
 

 
 

Reply to: Sarah Khan 
skhan@bcpiac.com 

Ph: 604-687-4134 

Our file: 7615 

May 9, 2016 

VIA EMAIL 
 
Laurel Ross  
Acting Commission Secretary  
BC Utilities Commission  
6th Floor 900 Howe Street  
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3  

Dear Ms. Ross: 

Re: BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application Module 1 
Evidence of BCOAPO et al.  

 
We write to file the following evidence of BCOAPO in this proceeding: 
 

1. Expert evidence of Roger Colton, principal of Fisher Sheehan & Colton, Public 

Finance and General Economics; 

2. Expert evidence of Seth Klein, Director of the Canadian Centre for Policy 

Alternatives, BC Office; 

3. Direct testimony of the following advocates: 

 

a. Patty Edwards, Constituency Assistant for Scott Fraser, MLA (Alberni-

Pacific Rim); 

b. Emma Gauvin, Social Work Team Lead, Vancouver Coastal Health’s 

STOP HIV/AIDS Program; 

c. Stephen Portman, Advocacy Lead, Together Against Poverty Society; 

d. Audrey Schwartz, Executive Director, Active Support Against Poverty; 

e. Keith Simmonds, Coordinating Minister, Duncan United Church, current 

Chair of the BC Conference of the United Church of Canada; and 

f. Stacey Tyers, Manager of Counselling Support Services, Terrace and 

District Community Services Society; 

 

4. Direct testimony of the following BC Hydro ratepayers: 

 

a. Curtis Barton; 

b. Conrad Dennis; and 

c. Christopher Shay. 

By separate cover to the Commission, we are also submitting two additional ratepayer 
witness statements to the Commission. We are requesting that these two statements be 
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kept confidential in their entirety pursuant to Part IV, Rule 18 of the Commission’s Rules 
of Practice and Procedure, and section 42 of the Administrative Tribunals Act. Both 
witnesses are seeking to have their statements kept confidential in order to protect the 
privacy of their children, who could be readily identifiable based on the contents of their 
statements. The witnesses will be available for cross-examination at the oral public 
hearing, and we will ask that their cross-examination take place in camera for the 
duration of their testimony.  
 
In addition, as BC Hydro filed a significant amount of updated information late on May 6, 
2016 (see Exhibit B-26), Mr. Colton was not able to address relevant excerpts in his 
testimony. We will file both a redlined and clean copy of Mr. Colton’s updated testimony 
with the Commission by May 24, 2016. We may have some information requests for BC 
Hydro on the updated information contained in Exhibit B-26 that is relevant to Mr. 
Colton’s evidence, and if so, will advise the Commission, BC Hydro and registered 
participants accordingly.  
 
Should you have any questions, please let us know. 
 
Sincerely, 

BC Public Interest Advocacy Centre 
 
Sarah Khan & Erin Pritchard 
Barristers and Solicitors 
 
c. Tom Loski, Chief Regulatory Officer, BC Hydro 
 Registered participants 
 
Encl.  
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A. My name is Roger Colton.  My business address is 34 Warwick Road, Belmont, MA 2 

02478. 3 

 4 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT POSITION? 5 

A. I am a principal in the firm of Fisher Sheehan & Colton, Public Finance and General 6 

Economics of Belmont, Massachusetts. In that capacity, I provide technical assistance to 7 

a variety of federal and state agencies, consumer organizations and public utilities on rate 8 

and customer service issues involving telephone, water/sewer, natural gas and electric 9 

utilities.   10 

 11 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 12 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, 13 

Active Support Against Poverty, BC Poverty Reduction Coalition, Council of Senior 14 

Citizens’ Organizations of BC, Disability Alliance of BC, Together Against Poverty 15 

Society, and the Tenant Resource and Advisory Center, known collectively in regulatory 16 

processes as “BCOAPO et al.” 17 

 18 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND. 19 

A. I work primarily on low-income utility issues. This involves regulatory work on rate and 20 

customer service issues, as well as research into low-income usage, payment patterns, 21 

and affordability programs. At present, I am working on various projects in the states of 22 

Rhode Island, New York, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Wisconsin, Illinois, Iowa 23 
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and California, as well as in various Canadian provinces.  My clients include state 1 

agencies (e.g., Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Maryland Office of People’s 2 

Counsel, Iowa Department of Human Rights), federal agencies (e.g., the U.S. Department 3 

of Health and Human Services), community-based organizations (e.g., Energy Outreach 4 

Colorado, Natural Resources Defense Council, Advocacy Centre for Tenants Ontario), 5 

and private utilities (e.g., Unitil Corporation d/b/a Fitchburg Gas and Electric Company, 6 

Entergy Services, Xcel Energy d/b/a Public Service of Colorado).  In addition to state- 7 

and utility-specific work, I engage in national work throughout the United States.  For 8 

example, in 2011, I worked with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (the 9 

federal LIHEAP office)1 to advance the review and utilization of the Home Energy 10 

Insecurity Scale as an outcomes measurement tool for LIHEAP.  In 2007, I was part of a 11 

team that performed a multi-sponsor public/private national study of low-income energy 12 

assistance programs. A brief description of my professional background is provided in 13 

Appendix A. 14 

 15 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 16 

A. After receiving my undergraduate degree in 1975 (Iowa State University), I obtained 17 

further training in both law and economics.  I received my law degree in 1981 (University 18 

of Florida).  I received my Master’s Degree (regulatory economics) from the MacGregor 19 

School in 1993. 20 

 21 

                                        
1 LIHEAP in the United States is the federally-funded fuel assistance program called the Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program. 
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Q. HAVE YOU EVER PUBLISHED ON PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATORY 1 

ISSUES? 2 

A. Yes. I have published three books and more than 80 articles in scholarly and trade 3 

journals, primarily on low-income utility and housing issues. I have published an equal 4 

number of technical reports for various clients on energy, water, telecommunications and 5 

other associated low-income utility issues.  One such publication that I rely upon in my 6 

testimony in this proceeding is a 2008 report I prepared for Hydro-Quebec titled 7 

“Inverted Block Tariffs and Universal Lifeline Rates: Their Use and Usability for 8 

Delivering Low-Income Electric Rate Relief.”  A complete list of my publications is 9 

included in Appendix A. 10 

 11 

Q. HAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS OR OTHER UTILITY 12 

COMMISSIONS? 13 

A. I have not previously testified before the BC Utilities Commission (“BCUC”).  I have 14 

testified in more than 250 judicial and regulatory proceedings in more than 30 states and 15 

various Canadian provinces regarding utility issues affecting low-income customers and 16 

customer service.  A complete list of the proceedings in which I have testified is included 17 

in Appendix A.   18 

 19 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY. 20 

A. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is as follows.   21 
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 First, I examine the reasonableness of an Essential Services usage block within 1 

the BC Hydro Step 1 rates.  I consider the regulatory justification for such a 2 

proposal and offer an administrative structure;  3 

 Second, I examine the need for and justification of establishing and funding a 4 

crisis intervention fund;  5 

 Third, I examine the role of considering low-income DSM within the context of 6 

the Company’s Rate Design Application; and 7 

 Finally, I examine the reasonableness of a series of proposed low-income Terms 8 

and Conditions. 9 

 10 

Part 1. An Essential Services Usage Block in the Residential Inclining Block Rate. 11 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 12 

TESTIMONY. 13 

A. In this section of my testimony, I examine the need for, operation of, and justification of, 14 

pricing an initial block of essential service within BC Hydro’s inclining block rate 15 

structure.  I conclude that such an initial block is required to serve an affordability need, 16 

can be justified on traditional regulatory principles, and is operationally feasible to 17 

implement.   18 

 19 
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A. The Need for an Essential Services Usage Block. 1 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCOME AND 2 

ELECTRIC CONSUMPTION. 3 

A. There is no dispute in this proceeding that income and usage are directly related.  The 4 

Company reports that its “2013 RIB Evaluation Report found that average per-capita 5 

disposable income for the Province of B.C. has a statistically significant effect on 6 

consumption.” (BCOAPO 1.111.1).  BC Hydro further notes that its 2014 REUS 7 

indicates that “electricity consumption varies with household income (i.e., overall there is 8 

a positive correlation). This relationship is statistically significant.” (BCOAPO 1.111.1).2   9 

 10 

The data shows that usage for low-income customers is substantially lower.  At each 11 

decile of consumption,3 low-income customers have lower consumption than residential 12 

customers overall.  As consumption decreases, the divergence between low-income 13 

customers and residential customers as a whole becomes bigger.  The Company’s data is 14 

presented in Schedule RDC-1 (page 1 of 2).4   15 

 16 

Moreover, the Company asserts, and I agree, that using median consumption is a better 17 

metric for electric usage than use of the mean. (BCOAPO 1.59.1).  As can be seen in 18 

Schedule RDC-1 (page 1 of 2), the median (50 percentile, fifth decile) low-income 19 

                                        
2 While BC Hydro states that this “does not imply that higher income causes higher consumption,” (BCOAPO 
1.111.1) (emphasis added), the Company acknowledges that other factors (associated with income) such as housing 
type are “positively correlated” with consumption. (BCOAPO 1.111.1).   
3 A decile involves dividing the population into ten equal parts, each of which parts is called a “decile.”  The 
“bottom decile” (or “first decile”) is the one-tenth of the population that has the lowest usage.  The “top decile” (or 
“tenth decile”) is the one-tenth of the population that has the highest usage.   
4 It is important to remember that this data does not present a comparison between low-income and non-low-income.  
It instead compares low-income with residential customers as a whole, of which the low-income are a part.  
Therefore, if the comparison was between low-income and non-low-income, the differences would be even greater.   
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consumption is only 71% as high as the median consumption of residential customers as 1 

a whole.  This difference between residential consumption as a whole and low-income 2 

consumption is evident over differing customer characteristics, as shown in Schedule 3 

RDC-1 (page 2 of 2).   4 

 5 

This data from BC Hydro is consistent with the data I have previously worked with.  6 

Whether or not low-income customers have less efficient consumption on a per square 7 

foot basis, low-income customers live in housing units that are sufficiently smaller so that 8 

their overall consumption is lower than residential customers as a whole.  The 9 

disproportionate number of low-income customers living in smaller units is evident from 10 

the data presented in Schedule RDC-1 (page 2 of 2).   11 

 12 

Q. WHY IS THIS DIFFERENCE IN USAGE IMPORTANT FROM THE 13 

PERSPECTIVE OFASSESSING THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED RATE 14 

DESIGN? 15 

A. As can be seen in the data presented in Schedule RDC-1, with the exception of low-16 

income customers living in single-family detached housing, low-income customers 17 

consistently have consumption between the third and fourth deciles of residential 18 

consumption.  Low-income apartment dwellers have consumption between the 10th and 19 

20th percentiles.  This is significant given the large proportion of low-income customers 20 

who live in apartments.  As the Company reports, while there are 78,442 low-income 21 

apartment dwellers (BCOAPO 1.69.4(a)), there are only 55,325 low-income households 22 

living in single-family detached housing units. (BCOAPO 1.69.4(b)).  This low-income 23 
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penetration of apartments differs sharply from the residential population as a whole.  1 

Within the residential population, there are 894,994 single-family detached home 2 

customers (BCOAPO 1.69.4(b)) compared to only 459,333 apartment customers. 3 

(BCOAPO 1.69.4(a)). 4 

 5 

Residential Customers Low-Income Customers 

Single-Family Detached Apartment Single-Family Detached Apartment 

894,994 459,333 55,325 78,442 

 6 

Q. DO THESE LOW-USE CUSTOMERS HAVE AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO 7 

RELY ON USAGE REDUCTION AS A MEANS TO AVOID THE PROPOSED 8 

AND FUTURE RATE INCREASES? 9 

A. No.  Let me set aside for the moment the observation that the Company’s continuing 10 

move toward a higher percentage of customer costs (BCOAPO 1.67.4) collected through 11 

an unavoidable fixed charge (compare BCOAPO 1.67.1 to BCOAPO 1.67.3) makes it 12 

more difficult, by definition, to reduce bills through usage reduction.  The Company 13 

readily concedes that low usage is associated with greater non-responsiveness to price 14 

changes. The Company states that its RIB design assumptions include that “customers 15 

with a higher level of consumption tend to have a higher responsiveness to price.” 16 

(BCOAPO 1.61.1). 17 

 18 

 Other available information supports the conclusion that low-income customers would 19 

have a more difficult time responding to the proposed and future increases.  The 20 

Company concedes, for example, that households with air conditioning tend to be more 21 

responsive to price than households without air conditioning. (BCOAPO 1.83).  Low-22 
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income, low-use customers tend to be customers that lack air conditioning.  (July 2014 1 

BC Hydro Residential Energy Use Survey, (REUS), Exhibit B-1, Appendix C-3F).  2 

According to BC Hydro, there is no better data available on BC Hydro customer 3 

demographics and end uses than the REUS. (BCOAPO 1.112.1).   4 

 5 

Q. DO LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS HAVE THE SAME ABILITY TO INVEST IN 6 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES TO REDUCE BILLS THROUGH USAGE 7 

REDUCTION? 8 

A. No.  In Part 3 below (regarding low-income DSM), I will discuss in more detail the 9 

market barriers that prevent low-income customers from implementing energy efficiency 10 

measures as a means to control their bills.  However, for now, I note simply that the 11 

