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From: Penny and Rodney Polden <penrod@saltspring.com>
Sent: February-13-14 7:15 PM
To: Commission Secretary BCUC:EX
Cc: david@legalmind.ca; wjandrews@shaw.ca; Dennis_barbisan@hotmail.com; 

barkerbrenton@gmail.com; tbraithwaite@bcpiac.com; support@bcpiac.com; kim-
mortgages@eastlink.ca; debruijn@shaw.ca; d_sculpts@shaw.ca; 
bchydroregulatorygroup@bchydro.com; thackney@shaw.ca; bharper@econalysis.ca; 
ajhurd@telus.net; c6934@telus.net; PHL222@telus.net; jbwonderful@shaw.ca; 
marchantp@shaw.ca; bobmck@shaw.ca; penrod@saltspring.com; 
jaynepriest@gmail.com; epritchard@bcpiac.com; john@vaseguy.com; 
tvanswieten@metchosin.ca; norm.r@sios.ca; tps.x@telus.net; ashadra@telus.net; 
jskogsta@telus.net; vasana@camelot-connection.com; camelot@islandnet.com; 
info@blueharvestfarm.com; tystanley777@yahoo.com; eliteservice@shaw.ca; 
rwarder@telus.net; cweafer@owenbird.com; fredweislaw@gmail.com; 
steven.wishart@gmail.com; david.jae.wong@gmail.com

Subject: Comments re Reconsideration of Order G-186-13

Ms Erica Hamilton, 

Commission Secretary. 

  

Comments regarding Reconsideration of Order G-186-13, in response to the questions 
posed by BCUC in Letter L-9-14 

  

• Should there be reconsideration by the Commission? 

Yes.  

Many members of the public have written to the Commission stating unequivocally that 
the fees are excessive due to the expenses that the fees are supposed to cover having 
been inflated and exaggerated, with many examples cited showing much less expensive 
options available. Further, many Letters of Comment testified to the inaffordability of the 
program under circumstances of illness and disability, fixed pensions, inability to achieve 
adequate income due to medical conditions including EMF-EHS, and other mitigating 
factors.  

Some spoke of how they would be (or had already been) forced to accept a smart meter 
against all their judgement and conscience, because otherwise they would be at risk of 
finding themselves unable to cover their other normal living expenses. Others questioned 
whether any government or governmental utility can legally require payment from citizens 
for the utility refraining from actions that science has shown may cause harm. From the 
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evidence submitted by many parties, there can now be little doubt of valid grounds for 
reconsideration, and the required threshold for that has been met. 

• If there is to be reconsideration, should the Commission hear new evidence and 
should new parties be 

given the opportunity to present evidence? 

New evidence should be heard by the Commission. Even through the period of time that 
this process has been running, significant new evidence has become more widely 
available and more widely known, and the input of well-grounded scientific research from 
qualified parties, among others, would without doubt assist the Commission in reaching a 
wise and fair decision on the matter. As noted by Mr Middleton in his recent comments, 
intervenors should then also have an opportunity to respond to that evidence. 

• 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? 

It has been mentioned elsewhere that the Clean Energy Act does indeed accord to the 
BCUC the right to make its own investigation into the factors that are relevant to setting 
rates in a fair and reasonable manner. I submit that those factors definitely include the 
number of persons who are ultimately permitted to retain an analogue meter, for how 
long, and with what changes in fee (if indeed required) in the foreseeable future. The 
number of persons eligible has been skewed improperly from the total that would freely 
choose an analogue meter if they were permitted to decide for themselves without 
financial pressure, threats of disconnection, misleading facts, and installers willing to skirt 
the edge of trespass and misrepresentation. That skewed number has direct and obvious 
effects on the MCP costs and fees that result. The Commission may apparently not have 
previously considered the full extent of unreasonable influence upon the numbers that 
was occasioned by the utility's actions, in which event such an error merits correction 
through reconsideration now, so that truly appropriate fees if any can be assessed. 

