your name from this application distributed list at any time 
from the Change Your Profile link on our web site.  
 
If you have any other problems or questions, please contact web.administrator@bcuc.com  
 
Thank You,  
BCUC Web Administrator 

Ken Pugh 
 
45964 Ivy Ave.,  
Chilliwack, British Columbia,  
Canada, V2R 2C5 
 
604 - 858-0544 
 
kpugh@shaw.ca; www.kenpugh.ca 
 
 
"Civilization exists by geological consent, subject to revocation without notice"    Will Durant
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