Company agrees with the proposition that, without external assistance to defray the costs 12 

of installing energy efficiency measures, low-income customers have been empirically 13 

found to install fewer energy efficiency measures in their homes than non-low-income 14 

households on a per-household basis. (BCOAPO 2.325.1).   15 

 16 

Q. DO LOW-USE CUSTOMERS IMPOSE A PROPORTIONATELY LOWER COST 17 

ON THE COMPANY THAN HIGHER USE CUSTOMERS? 18 

A. Yes.  Low-use customers, for example, make a lower contribution to the Company’s peak 19 

demand, according to BC Hydro. (BCOAPO 1.81.1).  While the Company states that it 20 

has not performed any study of load curves by customer income (BCOAPO 1.72.1), it 21 

acknowledges that “generally, higher Residential consumption correlates with larger 22 

seasonal variation in consumption.” (BCOAPO 1.72.1(a)).   23 
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Moreover, while the Company has not calculated load factors for low-income, low use 1 

customers (BCOAPO 1.70.1, 1.72.1, 1.86.1, 1.90.1), higher use residential customers 2 

tend to have lower load factors.  Higher use, the Company states, is associated with 3 

higher peak demand. (BCOAPO 1.81.1).  Since BC Hydro calculates annual load factor 4 

as total annual energy (numerator) divided by the product of annual peak demand 5 

(denominator) and annual hours (denominator) (BCOAPO 1.54.0), the lower load factor 6 

of higher usage residential customers (and, correspondingly, the higher load factor of 7 

low-use residential customers) is evident. (see also, BCOAPO 1.49.1).   8 

 9 

These observations are significant in that the Company states that “low load factors are 10 

indicative of customers that are relatively more costly to serve and load factor is therefore 11 

a consideration when evaluating rate class segmentation.” (BC Hydro’s 2015 Rate Design 12 

Application, at page 4-8; BCOAPO 1.49.1) (emphasis added).  Despite these relatively 13 

lower costs that low-income customers impose on the system as low use customers, low-14 

use customers do not have the reduced costs reflected in their rates. Instead, quite to the 15 

contrary, low-income, low use rates are increased while denying those low-income, low 16 

use customers the ability to avoid the rate increase through mechanisms commonly 17 

available to residential customers as a whole.5   18 

 19 

Q. HAS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOW USAGE AND REDUCED COSTS 20 

EVER BEEN RECOGNIZED IN ANOTHER CANADIAN JURISDICTION? 21 

                                        
5 I understand that all components of rates are being increased at a constant percentage.  Nonetheless, that does not 
detract from the observation that the effect of the rates is to move a higher proportion of fixed costs to an 
unavoidable part of the total charge.   
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A. Yes.  As I reported in my Hydro-Quebec research, identified above, these observations 1 

were confirmed in the context of a Canadian province. An analysis by the Energy 2 

Research Group, a research institute within the Department of Electrical and Computer 3 

Engineering (Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia), presented to the Nova Scotia 4 

Utility and Review Board (UARB), explained: 5 

The customer’s price per unit of energy is obtained, in part, from the costs 6 
associated with the different types of generation. If the energy supplier 7 
meets the non-peak demand with low-cost, base-load energy and the 8 
system peak with a combination of base-load and expensive peak load 9 
energy, the price per unit of energy must be a combination of the two. 10 
Although both customers pay the same price per unit of energy, the first 11 
customer pays disproportionately more per unit because the second 12 
customer consumes more energy generated during the (expensive) system 13 
peak. In short, one finds that:  14 
 15 
 Customers with a large portion of their demand that is not 16 

coincident with the system peak are overcharged for the price of a 17 
unit of energy. 18 
 19 

 Customers with a large portion of their demand that is coincident 20 
with the system peak are undercharged for the price of a unit of 21 
energy. 22 

 23 
In other words, the flat rate structure does not reflect the cost of 24 
generation and can result in cross-subsidies.6 25 

 26 

 While the above-noted research specifically examined the relationship between a flat rate 27 

and an inverted block rate, the broader empirical findings about the extent to which low-28 

use customers fail to contribute certain costs to the utility system is what is relevant to 29 

this proceeding.   30 

 31 

                                        
6 Larry Hughes (2004). The Inverted Block Rate: An Alternative to Flat Billing, at 6 - 7, Energy Research Group, 
Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Dalhousie University: Halifax (Nova Scotia). 
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Q. HAS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOW USAGE AND REDUCED COSTS 1 

EVER BEEN RECOGNIZED IN A NON-CANADIAN COMMONWEALTH 2 

JURISDICTION? 3 

A. Yes.  In my Hydro-Quebec report, I further cite research from the staff of the Australian 4 

utility regulatory body overseeing regulated residential rates in New South Wales 5 

(Australia).   In a “Secretariat Discussion Paper” examining inverted block rates, the New 6 

South Wales Independent Pricing and Review Tribunal (IPART) Staff articulated the 7 

cost-reflectivity issue as follows: 8 

The current single flat rate energy charge structure for residential and 9 
small business customers means that customers contribute to the cost of 10 
providing capacity in proportion to their energy consumption. Larger 11 
customers pay a larger share of costs by virtue of their higher 12 
consumption. Underlying this charge structure is an implicit assumption 13 
that if a customer consumes say 20 percent of total energy then they 14 
utilize 20 per cent of system capacity. If this were the case, then the 15 
single rate structure would likely be cost-reflective. . . The current charge 16 
structure is therefore likely to lead to cross-subsidies across different 17 
kinds of residential and small business customers. Customers that impose 18 
demands on system capacity that are disproportionately less than 19 
indicated by their energy consumption will tend to cross subsidize those 20 
with disproportionately greater demand for capacity. . . For example, a 21 
customer may represent around 2 per cent of total energy but because 22 
they have a need for this energy during peak time, might represent around 23 
5 per cent of system capacity. Under the current system, ignoring the 24 
impact of fixed service availability (access) charges, that customer would 25 
be facing only 2 per cent of costs. The remainder would be spread across 26 
other customers that utilize capacity disproportionately less.7 27 

 28 
Q. IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN AVERAGE ANNUAL LOW-INCOME 29 

CONSUMPTION AND LOW-INCOME CONSUMPTION OVER THE COURSE 30 

OF A YEAR? 31 

                                        
7 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of New South Wales (IPART) (June 2003). Inclining Block Tariffs 
for Electricity Network Services: Secretariat Discussion Paper, Discussion Paper DP64. 
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A. Yes.  While the Company reports that it cannot provide monthly energy use data 1 

(BCOAPO 1.73.1), the Company does provide some data on which to reach conclusions 2 

about the seasonal variation of usage between low-income customers and residential 3 

customers generally.8 These conclusions can be gleaned from whether customers “ever” 4 

have usage in the Step 2 usage block.   5 

 6 

Never Have Consumption in Step 2 
 Residential Low-Income 

Apartment 67% 74% 

Single Family Detached 19% 24% 

Electric Heating (EH) 29% 48% 

Single-family detached and EH 5% 7% 

Apartment and EH 57% 68% 

SOURCE: BCOAPO 1.69.4 

 7 

While the single family detached dwelling units more frequently have, at least on 8 

occasion, usage in the Step 2 usage block, low-income households are substantially 9 

under-represented in this cost segment.  Not only do fewer low-income customers live in 10 

single family detached dwellings, but fewer low-income customers who live in single-11 

family detached dwellings have usage that, even occasionally, let alone generally, reaches 12 

into the Step 2 block.   13 

 14 

Q. HOW DO PRINCIPLES OF AFFORDABILITY AFFECT YOUR ANALYSIS? 15 

A. Affordability is certainly an underlying issue with the provision of an Essential Services 16 

usage block.  My conclusions are supported in part by the observation that, in the absence 17 

                                        
8 I note again that the distinction in the Company’s data is not between low-income and non-low-income customers.  
If that comparison were made, the differences identified would be even larger.   
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of an Essential Services usage block, BC Hydro is increasing rates to households for 1 

whom service is already unaffordable (as documented by BCOAPO witness Seth Klein); 2 

who lack the ability to mitigate those rate increases through usage reduction; and who are 3 

facing the higher rates even though they impose lower costs on the Company.  The 4 

proposal for an Essential Services usage block, however, is not based exclusively on 5 

affordability concerns.  It is a mechanism through which BC Hydro can simultaneously 6 

address affordability concerns, improve cost reflectivity in rates, and improve the 7 

efficiency of its operations and reduce overall operating costs.   8 

 9 

B. Establishing the Essential Services Usage Block. 10 

Q. WHAT DO YOU PROPOSE FOR LOW-INCOME, LOW-USE CUSTOMERS? 11 

A. I propose that a limited low-use Essential Services block of electricity be available to 12 

income-qualified customers.  The Essential Services usage block should be available to 13 

customers confirmed as having income at or below 100% of the Pre-Tax Low-Income 14 

Cutoff (LICO-PT).9  I recommend that BC Hydro not engage in its own income 15 

qualification for the Essential Services usage block.  Instead, BC Hydro should accept the 16 

income qualifications of designated federal and provincial social assistance programs. BC 17 

Hydro need not know the precise income of the customer; instead, income qualification is 18 

a yes/no toggle.  The relevant third party need only confirm that a customer is (or is not) 19 

income qualified under the LICO-PT decision-rule.  I will discuss the administration of 20 

this income qualification process in greater detail below.   21 

 22 

                                        
9 While I understand there are other, and in some senses better, measures of what it means to be “low-income” in 
Canada, as described by BCOAPO witness Seth Klein, pre-tax LICO has been adopted by BC Hydro for other 
purposes.  I do not propose to change that decision in my testimony. 
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Q. DO YOU APPLY ANY OBJECTIVE TESTS TO DETERMINE THE SIZE OF 1 

THE ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK AND THE DEPTH OF THE 2 

DISCOUNT TO BE OFFERED? 3 

A. Yes.  There are two principles that I have applied in my determination of the size of the 4 

Essential Services usage block and the depth of the discount.  First, the block size and 5 

discount should be sufficient to provide meaningful assistance to low-income customers 6 

taking service under this rate.  Second, the cost of providing the level of discount should 7 

not impose an unreasonable burden on residential ratepayers not taking service under the 8 

Essential Services usage block. 9 

 10 

Q. HAS BC HYDRO EVER DETERMINED WHAT LEVEL OF USAGE IS NEEDED 11 

TO PROVIDE ESSENTIAL RESIDENTIAL SERVICE? 12 

A. No.  BC Hydro states that it “is not aware of a commonly-accepted definition of what 13 

constitutes essential needs in a non-electric space heating household.” (BCOAPO 1.76.1, 14 

internal quotation marks omitted).  The Company does not have an opinion about, or any 15 

information on, what usage amounts or end uses would exceed essential needs. 16 

(BCOAPO 1.77.1).  Nor does the Company have an opinion about, or any information 17 

on, whether the level of essential needs varies by income. (BCOAPO 1.78.1).   18 

 19 

Q. WHAT LEVEL OF CONSUMPTION DO YOU RECOMMEND FOR A 20 

RESIDENTIAL ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK? 21 

A. I recommend that the Essential Services usage block be set at 400 kWh a month, 4,800 22 

kWh per year.  I accept the Company’s representation that for all of the Residential rates, 23 
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“analysis based on annual metrics, such as annual consumption and annual bills, are the 1 

most informative, as opposed to finer resolution” (e.g., monthly data). (BCOAPO 1.70.1).  2 

I will assume, in other words, that what the Company finds appropriate for its own 3 

purposes (i.e., use of annual usage data) it will not find inappropriate for purposes of 4 

evaluating an Essential Services usage block. 5 

 6 

Q. IS AN ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK CONSISTENT WITH HOW BC 7 

HYDRO HAS PREVIOUSLY DEFINED “LOW USAGE”? 8 

A. Yes.  The Company defines “low usage” as being roughly 400 kWh per month. (2015 9 

Rate Design Application, at Appendix C-3B, page 126 of 609).  At that point, the 10 

Company reports that its definition of “low-use” varies between 370 kWh per month and 11 

380 kWh per month. 12 

 13 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE BASIS FOR YOUR DETERMINATION OF THE SIZE 14 

OF AN ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK. 15 

A. My recommended Essential Services usage block is just below the low-income median 16 

consumption of 5,298 kWh per year.  (BCOAPO 1.58.3).  There is a series of balancing 17 

decisions I have made in reaching the conclusion that this level is appropriate.  First, I 18 

agree with the Company that using an “average” (either mean or median) number for 19 

purposes of setting a coverage is inappropriate for purposes of making certain coverage 20 

decisions in all circumstances.  Using either the mean or median (referring to either as the 21 

“average”) would result in an erroneous decision for half of the accounts.  Instead, a 22 

decision rule set at the 80th percentile, according to BC Hydro, is a more appropriate 23 
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decision rule. (BCOAPO 2.340.1).10 This decision-making approach is important for 1 

purposes of combining the low-income usage reported by BC Hydro for various 2 

locations, housing types and heating fuels. The Company reports median usage as 3 

follows: 4 

Non-Electric Heating Total /a/ Apartment /b/ Duplex /b/ Single-Family 
Detached /b/ 

Lower Mainland 5,100 4,421 4,421 8,330 

Island 5,558 2,561 4,163 7,796 

South 7,172 3,061 5,900 8,291 

North 6,085 2,630 7,179 7,817 

NOTES: 

/a/ BCOAPO 1.60.1 

/b/ BCOAPO 1.60.6 

 5 

As can be seen, a monthly Essential Services usage block of 400 kWh (4,800 kWh/year) 6 

would account for the higher usage in single-family detached homes while not over-7 

compensating the lower usage of apartments and duplex/condo residents (as determined 8 

by the Company’s own 80th percentile decision rule).   9 

 10 

Q. HAVE YOU COMPARED YOUR PROPOSED ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE 11 

BLOCK TO THE ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS 12 

AS A WHOLE? 13 

A. Yes.  The annual usage of 4,800 kWh exceeds only the 3,699 kWh median usage for 14 

customers living in residential apartments, a sizable proportion of whom we know to be 15 

low-income. (BCOAPO 1.59.2).  Even apartment dwellers in the Company’s South 16 

                                        
10 Using the 80th percentile is a decision rule that I, myself, have used in other situations. In recommending utility 
allowances for public and assisted housing owned and/or operated by Public Housing Authorities, I recommend 
usage sufficiently high to cover 80% of the bills.  Moreover, in establishing Standard Utility Allowances (SUAs) for 
the Food Stamp programs in Iowa, Illinois and Wisconsin, I use consumption at the 80th percentile.   
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Region have annual usage that exceeds 4,800 kWh. (BCOAPO 1.59.3).  Otherwise, the 1 

