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Commission Secretary BCUC:EX

From: hmstansk@shaw.ca
Sent: Thursday, May 5, 2011 3:16 PM
To: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX
Cc: hmstansk@shaw.ca
Subject: Document submission regarding FortisBc RIB Application Project 3698628
Attachments: Strata Corporation KAS2464 recommendations regarding FortisBC Residential Inclining 

Block Rate Application.pdf

Dear Ms. Erica M. Hamilton, 
 
Please find attached a document outlining the response of the owners of Strata Corporation 
KAS2464 to the FortisBC Residential inclining Block Rate application (RIB).  As the document 
states, the Corporation is in general supportive of the philosophy in the application but in 
the particular, we urge the Commission to reject the application as it lacks the details to 
be equitable, progressive and without bias. The Corporation offers alternative to making the 
Application more consumer friendly. Please consider this document as our written submission 
in objection for the FortisBC RIB Application. 
 
sincerely 
Henry Stanski 
for 
Strata Corporation KAS2464, Kelowna 
Intervenor C‐10‐1 

C10-2
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Strata Corporation KAS2464 Recommendations regarding FortisBC 

Residential Inclining Block Rate Application (RIB), Project No. 3698628 

May 2011 

by 

Henry Stanski 

John Loewen 

 

The Owners of Strata Corporation KAS2464 wish to present several modifications/inclusions for 
the British Columbia Utilities Commission to consider with regard to the FortisBC Residential 
Inclining Block Rate (RIB) Application. Overall the Strata Corporation concurs with general 
philosophy and goals of the application; but serious reservations are held with regard to the 
statistical and economical details of the application.  

A. Guiding Principles 

In addition to the guiding principles enumerated in the RIB Application, the following guidelines 

are more focused, unambiguous and concise from the consumer’s point of view: 

1) The baseline blocks should be progressive (i.e. place a greater burden on those 

consumers that use excessively more based upon their service profile). 

2) The baseline blocks should not bias choices over what to energy choices to consume. 

3) The baseline blocks should be equitable and simple to understand. 

 

B. Establishing Baseline or Thresholds 

The baseline or thresholds for block rates should be statistically determined by three variables: 

B.1 Where the consumer lives. 

Environment Canada Climate Archives tabulate with quality controls, monthly Heating Degree 

Day (HDD) and Cooling Degree Day (CDD) for locations across Canada.  Current tabulations are 

for the 1971-2000 Normal period.  HDD and CDD numbers are used by engineers to calculate 

the heating/cooling requirement of a building. In the course of a heating season for example, 

the HDD for Osoyoos is 3210 whereas for Princeton it is 4364.  Assuming all things being equal 

(building size, insulation etc), 36% more energy is required to heat a home in Princeton than in 

Osoyoos.  Similarly, the energy requirement to cool a home in Osoyoos is 3 times that of a 
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home in Princeton. Table 1 lists the annual HDD and CDD (all using the base 18C) for various 

locations within the FortisBC service area.  Clearly the energy requirements to heat or cool a 

home vary by location.   

Climatic variations also preclude green alternatives such as solar heating, for example the 

efficiency of solar heating in Kelowna is diminished during the winter by persistent valley cloud. 

Valley cloud results from high atmospheric moisture trapped in the valley and low sun azimuth; 

the sun does not shine long enough to burn off the cloud.  Thus the choice of alternatives to 

reduce consumption is limited at times. 

  

 

Locality Annual 

Heating 

 Degree Days 

Annual Cooling  

Degree Days 

Kelowna 3869 134 

Castlegar 3678 188 

Summerland 3525 232 

Osoyoos 3210 310 

Grand Forks 3925 168 

Penticton 3431 213 

Rossland 4678 82 

Princeton 4364 90 

 

Table 1:  Annual Heating Degree Days and Cooling Degree Days for various localities in the 

FortisBC service area. Data for Environment Canada climate Archive, 1971-2000 Normal Period. 

 

B.2 Time of year. 

