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William J. Andrews 
Barrister & Solicitor 

1958 Parkside Lane, North Vancouver, BC, Canada, V7G 1X5 

Phone: 604-924-0921, Fax: 604-924-0918, Email: wjandrews@shaw.ca 

March 6, 2017 

British Columbia Utilities Commission  

Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street, Box 250  

Vancouver, BC, V6Z 2N3  

Attn: Erica Hamilton, Commission Secretary 

By email: commission.secretary@bcuc.com  

Dear Madam: 

Re: E-Plus Homeowners Group Application for Reconsideration and 

Variance of Order G-5-17;  

BC Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra Club BC submission 

on Phase One Questions 

I represent the B.C. Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA) and the Sierra Club of B.C. 

(SCBC) in this matter.  

BCSEA-SCBC were interveners in the original proceeding regarding BC Hydro’s 2015 Rate 

Design Application that led to Order G-5-17, a portion of which is the subject of the E-Plus 

Homeowners Group’s February 19, 2017 application for reconsideration.
1
 As interveners in the 

original proceeding, BCSEA-SCBC are permitted to be interveners in this reconsideration 

proceeding.
2
 

In its February 24, 2017 letter
3
 to Mr. McCaig for the EPHG, copied to BC Hydro and 

interveners in the original proceeding, the Commission invited submissions from BC Hydro and 

interveners regarding Phase One of the reconsideration proceeding by March 17, 2017. These are 

BCSEA-SCBC’s submissions. 

Background 

In Order G-5-17, the Commission made three main determinations regarding the residential E-

Plus rate:  

1. The Commission determined that it was appropriate to phase out the residential E-Plus 

rate (RS 1105) program over five years commencing April 1, 2017.  

2. The Commission directed BC Hydro to file a compliance filing within 30 days of Order 

G-5-17 which outlines a proposal for achieving the five-year phase out and results in 

rates charged to residential E-Plus customers at the end of the five-year phase-out period 

which equate to the rates of other residential customers.  

3. The Commission directed BC Hydro to (a) waive the requirement that residential E-Plus 

customers have an alternative heating system in working order and (b) eliminate the 
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possibility of interruption of service to residential E-Plus customers during the phase-out 

period.  

Regarding the timing of the compliance filing, BC Hydro states in a March 1, 2017 letter
4
 to the 

Commission that “On February 16, 2017, BC Hydro received Commission approval of its 

request to extend the phase out filing to June 1, 2017 in order to consider E-Plus customers’ 

feedback on phase out options.”  

BCSEA-SCBC interpret BC Hydro’s reference to “phase out options” to include details not 

directly addressed in Decision and Order G-5-17 such as (a) the ‘shape’ of the phase-out, i.e., 

straight line, equal block, front-loaded or back-loaded, (b) when and how to introduce the two-

tier residential inclining block rate, and (c) when and how to merge the E-Plus account with the 

customer’s non-E-Plus account.  

In its February 16, 2017 letter, BC Hydro filed for interim approval the existing residential E-

Plus rate for F2018, to remain in effect until replaced by the approved phase-out rate. Also, BC 

Hydro updated Rate Schedule 1105 to delete references to the need for a back-up heating system 

and to the potential for a service interruption.
5
  

Reconsideration application 

BCSEA-SCBC interpret EPHG’s reconsideration application as alleging that the Commission 

panel erred in determining that five years is the appropriate duration for the phase out period, on 

the grounds that the panel lacked sufficient evidence and misinterpreted the evidence on the 

record relevant to the duration of the phase out period.  

EPHG provides evidence and argument in favour of a ten year duration for the phase out period, 

with “the majority of the rate cost increase deferred until the later years of the transition period.”
6
 

Regarding process, EPHG asks that the application proceed directly to the second phase, that 

EPHG’s February 19, 2017 submission would serve as its submission on the merits of 

reconsideration and remedy, and that the proceeding be conducted by written submissions. 

BCSEA-SCBC interpret the Commission’s February 24, 2017 inviting submissions on Phase 

One issues as an implicit denial of EPHG’s request that the application be moved directly to 

Phase Two. 

Submission on Phase One questions 

1. Should there be a reconsideration by the Commission? 

Yes, in BCSEA-SCBC’s view there should be a reconsideration of the five-year duration of the 

phase out period for the residential E-Plus rate.  

BCSEA-SCBC did ask EPHG during the original proceeding for its views on the duration of a 

phase out period in the then-hypothetical event that the Commission was to order a phase out of 

the residential E-Plus rate.
7
 However, BCSEA-SCBC note that EPHG did not have notice from 

BC Hydro or from the Commission that the duration of a phase out would be an issue that the 
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panel would address in the original decision. BCSEA-SCBC’s view is that as a matter of 

procedural fairness EPHG should be given an opportunity to provide evidence and argument 

regarding the duration of the phase out period for the residential E-Plus rate.  

BCSEA-SCBC take no position at this time on whether there were any errors in the Panel’s 

interpretation of the evidence relevant to its determination that five years is the appropriate 

duration of the phase out period. 

2. If there is to be a reconsideration, should the Commission hear new evidence and should new 

parties be given the opportunity to present evidence? 

As noted above, EPHG asked that its February 19, 2017 letter serve as its submission on the 

merits of reconsideration and on an appropriate remedy. If the Commission decides that there is 

to be a reconsideration, then in BCSEA-SCBC’s view it would be appropriate for the 

Commission to provide EPHG with an opportunity to endorse or supplement its February 19, 

2017 submission in writing with a focus on the issue(s) to be reconsidered.  

3. If there is to be a reconsideration, should it focus on the items from the application for 

reconsideration, a subset of these items, or additional items? 

As noted above, Decision and Order G-5-17 was silent regarding details of the phase out other 

than the five-year duration. And, as also noted above, on February 16, 2017, the Commission 

approved an extension of the phase out compliance filing to June 1, 2017 in order to allow BC 

Hydro to consider E-Plus customers’ feedback on phase out options. In BCSEA-SCBC’s view, 

the items for reconsideration should be limited to points determined in the original decision, i.e., 

whether five years is the appropriate duration of the phase out period for the residential E-Plus 

rate.  

All the above is respectfully submitted. 

Yours truly, 

William J. Andrews 

 

 

Barrister & Solicitor 

cc.  Distribution List by email 