4,800 kWh annual Essential Services usage block is noticeably lower than the median 2 

usage for other housing types for residential customers generally. (BCOAPO 1.59.2).  3 

Overall, in the residential class as a whole (including low-income residential customers), 4 

fewer than 30% of residential customers would have annual usage at or below the 5 

Essential Services usage block. (BCOAPO 1.58.2).   6 

 7 

Q. HAVE YOU CONSIDERED THE OPERATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE 8 

ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK IN LIGHT OF THE BONBRIGHT 9 

PRINCIPLES FOR RATE DESIGN? 10 

A. Yes.  In responding to this, I note again (as I discussed in more detail above) that 11 

charging low-income low use customers the same rate as other higher use residential 12 

customers likely involves, for all the reasons I previously discussed, an over-charge 13 

relative to the reduced costs low use customers impose on the system.  Providing a 14 

discount on the Essential Services usage block, in other words, improves rather than 15 

impedes cost reflectivity.  In this sense, the Essential Services usage block is consistent 16 

with the Bonbright criterion of “fair apportionment of the costs amongst customers.” 17 

(2015 Rate Design Application, at 1-20). 18 

 19 

In addition, section 60 of the Utilities Commission Act (“UCA”), subsection 60(1)(b), 20 

provides that the Commission “must have due regard in the setting of a rate. . .to 21 

encourage public utilities to increase efficiency, decrease costs and enhance 22 

performance.” (2015 Rate Design Application, at 2-4).  While the Company asserts that 23 
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this “efficiency criterion” applies only to the procurement of energy and capacity 1 

resources (BCOAPO 1.7.1), there is nothing in the language of the statute which supports 2 

this limitation.   3 

 4 

In fact, efficiency of operations extends to all elements of the Company’s provision of 5 

service.  One aspect of the Company’s operations is the collection of the revenue which it 6 

bills.  Time and again, third party evaluations have documented that reducing the bills to 7 

low-income customers results in an improved revenue collection.  I have attached, as 8 

Appendix B, a list of third party evaluations of low-income programs prepared over the 9 

past thirty years.  I do not offer the Essential Services usage block explicitly (or 10 

exclusively) as a low-income “affordability” program, but rather as an appropriate 11 

response to the imposition of unavoidable increased bills on low-use, low-income 12 

customers in circumstances in which those low-use, low-income customers contribute 13 

fewer (not more) costs on the system. However, these evaluations provide empirical 14 

support for the proposition that adopting an Essential Services usage block will allow the 15 

Commission to ensure that BC Hydro will “increase efficiency, decrease costs and 16 

enhance performance” as required by the UCA by improving bill collection and reducing 17 

the costs of low-income nonpayment.   18 

 19 

C. Establishing the Essential Services Usage Block Discount. 20 

Q. WHAT DISCOUNT DO YOU PROPOSE FOR THE ESSENTIAL SERVICES 21 

USAGE BLOCK? 22 
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A. I proposed an Essential Services usage block discount of four cents per kilowatt-hour 1 

($0.04/kWh).  A four cent discount provides meaningful assistance to low-income 2 

customers without imposing unreasonable burdens on residential customers not taking 3 

service under the Essential Services usage block.  Depending on consumption, as 4 

disaggregated based on the housing type, heating fuel and location factors I have 5 

previously discussed, the proposed discount would provide a bill reduction of between $9 6 

and $16 per month on low-use, low-income bills.   7 

 8 
Q. DOES THE ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK DISCOUNT HOLD LOW-9 

INCOME CUSTOMERS HARMLESS AGAINST RATE INCREASES? 10 

A. The proposed rate for an Essential Services usage block helps to protect low-income 11 

households, but does not completely hold such customers harmless.  BC Hydro provided 12 

its analysis of the impact of possible future rate increases on low-income customers.  13 

According to the Company, a typical low-income townhouse resident (electric heating) 14 

would experience a bill increase of $247 over a three-year period with a “fictional” rate 15 

increase of 10% a year.  A typical low-income resident in a single-family detached home 16 

(electric heating) would experience a bill increase of nearly $500. (BCOAPO 1.208.1, 17 

Attachment 1, at page 34 of 46).  The Essential Services usage block, in other words, will 18 

mitigate, but not completely protect, low-income customers against rate increases for the 19 

next three years.   20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 
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 Low-Income Households 

 Town House   
(electric heating) 

1-Family Detached  
(electric heating) 

Current annual bill ($0.827) $744 $1,489 

Annual bill after fictional rate increase 
(10%.yr over 3-years) (9.54¢, 10.50¢, 11.55¢) $991 $1,984 

Absolute bill increase after 3-years $247 $495 

SOURCE: BCOAPO 1.208.1, Attachment 1, page 34 of 46.   

 1 

D. Relationship between ECAP and an Essential Services Usage Block. 2 

Q. IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP THAT SHOULD EXIST BETWEEN THE OFFER 3 

OF THE ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK AND THE BC HYDRO LOW-4 

INCOME ECAP? 5 

A. Yes. Delivering energy efficiency investments to low-income customers has a role to 6 

play in responding to inability-to-pay, but it cannot be the exclusive mechanism of 7 

response.   Efficiency investments can be an effective tool to use in reducing low-income 8 

energy needs for some, but not all, households.  Energy efficiency investments are an 9 

effective supplement to the distribution of bill affordability assistance to address low-income 10 

energy needs over the long term. Energy efficiency provides continuing benefits year-in and 11 

year-out.  Investments in residential energy efficiency help deliver efficient end-uses to 12 

consumers. In both the medium- and long-term, energy efficiency will reduce the costs of 13 

certain bill affordability program designs.11 14 

 15 

                                        
11 With the Essential Services usage block proposed for BC Hydro, the extent to which efficiency will reduce 
program costs is lessened since the price reduction occurs for a limited amount of low consumption.  Nonetheless, 
efficiency investments will help promote the synergistic impact of the Essential Services usage block, the efficiency, 
and the low-income Terms and Conditions in promoting increased operational efficiencies and decreased costs on 
the BC Hydro system.   
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A multi-state study of affordability programs in the United States, of which I was a co-1 

author, found that “every state that has adopted a home energy affordability program has 2 

incorporated an energy efficiency component into that affordability initiative.” The study 3 

found that “these [low-income efficiency] programs can effectively complement the 4 

impacts of affordability programs.”12 They cannot, however, serve as a stand-alone 5 

response.  This is particularly true here, as here in British Columbia, an Essential 6 

Services usage block is offered not exclusively as an affordability program, but as a 7 

mechanism to improve the cost reflectivity of rates.   8 

 9 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 10 

A. Based on these synergies, I recommend that whenever a customer enrolls to take service 11 

under the Essential Services usage block rate, that customer also be solicited for 12 

enrollment in BC Hydro’s ECAP.   13 

 14 

E. Cost Recovery. 15 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE BASIS FOR YOUR CONCLUSION THAT AN 16 

ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK DISCOUNT OF FOUR CENTS 17 

WOULD NOT IMPOSE AN UNREASONABLE BURDEN ON OTHER 18 

RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS. 19 

A. I have considered three alternative ways through which to recover the costs of providing 20 

the Essential Services usage block discount: (1) spreading the costs over all consumption 21 

by residential customers; (2) spreading the costs over only the Step 2 residential 22 

                                        
12Carroll, Colton and Berger (2007). Ratepayer Funded Low-Income Energy Programs: Performance and 
Possibilities, at 132, Apprise, Inc.: Princeton (NJ). 
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consumption; and (3) spreading the costs over the consumption of customers that exceeds 1 

2,000 kWh per month.  Before discussing this cost recovery, however, I will explain my 2 

determination of what the costs of the Essential Services usage block discount would be.   3 

 4 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU CALCULATED THE COST OF PROVIDING A 5 

DISCOUNT TO AN ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK. 6 

A. In calculating the costs of an Essential Services usage block discount, let me first explain 7 

what would not be an appropriate methodology.  It would not be appropriate to use the 8 

median consumption of low-income customers generally as the basis for the calculation.  9 

In offering a discount on an Essential Services block, consumption above 400 10 

kWh/month (4,800 kWh per year) would not receive a discount, while consumption at or 11 

below the Essential Services block would.  If one were to use an average, however, in 12 

effect what happens is that some consumption above the Essential Services block would 13 

be reallocated to customers with usage below the block ceiling, and a discount provided 14 

on the entire consumption.  For example, two customers, one with usage of 500 kWh and 15 

one with consumption of 300 kWh would have an average consumption of 400 kWh. If 16 

one uses an average (including a median), the discount calculation would assign a cost to 17 

all 800 kWh.  In fact, the customer using 500 kWh stops receiving a discount when his or 18 

her usage exceeds 400 kWh.  The customer using 300 kWh never reaches the Essential 19 

Services block usage ceiling.  Accordingly, the cost of serving these two customers 20 

would be only the cost of providing a discount on 700 kWh.  The use of an average will 21 

only result in an over-statement of costs. By arithmetic, it will not result in an under-22 

statement of costs.   23 
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The above discussion supports the conclusion that the more disaggregated the usage 1 

amounts can be, the more accurate the cost calculation will be.  What I have done, 2 

therefore, is to calculate the aggregate cost disaggregating consumption by location, 3 

housing type, and heating fuel. These three factors are the factors that BC Hydro 4 

identified as driving increased consumption. (BCOAPO 1.101.2). 5 

 In light of this explanation, my calculation of the cost of providing a four cent discount 6 

on 400 kWh is set forth in Schedule RDC-2.  The total cost of providing the $0.04 7 

discount on 400 kWh will not exceed $26,912,049.13  For the reasons I explain above, 8 

even though the usage has been considerably disaggregated, to the extent that the median 9 

consumption in any of the cells that I use involves a blending of usage above and below 10 

the Essential Services usage block ceiling, there may be some limited degree of cost 11 

over-estimation.   12 

 13 

Q. IS THERE ANY LIMITATION THAT YOU PLACE ON THE COSTS THAT 14 

YOU HAVE IDENTIFIED IMMEDIATELY ABOVE? 15 

A. Yes.  I have calculated the gross costs of providing such a discount.  I have not calculated 16 

any of the offsetting expense reductions.  BC Hydro acknowledges the potential for such 17 

off-setting costs to arise in the context of bill reductions achieved through energy 18 

efficiency investments. (BCOAPO 1.118.1).  In calculating the costs and benefits of low-19 

income DSM programs, BC Hydro takes into account these types of expense reductions. 20 

(BCOAPO 1.22.1, BCOAPO 1.22.3).   21 

                                        
13 While BC Hydro estimates that there are 170,000 low-income customers on its system, its disaggregation of low-
income customers by housing type, location and heating fuel considers only 161,383.  Nonetheless, elsewhere, BC 
Hydro acknowledges that the 170,000 figure and the 161,383 figure come from the same source and, therefore, can 
be treated as functionally identical. (BCOAPO 2.254.1). 
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Bill reductions achieved through the Essential Services usage block discount would have 1 

the same effect.  Unlike BC Hydro’s focus on uncollectibles (BCOAPO 1.118.1), for 2 

example, one major source of cost reduction involves the reduction of the working capital 3 

associated with reduced arrears.  Working capital reductions would occur whether or not 4 

the customer could “avoid arrears altogether” and even “if the customer continued to 5 

have arrears but the outstanding balance was lower.” (BCOAPO 1.118.1).   The 6 

Company acknowledges that improved collections would reduce its revenue requirement.  7 

(BCOAPO 1.127(a) – (e)). To the extent that the Essential Services usage block discount 8 

results in a reduced revenue requirement, that reduced revenue requirement would be 9 

identified in the Company’s next base rate proceeding and would reduce rates to all 10 

customers.  Accordingly, as I discuss above, pursuing such results is consistent with the 11 

Commission’s obligations to consider efficiencies, enhanced performance, and decreased 12 

costs, under the UCA, section 60, subsection 60.1(b).   13 

 14 

Q. HAVE YOU CALCULATED THE COSTS TO RATEPAYERS NOT TAKING 15 

SERVICE UNDER THE ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK? 16 

A. Yes.  As I described above, I consider the costs to ratepayers not taking service under the 17 

Essential Services usage block under three scenarios: (1) spreading the costs over all 18 

residential consumption; (2) spreading the costs over only the Step 2 consumption; and 19 

(3) spreading the costs over consumption that exceeds 2,000 kWh per month.   20 

 21 

 In considering the costs as spread over all consumption, I use the residential consumption 22 

presented in the Company’s Rate Design Application of 17,476 GWh.  (2015 Rate 23 
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Design Application, Appendix C-3, pages 229 and 234 of 609).  The total residential 1 

consumption is divided between 10,171 GWh in Step 1 & 7,305 GWh in Step 2. (Id.)..  2 