The Heating Degree Days and Cooling Degree Days in Table 1 also demonstrate the requirement 

for block thresholds to vary by season.  Heating/cooling requirements are not linear with 

temperature plus there are other variables such as wind speed, precipitation, cloud cover, heat 

index, and snow cover that alter a building's thermal response.   

Ontario Hydro’s baseline threshold varies by season.  In the summer months, the base is 600 

Kwh/month while in winter months it is 1000 Kwh/month.  Thresholds that vary by season 

would be more equitable to all consumers and should be adopted by FortisBC. 
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B.3 Type of services. 

FortisBC should enhance its understanding of the utility needs of its clients; a progressive and 

equitable inclined blocking rate requires comprehension of the client’s needs. Table 2 compares 

two homes in KAS2464 that have kept detailed utility records since 2003.  Both homes have 

smart glass and awnings, on the southern exposures, ceiling fans and 99% conversion to CFL 

bulbs. Home A (2600 square feet  thermal exposure) has a mid-efficiency natural gas furnace 

with  programmable thermostat plus natural gas for kitchen stove and water heater; the air 

conditioner has the least efficiency rating of 10.00 SEER.   Home B has 2697 square feet thermal 

exposure and has no natural gas services.  Home B has a ground source geothermal system for 

heating/cooling the home and hot water; with an electric furnace as backup. 

Table 2 compares the average monthly energy consumption for winter (Nov to Apr inclusive) 

and summer (May to Sept inclusive).  The corresponding Heating/cooling Degree days are also 

available but suppressed to keep the table simple. 

 

Table 2 demonstrates that energy requirements vary with season and year and with the type of 

services. Differences within each home are due to climatic changes, aging appliances and as the 

occupants become older a natural preference for a warmer house. 

 

It is apparent that the type of services in the client’s home plays a significant role in 

determining the client’s electrical consumption profile.  
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Year/Season Home A 

electricity 

Kwh/month 

Home A 

natural Gas 

GJ/month 

Home B 

electricity 

Kwh/month 

Winter    

2003 347 7 1418 

2004 340 7 1220 

2005 344 7 1213 

2006 344 7 1168 

2007 391 7 1176 

2008 376 7 1219 

2010 370 6 1185 

Average 359 7 1228 

    

Summer    

2004 340 2 826 

2005 316 2 853 

2006 333 2 872 

2007 375 2 800 

2008 374 2 790 

2009 381 2 905 

2010 369 2 867 

Average 355 2 845 

 

Table 2: Compares the real energy consumption of two homes in Strata KAS2464. Entries are 

average monthly energy consumption according to season. Home A has a natural gas furnace 

and water heater. Home B has a ground source geothermal system with no natural gas services. 

Kwh refers to Kilowatt hours, GJ to giga-joules. The conversion is 1 GJ equals 277.78 Kwh. 

 

C. Statistical Analysis, Outliers and Transparency 

The statistical analysis has found to be wanting and the time periods used too short to 

guarantee statistical stability.  Links to demographics were not available and the impact on 

consumer costs seemed to be a play on numbers without really understanding the customers’ 
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energy profile in either tier. Transparency could have been improved by providing copies of the 

consumption database with sufficient encoding to protect privacy issues.    

Outlier analysis was missing; box and whisker plots would have been a great asset to identify 

the potential impact of the tiered rates on the consumer’s bottom line.  Outliers, identified in a 

box and whisker plot for example, can be either good or bad consumption events, but require 

further analysis if one presumes to identify shortfalls in the blocking thresholds. 

Outlier analysis would have identified Strata Corporation KAS2464 as requiring further 

evaluation.  Briefly, we are 250 unit bare land strata, built over a 5 year period. In the initial 

stages two electrical meters/accounts were installed, one at the front entrance (gates & 

lighting) and a second at the water shed (for winter heating and ventilation (to control moisture 

levels as the water pipes are prone to excessive sweating).  A third meter/account was required 

for a second entrance/exit to comply with fire regulations.  The fourth meter/account is for our 

clubhouse.  Our clubhouse is 8,570 square feet with an indoor pool (89,600 litres). A ground 

source geothermal system heats and cools the complex.  A recent $10,000 upgrade (the system 

is only 4 years old) to the geothermal system resulted in a 25% saving in electrical consumption.  