Significant numbers of BCH customers had the experience of communicating to either 
BCH, Corix or both, that they did not wish to have a smart meter installed. Yet they ended 
up with just that. In many instances, customers were given no opportunity to either refuse 
or accept. If this protocol of forced installation (through misleading and coercive tactics) in 
every case that it was achievable by the utility, is both just and "democratic", as we 
understand that term to apply in modern societies like British Columbia, then why would 
there be any resistance at all to the idea of customers having a free, informed and un-
coerced choice at this time?  

In my view, and apparently in the view of thousands of other residents of BC, these 
questions deserve to be examined by the BCUC, before they can truly be said to have 
examined all the relevant issues that pertain to a fair decision. Previously, customers 
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shared the costs of metering and billing and it cost just cents per customer - why not now? 
The group of customers who have been denied the possibility of continuing safe, simple, 
accurate metering as they had been accustomed to it, have a valid case for their situation 
to be examined, since the scale of that cohort is not even reliably known. Once 
determined however, there is a high likelihood that the addition of those many thousands 
more customers sharing the costs associated, would result in a very significantly altered 
apportionment of that burden.  

There are many people who wish to have their smart meter removed and their analogue 
meter replaced - why is that now illegal or impossible according to BCH and Direction No. 
4?  

If questions as simple, rational and widely asked by customers of BCH as these, 
constitute "additional items" for the Commission to consider, then yes, it seems that there 
does need to be consideration of additional items. Metering and charging for electricity 
does not have to be as complex as this has become, it seems to many of us, nor as 
coercive, risky and expensive. 

Once the full facts are given an opportunity to emerge and be examined in the light of day, 
the work of the Commission (and of BC Hydro) will benefit in the long run, and the people 
of the province will find new confidence that their affairs are justly handled, and that the 
actions of the monopoly utility are indeed "regulated". That alone would make the 
reconsideration worthwhile. 

• Are there any other pertinent facts or issues regarding Mr. Hurd's application that 
the Commission 

reconsiders the Order and vary it accordingly? 

If even one person who is afflicted by illness or disability from exposure to a smart meter's 
pulsed transmissions of microwave radiation is left unable to prevent themselves from 
having further continuation or worsening of their condition due to being forced by financial 
duress, or coerced by cleverly-worded "choices" and the threat of disconnection, then the 
work of the Commission has surely not yet been completed, and further consideration on 
the part of the Commissioners seems called for.  

As it is, we have heard from not just one, but rather a great many individuals who have 
recounted their own particular circumstances, attesting to the hardship, stress and 
medical effects that being unable to afford BCH's applied-for fees will occasion in their 
lives. And further, some 40,000 customers so far have indeed been induced to submit, to 
"change their mind" and "accept" what they quite clearly chose to refuse. That is not right.

The material implications of the present situation must by now be very evident, since the 
disparity between the number of people "allowed" to have an analogue meter, and the 
number of people who would actually choose an analogue if given an informed and 
realistic option, is likely different by an order of magnitude. The costs and hence 
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associated fees, if any still needed to be separately charged, would then be concomitantly 
different from what is presently being proposed.  

Conclusion 

The Commission has a vital role that it serves in the life and the practical affairs of this 
province, and a serious reconsideration by the Panel of Order G-186-13 is a necessary 
first step in re-balancing the interests of all the various parties in the issue at hand. At 
every stage, there has been an attempt to have the Commission left with very little 
influence or ability to actually regulate those areas that were assigned to it by law. If that 
process is permitted to continue without reconsideration and reassessment of the 
questions that so obviously lie at the heart of this matter, then both the Commission and 
the public will have been deprived of what is their right, their privilege and their true legacy 
from generations who understood that simply following orders is never enough. The 
questions that remain about the program will have to be answered, sooner or later. It will 
save a great deal of public money, time and effort if those questions are permitted to be 
fully addressed, and to be answered with the honesty, transparency and inclusiveness 
that they deserve. Further manipulation of the outcome will not be in anyone's long-term 
best interests. 

Respectfully submitted, 

R. Polden 