Using this data, I find that: 3 

 The cost per kWh if spread over the entire residential consumption base is 4 

1.54 mils per kWh ($0.00154/kWh). 5 

 The cost per kWh if spread over only the Step 2 consumption base is 3.68 6 

mils per kWh ($0.00368/kWh).   7 

To calculate the costs of an Essential Services usage block if those costs are spread over 8 

usage by customers consuming more than 2,000 kWh per month, I begin with the 9 

distribution of such customers provided by BC Hydro.  (BCOAPO 1.92.1, BCOAP0 10 

2.252.1).  The Company provided the number of accounts at each level of usage by 11 

month over a twelve-month period.  From that, and placing a reasonable top-code on the 12 

highest usage bucket, I find that spreading the costs of an Essential Services usage block 13 

would increase the price of usage for consumption over 2,000 kWh a month by only nine-14 

tenths of one cent for the 400 kWh, $0.04/kWh discount scenario.  The difference 15 

between spreading the costs over usage above 2,000 kWh, and the mechanism spreading 16 

the costs over Step 2 consumption, did not seem sufficient to justify its implementation.  17 

For these reasons, I no longer consider the cost-recovery option of spreading the costs 18 

over usage over 2,000 kWh.   19 

 20 

Q. HAVE YOU CALCULATED AN ANNUAL BILL IMPACT TO RESIDENTIAL 21 

RATEPAYERS FOR YOUR COST RECOVERY MECHANISMS? 22 
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A. I have calculated an annual bill impact of my recommended Essential Services usage 1 

block discount (400 kWh/month with discount of $0.04) to residential ratepayers for the 2 

mechanism which spreads the revenue reduction over all residential consumption.14  I 3 

found that the bill impact for customers in each consumption decile is as set forth below. 4 

As can be seen, at median consumption, the bill impact is only $1.00 per month; at the 5 

80th percentile consumption level, the bill impact is only $1.64.  6 

 7 

Usage Decile Annual Median Use 
Annual Cost  

Over All kWh 

Monthly Cost  

Over All kWh 

1 2,556 $3.94 $   0.33 

2 3,821 $5.88 $   0.49 

3 5,063 $7.80 $   0.65 

4 6,236 $9.60 $   0.80 

5 7,454 $11.48 $   0.96 

6 8,769 $13.50 $   1.13 

7 10,575 $16.29 $   1.36 

8 12,742 $19.62 $   1.64 

9 16,392 $25.24 $   2.10 

10 160,885 $247.76 $ 20.65 

 8 
 9 

Q. DID YOU CONSIDER ALTERNATIVE USAGE BLOCKS AND DISCOUNT 10 

LEVELS TO THE 400 KWH AND FOUR CENT DISCOUNT YOU 11 

RECOMMEND? 12 

A. Yes.  I considered the following three alternative scenarios: (1) a usage block of 400 kWh 13 

with a discount of three cents per kWh; (2) a usage block of 350 kWh with a discount of 14 

four cents per kWh; and (3) a usage block of 350 kWh with a discount of three cents per 15 

                                        
14 I could not calculate the bill impacts to ratepayers of spreading the revenue reduction over Tier 2 usage since I did 
not have monthly data on usage distribution.  When the Company was asked to provide such usage distribution data, 
it replied that such data was not available. (BCOAPO 1.58.2, BCOAPO 1.85.1, BCOAPO 1.86.1). 
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kWh. The total program costs and cost per kWh under the two cost-recovery scenarios 1 

that I retained would be as follows: 2 

Scenario Gross Program Cost Total Residential 
Usage Tier 2 Usage 

400 kWh / $0.03 discount $20,184,037 $0.00115 $0.00276 

350 kWh / $0.04 discount $25,030,978 $0.00143 $0.00343 

350 kWh / $0.03 discount $18,773,233 $0.00107 $0.00257 

 3 
 I conclude that within the context of the two principles I established (providing 4 

meaningful assistance without an unreasonable burden), the 400 kWh Essential Services 5 

usage block with a four cent ($0.04) discount is most reasonable.15   6 

 7 

F. Intake, Eligibility and Income Verification. 8 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 9 

TESTIMONY. 10 

A. In this section of my testimony, I consider the administrative aspects of providing an 11 

Essential Services usage block for low-income customers.  As I described above, I 12 

propose that the Essential Services usage block be available to income-qualified 13 

customers.  An income-qualified customer would be a customer with annual income at or 14 

below 100% of Pre-Tax LICO.   15 

 16 

                                        
15 One concern that is sometimes raised in response to reduced rates for low-income customers is whether the 
resulting bill reductions result in systematically increased usage.  That should not be of concern.  BC Hydro has 
reported that changes in rates in Step 1 usage does not result in changes in usage.  In addition, empirical evaluations 
have found that low-income discount programs do not systematically result in increased usage. Not one (i.e., zero) 
third party evaluation (see, Appendix B) has found that usage reductions have resulted in such increased usage.  See 
also, Colton (1990). "Customer Consumption Patterns within an Income-Based Energy Assistance Program." 24 
Journal of Economic Issues 1079. 
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Q. HOW SHOULD LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS BE INCOME-QUALIFIED TO 1 

TAKE SERVICE UNDER THE ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK? 2 

A. Initially, I recommend a three-stage income qualification process.  Through the three 3 

stages, the mechanisms through which customers can have their income qualification for 4 

the Essential Services usage block confirmed will progressively expand.   5 

 6 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE FIRST STAGE OF INCOME QUALIFICATION. 7 

A. In Stage 1, implemented immediately, BC Hydro should accept a confirmation of income 8 

eligibility from BC’s Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation (“MSDSI”) 9 

for purposes of qualifying customers to take service under the Essential Services usage 10 

block. In addition, people who receive social assistance on First Nations reserves and 11 

residents in homes through non-profit housing providers and/or community service 12 

organizations should also be eligible to take service under the Essential Services usage 13 

block.  This process would use the process already in place by the Company.  According 14 

to BC Hydro,  15 

Proof of income is only collected for the ECAP program.  16 
 17 
There are cases within the ECAP program where individual proof of 18 
income requirement is waived.  One example is the bulk application 19 
process with First Nations communities.  The band office will identify 20 
community members that it knows to meet the income requirements and 21 
those community members can choose to apply for the program.  A 22 
similar process is used for non-profit housing provider or community 23 
service organizations that qualify clients on income for other 24 
purposes.(BCOAPO 1.136.1) (emphasis added).   25 

 26 

The Company continued “. . .it has been BC Hydro’s experience that on-reserve 27 

aboriginal community members typically participate in the program [ECAP] through a 28 
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bulk application process, in which case BC Hydro does not collect individual income 1 

documents. BC Hydro would be willing to consider amending its program policies 2 

regarding proof of income if it can be determined that this is a barrier to participating in 3 

the low income program offerings.” (BCOAPO 1.136.2). The Company confirmed that 4 

an income confirmation system used for low-income Terms and Conditions could also be 5 

used for a low-income rate. (BCOAPO 1.97.1).16  Other aspects of existing processes 6 

also indicated that existing processes could be used to inexpensively allow MSDSI to 7 

identify low-income customers.   8 

 9 

 BC Hydro concedes that up to two-thirds of customers with household incomes below 10 

Pre-Tax LICO could be identified from MSDSI’s client list. (BCOAPO 1.192.1, 11 

Attachment 1, page 25).  MSDSI has indicated it serves approximately 130,000 of BC 12 

Hydro’s 170,000 low-income customers. (BCOAPO 2.300.1).  Using MSDSI should be 13 

relatively easy and inexpensive for a variety of reasons. 14 

 15 

 BC Hydro and MSDSI currently have existing processes and systems through which 16 

MSDSI directly pays the electric bills of roughly 6,000 BC Hydro customers. (BCOAPO 17 

2.301.1, 1.192.1, Attachment 1, pages 5 and 18).  Similarly, BC Hydro’s income 18 

qualification process for low-income DSM programs uses “a list of pre-qualified 19 

recipients of various government and income assistance programs” to establish eligibility. 20 

(BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, page 6).  BC Hydro has agreed that such an approach 21 

can also be used for other low-income programs. (BCOAPO 2.302.1).   22 

                                        
16 The up-front implementation costs of the billing system would increase if used for both Terms and Conditions and 
rates. (BCOAPO 1.97.1).   



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

30 

 BC Hydro’s IT systems are already structured to accept direct payments of electricity 1 

bills of MSDSI clients from MSDSI. BC Hydro states that providing payments as bulk 2 

Electronic Funds Transfers, in which MSDSI makes a single payment and identifies the 3 

accounts being paid, “is consistent with the payment method used by multi-site general 4 

service customers and so MSDSI-specific IT changes were not required.” (BCOAPO 5 

2.303.1).   6 

 7 

 Expanding the number of customers through this existing process would not increase 8 

costs.  The Company specifically agreed that “the existing processes and systems can 9 

accommodate an increase in the number of MSDSI clients receiving direct payments 10 

without BC Hydro being required to modify its system or incurring significant additional 11 

costs.” (BCOAPO 2.304.1).  Moreover, it is not difficult to code someone as a low-12 

income customer.  Under its existing processes, BC Hydro codes a customer as an 13 

MSDSI direct payment customer and retains that flag for two years. (BCOAPO 2.345.1).  14 

BC Hydro states that “[t]o keep a permanent record, a field would need to be added to 15 

indicate the customer is receiving assistance from MSDSI.  The addition of a single field 16 

for this purpose is minimal effort and could be accomplished through regular sustainment 17 

effort to the billing system.” (BCOAPO 2.335.1).   18 

 19 

 While BC Hydro speculated that “budget-constrained government agencies may require a 20 

contribution towards the costs they incur to provide data or change business processes.” 21 

(BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, page 27), the Company subsequently conceded that 22 

“MSDSI has not requested a budget contribution from BC Hydro for the processes 23 
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established so far. Both organizations believe the process changes provide operational 1 

efficiencies in addition to improved customer experience.” (BCOAPO 2.308.1) (emphasis 2 

added).   3 

 4 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE SECOND AND THIRD STAGES OF INCOME 5 

QUALIFICATION. 6 

A. In Stage 2, I recommend that BC Hydro expand the social service agencies from which it 7 

will accept a confirmation of income eligibility.17  In Stage 3, I recommend that the third 8 

party administrator retained to operate the crisis intervention program as I describe below 9 

be allowed to qualify customers through the acceptance –by itself or through its network 10 

of community-based organizations-- of income tax returns or other financial documents 11 

deemed sufficient by the administrator and BC Hydro.  My experience counsels that one 12 

should not expect a large number of customers to apply for the Essential Services usage 13 

block through this third stage.  Nonetheless, it is appropriate that a sufficient number of 14 

doors be available to ensure that no-one is excluded because of the lack of an application 15 

mechanism.18 16 

 17 

Q. WHAT TAKE-UP RATE DO YOU EXPECT TO OCCUR TO TAKE SERVICE 18 

UNDER THE PROPOSED ESSENTIAL SERVICES USAGE BLOCK? 19 

A. While my program cost analysis presented above assumes a 100% take-up rate, I offer 20 

that only because I believe it reasonable to disclose the outer limits of costs to the 21 

                                        
17 I understand that other agencies also provide social assistance to low-income customers, who might not also 
receive MSDSI benefits. (BCOAPO 2.328.1). Applications from agencies other than MSDSI could be added over 
time.  The Company would not necessarily need to require all agencies to participate on the front-end.   
18 This type of staged expansion is akin to the staged expansion of the low-income rate affordability programs 
adopted by the Colorado Public Utilities Commission.   
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Commission, the Company, and other stakeholders.  It would be, however, with one 1 

exception, unreasonable to expect a 100% take-up rate.  On the one hand, thirty years of 2 

experience in helping to design, implement and evaluate low-income programs has taught 3 

me that whenever program applications are required, the application process will serve as 4 

a barrier to participation.19  The take-up rate will thus be less than 100%. Some people 5 

will find the application process to be a barrier to participation.  Some people who might 6 

be income-qualified will choose not to participate because they do not see themselves as 7 

needing assistance. Some people will not realize that they qualify.  Some people will not 8 

“trust” the Company.  Some people will not want to fulfill other qualifications required to 9 

receive assistance (e.g., should BC Hydro require budget billing).  When fully ramped up, 10 

I would expect a participation rate of roughly 50% of the total income-eligible 11 

population. 12 

 13 

 Using MSDSI in this fashion is akin to the U.S. utilities with which I work that use 14 

LIHEAP enrollment as the doorway through which customers also enter ratepayer-funded 15 

programs.20 The use of automatic enrollment, known as “express lane eligibility,” is a 16 

well-accepted mechanism to expand enrollment in means-tested programs.21 Reviewing 17 

take-up rates, however, should be an ongoing process.  I recommend that the Company 18 

routinely review and report on take-up rates in future Rate Design Application 19 

proceedings.  20 

                                        
19 The Company could not offer insights into why customers in need do not contact the Company. (BCOAPO 
2.306.1). 
20 LIHEAP is the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program, the federally-funded energy assistance program 
in the United States.   
21 Colton (Sept. 2000). Outreach Strategies for Iowa’s LIHEAP Program: Innovation in Improved Targeting, 
prepared for Iowa Department of Human Rights: Des Moines (IA).   
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Q. ARE THERE PRIVACY CONCERNS IN USING MSDSI INFORMATION-1 