Lastly we fully utilize CFL fixtures, ceiling fans, plus continuous maintenance on pumps and 

motors etc. 

The proposed inclined tiered rates would increase our costs by 35 to 40%. Our clubhouse is 

equivalent to nearly 6 homes in size and we are of the opinion we are not wasting electrical 

resources. We would prefer to reduce our base rate by combing the 4 accounts into one.  Lastly 

under the BC Strata Act, the clubhouse is considered an extension of our homes, all 250 homes 

share equally in ownership.  Indeed, property tax assessments are based upon propositioning 

the assessed value of common assets according to the unit entitlement formula (our strata 

share is 1/250) for each property.  Is the purpose of the application to penalize those that 

support conservation and boast electrical efficiency by maintaining a ground source geothermal 

system? 

 

D. Return on Investment (ROI) 

Both residential home owners and FortisBC have an eye on the return on investment; home 

owners make judgements to replace/upgrade electrical appliances/furnace etc on: 

1) Economics, namely on costs involved and the return on the investment... the change will 

result in lowering electrical consumption. 

2) Conservation, using our resources wisely and sparingly.   
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By limiting the RIB application to only 2 tiers, our community believes the application is 

accelerating costs without properly assessing the ability to absorb electrical increases or the 

return on investment. 

An example may clarify this line of thought. The government renovation program that recently 

ended provided grants to home owners that made improvements to reduce their energy 

envelope.  Many replaced older, low efficiency natural gas furnaces with high efficiency 

furnaces.  A return on investment analysis confirmed that the replacement of a mid-efficiency 

furnace that was 5 to 6 years old to a high efficiency furnace was not cost effective. While 

reducing the amount of natural gas consumed, plus taking into account a grant of nearly 50% of 

the cost, the best return on this investment was to wait until the current furnace was near its 

expected life expectance. 

Similarly, CFL bulbs lower electrical consumption but the advertised “life expectancy” of the 

bulbs often does justify the return on investing in CFL bulbs when costs were around $5 pr bulb 

plus taxes. 

The RIB application would have more support if there were 3 or more tiers supported by 

statistical analysis.  

 

E. Linked Utilities 

Not mentioned in the RIB Application is the consequence to the goals of conserving when 

consumers switch to alternative energy sources because of rising electrical rates.   Increased 

atmospheric pollutants, poor air quality, increased carbon foot print and a lower return on 

investment for FortisBC may be a reactionary result of forced conservation and consumers 

switching services.  Also as natural gas services are de-regulated, should not this option be 

allowed for electrical services?  

A conclusion of this scenario is that the door is opened for deregulation and inclined blocking 

for natural gas services.  To throttle electrical consumption by tiered rates while ignoring 

natural gas consumption is short-sighted. 
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F. Conservation 

The FortisBC RIB application is weak in that it does not demonstrate the need for a defined and 

specific conservation goal.  Table 7.2 on page 22 of the RIB Application shows possible 

conservation outcomes of 0.7% to 9.4% to be possible. The obvious question is not answered... 

what is the conservation goal and why?  What are the implications and alternatives?  Lastly, as 

it appears FortisBC does not understand its customers, is this conservation goal attainable in an 

economical and equitable manner for all.  Basically, FortisBC consumers are not going to spend 

$100 to save $1; we may when replacing appliances and a furnace but not before. 

 

G. Summary 

 The FortisBC RIB application is found to be wanting, incomplete and impractical for consumers.  

The most obvious goal of being progressive, non biased and equitable for all consumers is not 

observed. The statistical analysis demonstrates that FortisBC does not understand its customers 

and the RIB application appears to be biased towards maintaining the FortisBC profit margins.  

The impacts of electric cars, consumers switching energy sources and conservation goals are 

not considered.  The conservation goals are not defined but open ended.  The owners of Strata 

Corporation KAS2464 urge the BC Utilities Commission to reject the FortisBC RIB Application.  

 