SHARING TO ESTABLISH INCOME-ELIGIBILITY FOR AN ESSENTIAL 2 

SERVICES USAGE BLOCK? 3 

A. Yes to the extent that BC Hydro has raised certain privacy concerns. No to the extent that 4 

those concerns are not well-founded. BC Hydro’s “issues [that] would need to be 5 

addressed” included: 6 

 If eligibility is verified by MSDSI or a third party, customers would have to 7 

provide consent for agencies to share information with BC Hydro. (BCOAPO 8 

1.192.1, Attachment 1, page 29).  According to BC Hydro, even for customers 9 

already receiving assistance from MSDSI, changes to MSDSI forms might be 10 

required. (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, page 29).  BC Hydro subsequently 11 

acknowledged, however, that the Company does not need to create its own 12 

consent form to share information with MSDSI.  MSDSI has already developed a 13 

consent form (BCOAPO 2.312.1), which is already in use as the basis for 14 

information sharing between MSDSI and BC Hydro. (BCOAPO 2.313.1).  BC 15 

Hydro played no role in the design and content of the MSDSI consent form. 16 

(BCOAPO 2.313.2).   17 

 BC Hydro worried that for data transfers with any government agency, BC Hydro 18 

would need to create Information Sharing Agreements. (BCOAPO 1.192.1, 19 

Attachment 1, page 29).  BC Hydro subsequently acknowledged, however, that 20 

the Company and MSDSI are already working on an Information Sharing 21 

Agreement. (BCOAPO 2.314.1).  That process already involves “drafting a 22 
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Privacy Impact Assessment for the purpose of enabling further analysis of low-1 

income customer payment and collections behavior.” (BCOAPO 2.314.1).   2 

 BC Hydro said that the Company would need to develop internal privacy 3 

protection processes. (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, pages 29-30).  However, 4 

these processes have already been developed and implemented by the Company 5 

to manage income information collected for its low-income DSM programs (i.e., 6 

Energy Savings Kits [ESKs] and the Energy Conservation Assistance Program 7 

[ECAP]). (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, page 30).  BC Hydro notes that it 8 

already verifies and maintains income information for ECAP without violating 9 

privacy laws. (BCOAPO 1.109.16, 1.109.17).   10 

 11 

Q.  WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE EASE OR DIFFICULTY IN 12 

ADMINISTERING A MEANS-TESTED INITIATIVE SUCH AS YOU PROPOSE? 13 

A. My experience is that administration becomes routine.  Further, my experience is that 14 

administrative problems often expected simply do not occur.  For example, I was 15 

involved with the creation of the Ontario Electricity Support Program (“OESP”).  16 

Particularly given the large number of distribution utilities, some stakeholders had 17 

expressed concerns about the program’s administration.  At a March 2016 Low-Income 18 

Energy Network conference in Toronto, however, the Staff of the Ontario Energy Board 19 

(“OEB”) reported that, while not without some minor hitches, the roll-out of the OESP 20 

occurred largely without problems. I have attached the OEB presentation to my testimony 21 

as Appendix C.    22 

 23 
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Q. WOULD THE COMPANY AND RATEPAYERS BENEFIT FROM INCREASING 1 

THE NUMBER OF ACCOUNTS FOR WHICH MSDSI MAKES DIRECT 2 

PAYMENTS TO THE COMPANY? 3 

A. Yes.  While I do not propose having MSDSI make direct payments as a requirement to 4 

receiving service under the Essential Services usage block, it would not be unreasonable 5 

to expect that with reduced bills, more MSDSI recipients would agree to such payments.  6 

Without the bill reduction, MSDSI payments are often infeasible from the customer’s 7 

perspective.  After all, the MSDSI payments paid to BC Hydro are deducted from, and 8 

thus reduce, the level of income assistance benefits MSDSI would otherwise pay the 9 

household.  (BCOAPO 1.231.1). 10 

 11 

 Increasing these direct payments improves BC Hydro’s efficient operations and generates 12 

benefits to the Company and to all ratepayers.  To the extent that MSDSI makes direct 13 

payments, under normal circumstances, the account would not go unpaid or otherwise 14 

carry an arrears. (BCOAPO 2.347.1, identifying exigent circumstances where arrears 15 

might occur).  Moreover, BC Hydro acknowledges that “uncollectible balances are 16 

unlikely for the portion of an account directly paid by MSDSI.” (BCOAPO 2.347.3).  17 

Finally, BC Hydro notes that paperless billing results in substantial cost savings to the 18 

Company (and thus to all ratepayers). (BCOAPO.1.234.1). The Essential Services usage 19 

block, as integrated with MSDSI, offers the potential for substantial extra benefits for BC 20 

Hydro. 21 

 22 

 23 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 24 
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A. I conclude there is a need for an Essential Services usage block for low-income 1 

customers.  I conclude that a reduced rate for such a block improves rather than impedes 2 

cost reflectivity.  I conclude that the administration of such an Essential Services usage 3 

block can seamlessly be integrated with existing processes. I recommend that the 4 

Essential Services usage block be a monthly usage block of 400 kWh with a discount of 5 

$0.04/kWh.  I recommend that income verification and intake begin with MSDSI with an 6 

expansion to other government agencies over time. 7 

 8 

Part 2. Establishing a Crisis Intervention Fund. 9 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 10 

TESTIMONY. 11 

A. In this section of my testimony, I explain why BC Hydro should adopt a small rate rider 12 

to fund a residential crisis intervention program. 13 

 14 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT YOU MEAN BY A “CRISIS INTERVENTION 15 

PROGRAM”? 16 

A. A crisis intervention program would involve providing funds when a low-income 17 

customer faces a situation that threatens the continuing ability of that customer to take 18 

electric service.22  Such a crisis situation may, but need not necessarily, involve providing 19 

a grant to prevent the disconnection of service for nonpayment.  In the alternative, a crisis 20 

                                        
22 I intentionally do not prescribe the income-eligibility for a crisis intervention fund in this testimony.  Historically, 
crisis intervention funds have maximum income eligibility guidelines that exceed low-income DSM programs or 
programs such as my proposed Essential Services usage block.  The precise definition of income eligibility for this 
crisis intervention program is not essential to determine for purposes of establishing funding.  Setting the income 
eligibility level should be done through a consultation with BC Hydro, the third party administrator, and other 
interested stakeholders. 
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intervention grant might respond to a level of arrears that the program administrator 1 

deems is of sufficient size that the customer will never be capable of retiring them in full.  2 

Moreover, a crisis situation might involve circumstances where a customer is already 3 

“off-system” and lacks sufficient funds to make an arrearage payment, along with paying 4 

a reconnection charge and possibly a cash security deposit.   5 

 6 

Q. HOW TO YOU PROPOSE THAT THIS CRISIS INTERVENTION FUND BE 7 

ADMNISTERED? 8 

A. The crisis intervention fund should be administered through an independent third party.  9 

That third party can, at its discretion, take responsibility for performing intake and grant 10 

disbursement or, in the alternative, can oversee a network of community-based 11 

organizations (CBOs) and local/provincial government agencies who would do outreach, 12 

intake and grant-making within program-prescribed guidelines.  In my experience, the 13 

network approach is the more effective and efficient mode of operation.  Participating 14 

CBOs are allocated a not-to-exceed sum of funds that would be available for distribution 15 

as crisis intervention grants consistent with contract obligations.   16 

 17 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE REASON THAT A NEED FOR CRISIS 18 

INTERVENTION MIGHT ARISE. 19 

A. Crisis intervention is not intended to be an annual income supplement for low-income 20 

customers; nor is it intended to be a regular source of energy assistance funding.  As the 21 

administrator of the local crisis intervention fund for my own local community, I know 22 
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from personal experience that, instead, a crisis intervention grant is intended to respond 1 

to unexpected and temporary circumstances that place a customer’s service in jeopardy.   2 

 3 

 One set of circumstances that gives rise to such jeopardy involves disruptions to income.  4 

Consider the working poor.  The working poor, in particular, have not only low incomes, 5 

but have what are called “fragile” incomes as well.  Income for the working poor, in 6 

particular, can be erratic and unpredictable.  Working poor families, for example, tend to 7 

find themselves in lower quality hourly wage jobs, often marked by considerable income 8 

fluctuations due to the number of hours they are called upon to work.  Even aside from 9 

the level of wages, the presence of hourly wages and unpredictable hours mark 10 

occupations that are the province of the working poor.  Persons working in these 11 

occupations often face periods of lost wages. The U.S. Department of Labor refers to 12 

periods of lost wages caused by a reduction in hours as “involuntary part time 13 

employment.”  Involuntary part time workers are persons who in at least one week of the 14 

year worked fewer than 35 hours because they could not find full-time work.”23  15 

 16 

Another factor contributing to the instability of income of the working poor involves the 17 

paid leave benefits provided.  The absence of paid vacation and sick leave can directly 18 

affect the ability of a household to maintain utility payments over time. Low-income 19 

workers often have few or no workforce benefits, like paid leave or flexible schedules 20 

that are essential if workers are to meet the needs of their family members.  Paid leave 21 

would make it economically possible for workers to spend time away from work in order 22 

                                        
23 Bureau of Labor Statistics (July 2015). A Profile of the Working Poor, 2013, Report No. 1055, U.S. Department 
of Labor: Washington D.C. 
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to address their family’s needs.  Flexibility would allow workers to meet with teachers, 1 

care for sick or disabled family members, and deal with emergencies without having to 2 

miss work or go without wages. Without flexibility in their work schedules or access to 3 

paid leave, workers have no choice but to take unpaid leave when family or medical 4 

emergencies occur.  Families in the bottom quartile of income in the U.S. are 5 

significantly less likely to have access to paid sick leave, paid vacation leave, or flexible 6 

work schedules than families with higher incomes.  Families in the bottom income 7 

quartile are more likely than other workers to lack both sick leave and vacation leave. I 8 

have no reason to believe that Canadian low-wage workers fare better. The lack of paid 9 

leave time may directly affect the ability of a working poor customer to maintain utility 10 

bill payments.  A person working 35 hours a week on hourly wages may lose three days 11 

of work simply due to a sick child missing school and requiring care.  If no leave time 12 

exists for that employee, the sick child translates into permanently lost wages.  Personal 13 

illness, too, results in permanently lost wages, whether illness keeps a worker away from 14 

his or her job for a day, for two days, or for a week.   15 

 16 

 A second set of circumstances that disrupts prompt payment of utility bills involves 17 

unexpected expenses.  I worked with a program in Georgia that was designed, in part, to 18 

identify the “risks” that low-income customers face that impede the ability of customers 19 

to pay their home energy bills.24  One attribute of the financial circumstances of 20 

households with either or both low and fragile incomes, we found, was that the household 21 

lacked the ability to develop liquid assets (e.g., savings accounts) to rely upon when 22 

                                        
24 Colton (March 2006). Georgia REACH: Project Energize: Final Program Evaluation, prepared for Georgia 
Department of Human Resources: Atlanta (GA).  “REACH” is a federal program, administered by the federal 
LIHEAP office, called the Residential Energy Assistance CHallenge grant program. 
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faced with unexpected expenses.  Unexpected expenses, the Georgia REACH participants 1 

reported, included not merely household expenses (e.g., an appliance or automobile that 2 

needed to be repaired or replaced), but could involve “kid’s expenses” or higher-than-3 

expected home energy bills.  Indeed, according to my evaluation of the Georgia risk 4 

assessment process, “the inability to respond to exigencies due to a lack of savings, as 5 

well as the inability to afford high winter bill burdens (an exigency unto itself), were the 6 

most commonly identified risks aside from inadequate income.  The lack of control over 7 

expenses is a type of acknowledgment of the inability to handle unexpected (or 8 

unexpectedly high) household expenses.”  Child-related expenses were found most often 9 

to be the unexpected household expenses that place home energy bill payments in 10 

jeopardy.  My Georgia REACH evaluation reported that, “clearly, of these non-energy 11 

risks, those associated with employment (or the lack thereof) and children predominated.  12 

Housing and credit-related expenses, along with childcare, fell far behind ‘kid-related 13 

food expenses’ as a financial risk facing Georgia REACH Cohort participants.” 14 

 15 

A long-term response to this type of problem, we concluded in Georgia, was to help 16 

move these households into the banking system, creating banking and checking accounts 17 

where they could build liquid assets to help them respond to short-term emergencies.  18 

Nevertheless, the need to pursue this long-term response did not detract from the need for 19 

short-term, immediate, assistance to respond to needs of low-income households for 20 

immediate utility bill payment assistance. 21 

 22 
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Q. HAVE YOU FOUND THAT THE INABILITY TO PROVIDE SHORT-TERM 1 

ASSISTANCE TO CUSTOMERS REQUIRING SUCH ASSISTANCE TO 2 

MAINTAIN HOME ENERGY SERVICE GENERATES EVEN GREATER BILL 3 

PAYMENT PROBLEMS? 4 

A. Yes.  In research I did for the United States federal LIHEAP office on measuring the 5 

outcomes of federal fuel assistance (i.e., LIHEAP),25 I found that “the range of negative 6 

options available to a consumer facing unaffordable home energy bills far outstrips the 7 

range of constructive options available to such a low-income consumer. The range of 8 

‘negative’ options available to consumers can be further classified into two categories. 9 

Some options ‘merely’ represent a significant degradation in a low-income consumer's 10 

quality of life. Other options are counter-productive. Not only do they not solve the 11 

consumer's inability-to-pay problem, they affirmatively contribute to or exacerbate that 12 

problem.”  My findings continued on to state:   13 

Many payment practices not only fail to address a consumer's inability-to-14 
pay problem, but they are actually counter-productive. To the extent that 15 
a low-income consumer borrows money to pay current bills, for example, 16 
that consumer will face current bills plus additional debt service 17 
obligations at some point in the future. 18 
 19 
One of the most common counter-productive actions reported for low-20 
income consumers involves the choice to forego the payment of other 21 
bills to free up cash to pay utility bills. The foregone bills reported for 22 
low-income consumers include: 23 
 24 
 Failing to pay the electric bill in order to pay the heating bill; 25 
 Using rent money to pay for utilities; 26 
 Foregoing payment of other bills (e.g., water/sewer, car payments, 27 

auto or home insurance) to pay for utilities.   28 
 29 

* * * 30 
 31 

                                        
25 Colton (1999). Measuring LIHEAP’s Results: Responding to Home Energy Unaffordability. 
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In most instances, to the extent that a consumer forgoes payment of a 1 
current bill, that consumer will face increased payments at some point in 2 
the future. Since the consumer will eventually be called upon to pay 3 
current bills plus the arrears, "foregone" expenditures tend not to be 4 
"foregone" at all. If a person skips a monthly rent payment or a monthly 5 
car payment to pay a utility bill, the true effect of this customer action is 6 
simply to borrow against future income. At some point, the current 7 
month's utility bill will need to be paid in addition to both current and 8 
past due rent or car payments. 9 
 10 
Another type of counter-productive action involves increasing the 11 
indebtedness of the household. Borrowing money is one of the most 12 
commonly reported mechanisms used to pay unaffordable home energy 13 
bills, including: 14 
 15 
 Borrowing from friends and/or family; 16 
 Borrowing from a loan company; 17 
 Purchasing fuel, food, or medicine on credit cards. 18 

 19 
Money that is borrowed, of course, must someday be repaid. Borrowing 20 
money to pay a utility bill simply substitutes one debt for another. 21 
Borrowing defers unaffordability problems; it does not address them. In 22 
this respect, getting advances on pay checks is simply one type of 23 
borrowing. Instead of borrowing from a third party, the consumer is 24 
borrowing against his or her own future income. Nonetheless, the 25 
advance is a debt that will need to be repaid at some point in the future 26 
(as work is performed with no current compensation). 27 

 28 

My research on responses to bill nonpayment found that there are, indeed, “constructive 29 

responses” to bill unaffordability.  Pursuing usage reduction strategies, budget billing, 30 

and taking household actions to reduce expenses and increase income are all constructive 31 

responses to nonpayment.  However, I found: “All too frequently, the customer is faced 32 

with an immediate need (i.e., bill payment by a date certain) with the available 33 

constructive responses to an inability-to-pay unable to deliver assistance either in the 34 

form, the time period, or the magnitude necessary to meet that need. Given the immediate 35 

consequences of failing to address the short-term nonpayment crisis, the customer is 36 

pushed into the negative actions identified in this research.” 37 
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Q.  HOW DOES THIS RESEARCH INFORM A DECISION ABOUT WHETHER BC 1 

HYDRO SHOULD CREATE A CRISIS INTERVENTION FUND? 2 

A. One purpose of the crisis intervention fund is to address the immediate need to prevent 3 

the consumer from pursuing one of the “negative options” that will be ineffective, or 4 

even counter-productive, to having the customer maintain a long-term paid-up 5 

relationship with BC Hydro.  Having a customer begin a conversation with a community-6 

based organization and/or local/provincial social assistance agency is designed not only 7 

to address the short-term nonpayment need, but designed to address the longer-term 8 

needs as well.   9 

 10 

Q. WHY NOT SIMPLY ALLOW THE COMPANY’S CREDIT AND COLLECTION 11 

PROCESSES TO PROCEED THROUGH THEIR NORMAL COURSE? 12 

A. It is precisely those credit and collection processes that can be expected to give rise to 13 

having customers pursue the “negative options” identified above.  The purpose of the 14 

crisis intervention process is to short-circuit the need for the customer to pursue those 15 

negative options.   16 

 17 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 18 

A. I recommend that BC Hydro create a crisis intervention fund. This crisis intervention 19 

fund should be funded through a bill rider imposing a charge on all accounts (residential 20 

and non-residential) on a per-account basis.   The bill rider should collect a monthly 21 

charge of $0.25 per account.26  The revenue generated through this crisis intervention bill 22 

                                        
26 Collecting the charge as a fixed monthly charge limits its impact on all customers.  The charge will be $3.00 per 
year, whether the customer is a low-income, low use customers or a large industrial customer.   
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rider --$0.25/month times 1.8 million customers should yield an annual fund of roughly 1 

$5.4 million-- should be provided to a third party administrator, who will contractually 2 

agree to distribute those funds to customers. I conclude that recipients should be 3 

customers who, in the absence of such funds, would face the imminent or likely 4 

disconnection of service due to nonpayment; would carry arrears which, in the opinion of 5 

the administrator, are of sufficient size that the customer would never be capable of 6 

retiring them; or would involve circumstances where the customer is already off-system 7 

and lacks sufficient funds to make an arrearage payment along with paying a 8 

reconnection charge and possibly a security deposit.  I recommend that the third party 9 

administrator, through a collaborative process involving the Company and other 10 

stakeholders, establish a set of program design guidelines.  Developing such design 11 

guidelines, however, is not a necessary process to be pursued prior to approval of the 12 

funding mechanism.  Instead, establishing the funding mechanism is the first necessary 13 

step.   14 

 15 

Part 3. Low-Income DSM and BC Hydro’s Rate Design Application. 16 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 17 

TESTIMONY. 18 

A. In this section of my testimony, I review the commitment of BC Hydro to low-income 19 

usage reduction programs27 in light of current and expected bill increases to low-income 20 

customers. The purpose of my testimony in this section is to document that low-income 21 

customers, without external assistance, are not capable of relying on energy efficiency 22 

investments to reduce or respond to higher bills; to describe how, and why, and to what 23 
                                        
27 I will sometimes also refer to these as “DSM” or “energy efficiency” programs. 
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extent low-income energy efficiency measures can help respond to inability-to-pay; to 1 

explain how and why the Company’s low-income DSM programs as they are currently 2 

designed and funded are inadequate; and to make recommendations on available 3 

remedies to the shortcomings I identify.   4 

 5 

While I will not propose specific low-income usage reduction programs for consideration 6 

in this proceeding, I will offer recommendations on the level of effort to be devoted to 7 

delivering such programs.   8 

 9 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CONTEXT OF YOUR DISCUSSION OF LOW-10 

INCOME DSM PROGRAMS. 11 

A. In the Honorable Minister of Energy and Mines Bill Bennett’s July 6, 2015 letter to the 12 

BC Utilities Commission, the Minister specifically requested that the Commission 13 

provide information on several issues, including “within the current regulatory 14 

environment, what options are there for additional Demand Side Management programs, 15 

including low income programs?” While BC Hydro has asserted that such information 16 

needs to be provided only if and to the extent that low-income customers had significant 17 

(over 10 percent) bill impacts as a result of this proceeding (BCOAPO 1.102.1), there is 18 

no language in the Minister’s letter that imposes such a limitation. 19 

 20 

Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE DSM PROGRAMS THAT BC HYDRO 21 

SPECIFICALLY OFFERS ITS LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS. 22 
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A. BC Hydro targets two specific usage reduction programs to its low-income programs.  On 1 

the one hand, the Company offers its ESK (Energy Savings Kit) program.  On the other 2 

hand, the Company offers its ECAP (Energy Conservation Assistance Program) 3 

initiative.  The BC Hydro low-income DSM program evaluation described the programs 4 

as follows: 5 

The PSLIHP28 provides some low-cost energy savings measures that are 6 
easy to install by a homeowner or tenant.  These are packaged into an 7 
Energy Saving Kit (ESK) which includes CFL lamps, faucet aerators, 8 
low-flow shower heads, pipe wrap, caulking and draft proofing materials, 9 
outlet gaskets, window film and a number of additional measures as well 10 
as tips on saving energy in the home.  11 
 12 
Further offerings are delivered through the Energy Conservation 13 
Assistance Program (ECAP).  The ECAP provides qualified low-income 14 
BC Hydro residential account holders with a home energy evaluation, the 15 
installation of additional energy saving products such as energy-efficient 16 
refrigerators and personalized energy efficiency advice.  All services and 17 
equipment are supplied free of charge to the participant.  Of eligible low-18 
income customers, approximately 47% own and inhabit electrically 19 
heated single-family dwellings eligible for further retrofits under the basic 20 
or advanced stream of the ECAP.  The advanced stream includes basic 21 
offerings but adds a comprehensive home insulation program.  Other low-22 
income customers such as renters or those living in natural gas heated 23 
dwellings remain eligible for the basic program stream. (BCOAPO 24 
1.105.1 [revised], Attachment 2, at page 8 of 31). 25 

 26 

A. The Unavailability of Energy Efficiency for Low-Income Customers. 27 

Q. IS ENERGY EFFICIENCY GENERALLY AVAILABLE TO LOW-INCOME 28 

CUSTOMERS AS A MEANS TO CONTROL THEIR USAGE IN ORDER TO 29 

REDUCE BILLS AND RESPOND TO INCREASED RATES? 30 

A. No.  As BC Hydro acknowledges, existing empirical studies have consistently found that 31 

in the absence of external assistance, low-income customers (on a per-household basis) 32 

install fewer energy efficiency measures than do residential customers generally. 33 
                                        
28 Power Smart Low-Income Housing Program. 
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(BCOAPO 2.325.1).  Moreover, the Company’s own evaluation of its Energy Savings Kit 1 

(ESK) program29 reports that: “low-income customers face significant barriers (emphasis 2 

added) to participation in conventional Demand Side Management (DSM) programs.  3 

Factors affecting such participation include low disposable income and sub-optimal 4 

access to program information and financial/social marginalization.” (BCOAPO 1.105.1 5 

[revised], Attachment 1, page 6 of 27).  The Company’s evaluation continued: “most low 6 

income households appear to have more difficulty implementing simple energy efficiency 7 

behaviours than those in the general population. Social marginalization due to literacy 8 

issues, a disproportionate number of elderly customers, and access to information are 9 

major barriers to program participation.” (BCOAPO 1.105.1 [revised], Attachment 2, 10 

page 8 of 31). (emphasis added).     11 

 12 

Q. HAS THE COMPANY IDENTIFIED OTHER BARRIERS TO THE ABILITY OF 13 

LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS TO INSTALL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 14 

MEASURES IN THE ABSENCE OF EXTERNAL ASSISTANCE? 15 

A. Yes.  In responding to whether low-income customers can invest in energy efficiency 16 
measures, the Company supplied a study that concluded, amongst other things, that:  17 

 Customers who own their home are more likely to participate in energy 18 

efficiency programs than renters or those who live in multi-family residences.  19 

In addition, house size is a fairly strong indicator of program participation.  In 20 

fact, the likelihood of participation rises as the square footage of the house 21 

increases. 22 

                                        
29 Rebman (2010). Low Income Households Program: Energy Savings Kits, Power Smart Evaluation Research, 
prepared for BC Hydro.   
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 As income increases, so does the probability of energy efficiency 1 

participation, except for participation in weatherization.  Because 2 

weatherization programs are typically targeted to lower-income segments, the 3 

likelihood of participation decreases as income decreases. (BCOAPO 1.117.1, 4 

Attachment 1, page 2 of 13).   5 

 6 

Q. HAS YOUR EXPERIENCE ALLOWED YOU TO IDENTIFY BARRIERS THAT 7 

IMPEDE LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS FROM BEING ABLE TO RELY ON 8 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY INVESTMENTS AS A MEANS TO RESPOND TO 9 

INABILITY-TO-PAY? 10 

A. Yes.  My experience has allowed me to identify at least the following “market barriers” 11 

that disproportionately impede the installation of energy efficiency measures by low-12 

income households:   13 

 High initial capital costs of energy efficiency investments;  14 

 Lack of access to capital or energy efficiency investments;  15 

 High implicit discount rates / short payback periods for energy efficiency 16 

investments;  17 

 High proportions of low-income renters;  18 

 Split incentives between landlords and tenants relative to energy efficiency 19 

investments; and  20 

 High mobility rates amongst low-income households.   21 
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I will not explore each of these barriers, but several are of particular significance.  First, 1 

there can be little question but that low incomes and high capital costs impede the 2 

installation of energy efficiency measures.  The fact that an efficiency investment might 3 

return the up-front investment in a reasonable period of time does not lead to the 4 

investment when the customer does not have the capital up-front to spend.  The 5 

Company’s own evaluator reported this same result: 6 

The question of who should qualify for a low-income program offered by 7 
BC Hydro should be viewed from the perspective of identifying who is 8 
not participating in the utility’s existing DSM initiatives because of 9 
limited financial resources.  In particular, the initial financial outlay or 10 
“first cost” associated with adopting energy efficient measures can be a 11 
legitimate barrier for those with limited financial means to participate in a 12 
DSM initiative that requires an out-of-pocket financial contribution by the 13 
participate.  Awareness that the long-term energy savings from adopting 14 
the measures will more than offset their initial financial outlay is 15 
important for those with financial means, but it is a moot point for those 16 
who struggle to provide the basic necessities of food, clothing and shelter.  17 
It is this latter group that should be the primary candidate for a low 18 
income energy efficiency initiative.(BCOAPO 1.106.1 [revised], 19 
Attachment 2, page 7 of 40).   20 

 21 

Second, low-income customers have a particularly high implicit discount rate (also 22 

known as a “hurdle rate”) for investments in energy efficiency measures.  While 23 

residential customers in general have been found to have an implicit discount rate of 24 

roughly 30% for energy efficiency, low-income customers have been found to have an 25 

implicit discount rate of 100% (meaning that they need to have their money returned in 26 

one year in order for them to make the investment).  As BC Hydro’s rates increase the 27 

proportion of the customer’s bill that cannot be reduced as a result of the installation or 28 

implementation of energy efficiency, the amount of available bill savings that can 29 

contribute to achieving the demanded hurdle rate is reduced as well.  This reduction 30 
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makes it even less likely that the hurdle rate can be achieved and, as a result, less likely 1 

that energy efficiency investments will be made.   2 

 3 

 Third, the Company has found that low-income customers are disproportionately renters.  4 

According to the Company, 41% of the entire low-income sub-population, and 47% of 5 

the low-income population with electric heating, rent their homes.  (BCOAPO 1.106.1 6 

[revised], Attachment 1, page 2 of 5).  Although one of the problems often identified with 7 

renter status is the “split incentive” problem,30 two other issues present substantial tenant 8 

problems as well.  The first problem involves the lack of dominion interest on the part of 9 

the tenant.  The second involves the frequent mobility of the tenants.   10 

 11 

Investments for major energy-consuming systems such as refrigerators, as well as space 12 

heating systems, present the problem of the lack of “dominion interest.”  In other words, 13 

low-income households, who are disproportionately tenants, lack the authority to make 14 

decisions with respect to major energy consuming systems, even if they had the financial 15 

wherewithal to implement those decisions (which they do not).  Low-income customers 16 

also have a substantially higher mobility rate than do non-low-income customers.  If the 17 

mobility rate results in a customer expecting to move before the investment results in a 18 

payback, the customer will not make the efficiency investment.  A low-income customer, 19 

in other words, will not invest in an energy efficiency measure having a three-year 20 

payback if that customer expects to change residences in two years.   21 

 22 

                                        
30 “Split incentives” refer to the fact that landlords will often decline to invest in energy efficiency measures because 
the landlord makes the investment, but the reduced bill inures to the benefit of the tenant. 
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Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE BASED ON THE DISCUSSION ABOVE? 1 

A. Two important conclusions flow from the data and discussion presented immediately 2 

above.  First, low-income customers do not have the capacity to invest in energy 3 

efficiency on their own.  This is not a conscious decision of low-income customers to 4 

forego a cost-effective way to control their home energy bills and to address inability-to-5 

pay problems.  Substantial, significant and unavoidable market barriers prevent a low-6 

income customer from investing in energy efficiency on his or her own.  Second, low-7 

income customers do not have the capacity to participate in utility-funded energy 8 

efficiency programs directed toward the residential population as a whole.  The same 9 

barriers that impede market-based efficiency investments will also generally prevent 10 

participation in programs that provide only partial “incentives” to invest in energy 11 

efficiency measures.  As a result, I conclude that specific programs specially designed to 12 

address the low-income market are required to reach the low-income population. 13 

 14 

Q. DOES BC HYDRO AGREE WITH THIS ASSESSMENT? 15 

A. Yes.  When asked to explain the ways in which it targets marketing its residential DSM 16 

programs to low-income households in particular, the Company stated: “BC Hydro offers 17 

low income DSM program offerings which provide most of the savings opportunities in 18 

BC Hydro’s Residential DSM programs in a way that addresses the barriers specific to 19 

low-income customers.  In general, it is not effective or efficient to target low income 20 

customers outside of the low-income program offerings, although other no-cost offers are 21 

often highlighted to low income customers through these offerings.” (BCOAPO.1.120.1). 22 

(emphasis added).   23 
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B. BC Hydro’s Existing Low-Income Energy Efficiency Programs. 1 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN BC HYDRO’S EXPERIENCE WITH PARTICIPATION IN 2 

ITS ECAP LOW-INCOME PROGRAM. 3 

A. BC Hydro significantly under-serves its low-income population through its ECAP low-4 

income program.  The Company’s ECAP program evaluation reported that “although 5 

average savings per household were validated, program participation was significantly 6 

below expectations for both fiscal years examined in this report.  Approximately 3,750 7 

basic and 1,500 advanced program deliveries (5,250 total) were anticipated by the end of 8 

fiscal year 2011. . .Actual participation was much lower with only 2,193 basic and 133 9 

advanced program completions (2,326 in total).” (BCOAPO 1.105.1 [revised], page 10 of 10 

31).   11 

 12 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE COMPANY’S CURRENT LOW-INCOME 13 

PARTICIPATION RATE FOR ECAP? 14 

A. Rather than seeking to expand outreach, which BC Hydro’s own consultant found was 15 

required to expand the ECAP participation, the Company has chosen to reduce the 16 

number of housing units that it seeks to serve with usage reduction measures on an 17 

annual basis.  This reduction in the number of low-income units targeted to be served 18 

occurs in an environment where the Company, itself, notes that the low-income customer 19 

segment is the fastest growing customer segment on the BC Hydro system. (BCOAPO 20 

1.106.1 (revised), Attachment 2, pages 4, 8 and 33 of 40).  Moreover, in July 2014, the 21 

provincial government expanded the definition of “low-income” for purposes of 22 

qualifying customers for low-income DSM from 100% of pre-tax LICO to 130% of 23 
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LICO through the Demand Side Measures  Regulation. As the Company states: “The use 1 

of LICO multiplied by 1.3 would more than double the proportion of BC Hydro’s 2 

residential customers categorized as low income, from 10 to 24 per cent.” (BCOAPO 3 

1.114.1).  In other words, even if the Company had maintained a constant level of 4 

program expenditure, the impacts of those expenditures would have been diluted; the 5 

Company would have been seeking to serve double the population with the same level of 6 

spending.   7 

 8 

 Despite the fact that changes in the DSM income eligibility guidelines more than doubled 9 

BC Hydro’s “low-income” population, and the Company acknowledges that its low-10 

income population is its “fastest growing” sub-population, the Company has substantially 11 

reduced ECAP.  Unlike its efforts to reach 2,625 homes per year, the Company now 12 

seeks to serve only 1,550 homes per year through ECAP. (BCOAPO 1.109.10).  Unlike 13 

the Company’s initial efforts to serve 30% of its ECAP population through its 14 

“advanced” program (1,500 of 5,250), BC Hydro now seeks to serve only three percent 15 

(50 / 1,550 = 0.032) of its ECAP homes through its advanced program. (BCOAPO 16 

1.109.11).   17 

 18 

BC Hydro does not even ensure these “targets” are met.  BC Hydro has not spent to its 19 

budget for its low-income DSM programs in past years.  In Fiscal Year 2014, BC Hydro 20 

budgeted $2.652 million for its low-income programs, while spending only $2.185 21 

million (spending only 82% of its budget). In Fiscal Year 2015, BC Hydro under-spent 22 

even more, spending only $1.925 million while having budgeted $2.478 million. 23 
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(BCOAPO 2.333.1).  Unspent funds budgeted for low-income DSM are not rolled over 1 

into future years.  2 

 3 

Q. COULD BC HYDRO EXPAND ECAP? 4 

A. The Company acknowledges that “with additional resources, BC Hydro and its 5 

contractors could process more than the target number of ECAP applications. However, 6 

meeting BC Hydro’s current targets already requires heavy and concerted efforts with a 7 

range of partner organizations to recruit customers into the program.” (BCOAPO 8 

1.109.12). The Company’s use of a plural “contractors” in this statement is misleading.  9 

When directly asked, the Company conceded: “Carillion Canada is the delivery 10 

contractor for Energy Conservation Assistance Program. There are currently no other 11 

delivery contractors.” (BCOAPO 1.109.1).   12 

 13 

Despite the fact that the low-income sub-population is the Company’s “fastest growing” 14 

sub-population, and despite further that the July 2014 modification to the definition of 15 

“low-income” will more than double the number of low-income customers on the 16 

Company’s system, BC Hydro has no intention of seeking to expand its low-income 17 

DSM resources.  Instead, the Company proposes to significantly decrease its low-income 18 

program expenditures over time. (BCOAPO 1.108.7 [revised]).  As a result, the 19 

incremental energy savings (and thus the incremental bill reductions) generated by BC 20 

Hydro’s low-income programs are expected to be substantially curtailed as well. 21 

(BCOAPO 1.108.7 [revised]).  The Company proposes to curtail the low-income program 22 
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even though the low-income program has been found to be cost-effective. (BCOAPO 1 

2.330.4 and 2.330.6).   2 

 3 

Q. DOES BC HYDRO AFFIRMATIVELY SEEK TO IDENTIFY AND DEVELOP A 4 

LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS, WHETHER PRIVATE CONTRACTORS OR NON-5 

PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS, WITH THE CAPABILITY OF DELIVERING 6 

LOW-INCOME DSM? 7 

A. No.  When asked, BC Hydro conceded that it “has not tried to create a list of 8 

organizations with the capability of delivering low-income DSM.  Instead, BC Hydro 9 

issues periodic requests for proposals to find delivery contractors and ESK suppliers for 10 

the program.” (BCOAPO 3.329.1).   11 

 12 

Q. HAS BC HYDRO FAILED TO UNDERTAKE REASONABLE EFFORTS 13 

RECOMMENDED BY ITS OWN EVALUATOR TO FACILITATE EXPANDING 14 

ECAP? 15 

A. Yes.  In the February 2012 evaluation of ECAP, the BC Hydro third party evaluator 16 

recommended that “BC Hydro should develop a better understanding of the 17 

characteristics of the residential customers that are not participating in DSM initiatives 18 

due to limited financial means to qualify and support an appropriately sized factor.” 19 

(BCOAPO 1.106.1 [revised], Attachment 2, at page 34 of 40).  Moreover, BC Hydro’s 20 

own evaluator concluded that “one barrier to higher market penetration in British 21 

Columbia may be the apparent difficulty in identifying those low income customers in 22 

electrically heated homes who require the more significant insulation upgrades. As this is 23 
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most likely the result of insufficient outreach methods, a rigorous process review might 1 

identify important areas for improvement.” (BCOAPO 1.105.1 [revised], Attachment 2, 2 

at page 27 of 31).  The evaluator concluded: “Better penetration and understanding of the 3 

target market would result in a higher participation rate and savings value.” (BCOAPO 4 

1.105.1 [revised], Attachment 2, page 10 of 31). 5 

 6 

Despite this recommendation, when asked to provide all planning documents for low-7 

income DSM programs, as well as all low-income DSM planning evaluations, BC Hydro 8 

provided no such “process review.” (BCOAPO 1.105.1).  Indeed, despite the 9 

recommendation of its own evaluator, BC Hydro stated quite explicitly that “all the core 10 

elements of the program remain the same even if eligibility has changed as a result of the 11 

July 2014 DSM Regulation amendments. No new evaluation has been conducted over the 12 

last four years.” (BCOAPO 1.109.9). (emphasis added).   13 

 14 

Q. DOES THE COMPANY USE ITS OWN BILLING AND PAYMENT BILLING 15 

RECORDS TO HELP IDENTIFY AND TARGET LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS? 16 

A. No.  The Company states that it does not use the level of arrearages or payment history to 17 

target possible low-income customers for ECAP. (BCOAPO 1.128.1).  The most it can 18 

say is that “credit and collection agents at the BC Hydro call centre are trained to identify 19 

customers that likely meet the criteria for BC Hydro’s low income program offerings and 20 

offer enrollment in the ESK program as part of the solution to the customer’s credit 21 

issues.” (BCOAPO 1.128.1). (emphasis added).  The ESK program differs sharply from 22 

ECAP.  For example, ESK offers an average savings of only $46.43 a year at current 23 
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rates (BCOAPO 2.330.2); the ESK program would offer an average savings of only 1 

$48.29 at the rates proposed in this proceeding. (BCOAPO 2.330.3). Savings would be 2 

even lower if the customer lives in an apartment. (BCOAPO 1.108.2 and 1.108.3).   3 

 4 

Q. HAS BC HYDRO SOUGHT TO IDENTIFY THE WAYS IN WHICH LOW-5 

INCOME USAGE REDUCTION MEASURES CAN IMPROVE PAYMENT 6 

PATTERNS AND REDUCE LEVELS OF INABILITY-TO-PAY? 7 

A. No.  The Company has not sought to study the relationship between arrearages and 8 

consumption.  It has not assessed the proposition that the greater the energy bill is in the 9 

pre-treatment period the greater the reductions in energy consumption realized by DSM 10 

investments. (BCOAPO 1.121.1).  Moreover, BC Hydro concedes that it “has not 11 

assessed the impacts on customers’ on-time payment performance following participation 12 

in a low income DSM program.” (BCOAPO 1.22.1).  According to BC Hydro, “the 13 

evaluations of DSM measures have focused on the energy savings resulting from the 14 

respective programs.  BC Hydro has not undertaken studies to determine the impacts on 15 

payment history or arrearages.” (BCOAPO 1.126.1).  Accordingly, there is no effort to 16 

use the Company’s billing and payment records to target ECAP.   17 

 18 

Q. DO YOU HAVE REASON TO BELIEVE THAT LOW-INCOME USAGE 19 

REDUCTION PROGRAMS HELP TO IMPROVE PAYMENT PATTERNS? 20 

A. The existence of financial benefits to utilities arising from energy efficiency programs 21 

targeted specifically to low-income households was first postulated in 1987.  In that 22 
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analysis, analysts stated that targeted energy efficiency programs had advantages that went 1 

beyond the traditional energy and capacity savings associated with DSM measures: 2 

 The cost-effective reduction of system costs is relevant and important in 3 
every part of the business operations of the utility, not simply to the power 4 
supply function.  Accordingly, a utility should be concerned with the 5 
problem of nonpayment, overdue payment, and partial payment of utility 6 
bills.  Bad debt31 arises when ratepayers demand power from the system 7 
and then do not pay for it on a timely basis.* * *[A] new conservation 8 
program [can be proposed] that is justified on an avoided cost basis.  The 9 
proposal rejects the historical view that avoided costs include only an 10 
energy and a capacity component.  Instead, it introduces the notion of 11 
avoided bad debt.  As long as the conservation program costs less than the 12 
bad debt it will avoid, the program is cost-justified.32 13 
 14 

 The theory gained further credence when two researchers in Minnesota and Wisconsin 15 

began to empirically find such savings associated with delinquent payments.  According to 16 

Quaid and Pigg, impact evaluations of low-income weatherization programs had 17 

traditionally focused (as BC Hydro still does today) on measuring energy savings, and had 18 

neglected quantification of other potential benefits:   19 

One such benefit relates to the financial aspect of reducing energy use.  20 
Low-income households often get behind in paying their bills.  Reducing 21 
energy consumption in these households may set off a chain of impacts: 22 
lower, more affordable utility bills; fewer unpaid utility bills; lower past-23 
due bills (arrearages); and ultimately, lower utility costs to process past-due 24 
accounts, and lower utility write-offs from uncollectible debts.33 25 

 These benefits identified turned out to be far from conceptual.  A 2009 study performed 26 

for the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission by Penn State University (“PSU”),34 27 

reported quite explicitly that “of those households with energy bill arrearages, 40 percent 28 

                                        
31 "Bad debt" was specifically defined in the article as the costs associated with delinquent payments.  "The term `bad 
debt' in this article, therefore, is to be distinguished from its general usage as synonymous with `uncollectibles.'" 
32 Colton, R. and Sheehan, M. "A New Basis for Conservation Programs for the Poor:  Expanding the Concept of 
Avoided Costs," 21 Clearinghouse Review 135, 139 (1987). 
33 Quaid, M. and Pigg, S. (1991). Measuring the Effects of Low-Income Energy Services on Utility Customer Payments, 
Washington State Energy Office: Olympia, WA. 
34 Penn State University (2009). Long Term Study of Pennsylvania’s Low Income Usage Reduction Program: 
Results of Analyses and Discussion, prepared for Pennsylvania PUC: Harrisburg (PA).   
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reduced their arrearage following weatherization services.”  Its long-term study found 1 

“thirty-seven percent of electric industry households reduce their arrearage, compared to 2 

54.4 percent for the gas industry.”  This reduction in arrears is significant.  PSU’s study 3 

of LIURP35 reported that “nearly 88 percent of the LIURP households in the study data 4 

have an arrearage on their energy bill at some point during the pre- and post-periods.  5 

Because LIURP only collects this information at four points in the LIURP process, it is 6 

possible that this percentage is even higher.”  7 

 8 

Q. IS THERE REASON TO EXPECT A LOW INCOME USAGE REDUCTION 9 

PROGRAM TO GENERATE THESE POSITIVE IMPACTS IN PARTICULAR? 10 

A. Yes.  The PSU study reports that “the most consistent predictor of reduced energy 11 

consumption [within the LIURP population] is the amount of energy used during the pre-12 

period.  Households with the largest energy usage tend to have the largest reductions in 13 

energy consumption following weatherization.”  PSU, however, continued to report “the 14 

next most significant, and most common, variable that is positively related to reductions 15 

in energy consumption is the amount of arrearages owed in the pre-period, suggesting 16 

that households with large arrearages are motivated to make the necessary behavioral 17 

changes to contribute toward additional reductions in energy consumption.”  18 

 19 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY FINAL OBSERVATION ABOUT THE BC HYDRO LOW-20 

INCOME PROGRAMS? 21 

A. In reviewing the data and discussion presented above, it should be remembered that 22 

neither ECAP nor the ESK programs should be confused with comprehensive energy 23 
                                        
35 LIURP is Pennsylvania’s Low-Income Usage Reduction Program.   
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efficiency programs offered to low-income households.  When asked, the Company 1 

confirmed that the ESK program is not designed to identify and install all cost effective 2 

measures (BCOAPO 2-330.8).  Moreover, the Company also confirmed that ECAP is 3 

also not designed to identify and install all cost-effective measures. (BCOAPO 2.330.9).  4 

Relying exclusively on ESK and ECAP will leave cost-effective usage reduction 5 

potential undone.  And, once a home is treated through ESK or ECAP, BC Hydro will not 6 

later go back to the home to install cost-effective usage reduction measures left undone 7 

the first time around.   8 

 9 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 10 

A. The above information leads me to several conclusions.  First, BC Hydro is under-11 

performing on providing DSM services to its low-income population.  Second, BC Hydro 12 

has failed to undertake those reasonable efforts that would allow the Company to 13 

improve its performance.  Third, by under-performing with low-income DSM in 14 

particular, the Company is failing to use all reasonable and available resources to help 15 

low-income customers respond to the increased bills those low-income customers will 16 

face over time.  Fourth, in the absence of reasonable BC Hydro expenditures on low-17 

income DSM, low-income customers are effectively shut out of the market for 18 

responding to increased rates. This result is true both for market-based usage reduction 19 

measures and for energy efficiency investments that BC Hydro directs toward residential 20 

customers generally.   21 

 22 

 23 
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C. Recommendations. 1 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 2 

A. It is not my objective here to propose specific DSM programs to be offered to low-3 

income customers.  Nonetheless, offering reasonable utility-funded usage reduction is 4 

clearly one way for BC Hydro to help low-income customers respond to the increased 5 

rates that are being imposed upon those customers.  Based on the above data and 6 

discussion, I recommend that in this proceeding, the Commission direct BC Hydro to 7 

make certain minimum DSM service level guarantees for low-income customers.  The 8 

level of DSM funding to be devoted to low-income should be sufficient to reach 50% of 9 

the below 130% of LICO-PT low-income population through ECAP, both heating and 10 

non-heating, within 15 years.  If limited to the population below 100% of LICO-PT, this 11 

commitment, in other words, would be to reach 5,700 low-income households a year, for 12 

fifteen years, through ECAP.36 The number of low-income units disaggregated by 13 

housing type was previously set forth in Schedule RDC-2.  As can be seen, this 14 

commitment would serve 42,151 electrically heated below-LICO homes, or roughly 15 

2,810 homes per year through ECAP.  It would serve 38,541non-electrically heated 16 

below-LICO homes, or roughly 2,570 homes per year through ECAP.  BC Hydro does 17 

not have similar housing data for the population with income below-LICO +30% to allow 18 

me to make similar estimates for LICO-130 customers by housing type and heating fuel. 19 

(BCOAPO 2.261.1).   20 

 21 

                                        
36 A decision on what low-income measures would appropriately be offered through the ECAP is most appropriately 
decided in the upcoming BC Hydro DSM proceeding.   
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Q. WHAT BUDGET DO YOU PROPOSE TO SERVE THESE LOW-INCOME 1 

HOUSEHOLDS? 2 

A. Based on the Company’s representations that it believes it more appropriate to leave the 3 

actual design of low-income DSM programs to its forthcoming DSM proceeding, and 4 

given the inextricable link between program design and program budget, I propose to 5 

defer actual program design and budgeting to that proceeding.  Nonetheless, consistent 6 

with the Minister’s letter, I find that it is feasible and appropriate to articulate and require 7 

compliance with the principle of serving 50% of the low-income households within a 15 8 

year time frame. That principle should be established in this proceeding.   9 

 10 

Part 4. Terms and Conditions (including Low-Income Terms and Conditions) 11 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 12 

TESTIMONY. 13 

A. In this section of my testimony, I propose and assess the reasonableness of certain “terms 14 

and conditions,” some but not all of which are directed specifically toward low-income 15 

customers.  BC Hydro and BCOAPO agreed during the consultations leading to the 16 

Company’s filing of its 2015 Rate Design Application that the recently adopted Terms 17 

and Conditions promulgated by the Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”) would serve as the 18 

starting point for this discussion.  BC Hydro acknowledges, however, that those Terms 19 

and Conditions adopted by the OEB were not intended to represent the full universe of 20 

Terms and Conditions that BCOAPO intended to present. (BCOAPO 2.305.1 ).   21 

 22 
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Q. BEFORE CONSIDERING THE SPECIFIC TERMS AND CONDITIONS, 1 

PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU WOULD IDENTIFY “LOW-INCOME” 2 

CUSTOMERS IN THOSE INSTANCES WHERE YOU RECOMMEND SPECIFIC 3 

LOW-INCOME TERMS AND CONDITIONS. 4 

A. In my testimony above, I explain in detail how I recommend that “low-income” 5 

customers be identified for purposes of the proposed Essential Services usage block.  For 6 

purposes of the low-income Terms and Conditions I discuss below, I recommend that 7 

“low-income customers” be defined as those who are taking service under the Essential 8 

Services usage block. In other words, there is no reason for BC Hydro to keep two 9 

separate and distinct records of low-income status.  The confirmation of income that is 10 

adequate for the Essential Services usage block should be deemed adequate for low-11 

income Terms and Conditions as well.  Even should the BCUC find it not appropriate to 12 

adopt the Essential Services usage block, however, the same process I discuss to identify 13 

low-income customers should be used for low-income terms and conditions, including 14 

the phase-in of the identification.   15 

 16 

A. Cost Effectiveness as the Appropriate Business Case Analysis. 17 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 18 

TESTIMONY. 19 

A. In this section of my testimony, I explain the difference between the “Terms and 20 

Conditions” recommended below as being “cost-effective” and those Terms and 21 

Conditions generating a cost-benefit ratio of greater than 1.0.  In program design, the 22 

objective is to develop a cost-effective approach to nonpayment.  BC Hydro 23 
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inappropriately seeks to impose a cost-benefit ratio restriction on the proposed Terms and 1 

Conditions. (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1).   2 

 3 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A COST-BENEFIT 4 

ANALYSIS AND A COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS. 5 

A. Cost-effectiveness analysis is used to evaluate options for achieving a set of defined 6 

objectives.  Cost-effectiveness analysis is used to ensure the efficient use of resources in 7 

instances where benefits are difficult to monetarily value; when the information required 8 

is difficult to determine; or in any other cases where an attempt to make a precise 9 

monetary measurement of benefits would be tricky or open to considerable dispute.   10 

 11 

Cost-effectiveness differs from cost-benefit analysis in that cost-benefit analysis is used 12 

only to address those types of alternatives where the outcomes can be measured in 13 

monetary terms.  The purpose of cost-effectiveness analysis is to assess whether an 14 

intervention provides value for money.  Cost-effectiveness analysis is used to determine 15 

which of a set of alternative activities achieves the greatest outcome for the costs 16 

expended.37  17 

 18 

Q. HOW DOES COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANAYSIS RELATE TO UTILITY 19 

REGULATION? 20 

A. There are two sides to cost-effectiveness analysis.  On the one hand, cost-effectiveness is 21 

used to identify the alternative that, for a given output level, minimizes the cost of 22 

                                        
37 See e.g., Laurent Dobuzinskis, et al. (ed.). Policy Analysis in Canada: The State of the Art, Institute of Public 
Administration of Canada, University of Toronto Press: Toronto (2007).   
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achieving the output.   On the other hand, cost-effectiveness is used to identify the 1 

alternative that, for a given cost, maximizes the level of output. From each perspective, 2 

the purpose of cost-effectiveness analysis is to ascertain which intervention (or program 3 

or measure, etc.) can achieve particular objectives at the lowest cost.38  Both components 4 

of the analysis –the extent to which the objectives are achieved, on the one hand, and the 5 

cost of achieving on the other hand—are considered.  The underlying assumption is that 6 

different alternative actions are associated with different costs as well as different results.  7 

By choosing those options with the least cost for a given outcome, society can use its 8 

resources most effectively.   9 

 10 

All of these observations relate to utility regulation.   11 

 One objective of utility regulation is to provide least-cost service, the precise 12 

objective which cost-effectiveness is designed to measure.   13 

 One objective of utility regulation is to achieve the efficient delivery of utility 14 

service, the precise objective which cost-effectiveness is designed to measure.   15 

 One objective of utility regulation is to operate in the most cost-efficient 16 

manner to accomplish the desired objectives, the precise objective which cost-17 

effectiveness is designed to measure.   18 

                                        
38 Joseph Wholey, et al. (eds.) Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation, 3d ed.  (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
2010); Henry Levin and Patrick McEwan (eds.), Cost-Effectiveness Analysis: Methods and Applications, 2d ed.  
(Thousand Oaks (CA): Sage Publications, 2001).    
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Spending less money to fall short of generating the desired outcome has never been a 1 

utility regulatory objective.  Cost-effectiveness is explicitly designed to measure costs 2 

taking into account the extent to which desired outcomes are achieved.  3 

 4 

Q. DO YOU CONCLUDE THAT THE DOLLARS SAVED THROUGH 5 

IMPLEMENTATION OF YOUR RECOMMENDED LOW-INCOME TERMS 6 

AND CONDITIONS WILL EXCEED THE DOLLARS EXPENDED? 7 

A. No.  That analysis is a cost-benefit analysis, an analysis that is inappropriate to an 8 

evaluation of the Terms and Conditions discussed below.  To apply a cost-benefit 9 

analysis to Terms and Conditions is to make an inappropriate choice of economic 10 

appraisal mechanisms.   11 

 First, a cost-benefit analysis does not specify the public policy decision that 12 

has been made that utility service should be preserved where feasible.   13 

 Second, a cost-benefit analysis would need to identify the entire range of 14 

benefits over time, a task that would be difficult, if not impossible, to do.  For 15 

example, the reduced financing costs arising from the increased stability in 16 

revenue would be difficult.   17 

 Third, a cost-benefit analysis in this instance would assume that all financial 18 

and economic benefits can be identified, dollarized and measured. That 19 

assumption would be wrong.  For example, it is difficult, if not impossible, to 20 

dollarize (and then to measure) the benefit to the utility of increased sales to 21 

customers whose service has not been disconnected for nonpayment.  It is also 22 
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difficult, if not impossible, to dollarize (and measure) the benefit to the utility 1 

of re-directing collection efforts away from customers who cannot afford to 2 

pay so that the utility can instead direct those collection activities toward 3 

customers who can afford to pay.    4 

 Fourth, preparing a cost-benefit analysis would require the utility to identify 5 

the incremental costs of the Terms and Conditions.  As I will discuss further 6 

below, it is not at all clear that that dollar amount is a positive number. 7 

These are merely illustrations of why it is inappropriate to apply a cost-benefit test in a 8 

Terms and Conditions analysis.  9 

 10 

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER UTILITY ACTIVITIES THAT ARE SIMILARLY 11 

NOT HELD AGAINST A COST-BENEFIT STANDARD? 12 

A. Yes. Another example of a practice which BC Hydro would not subject to a cost-benefit 13 

analysis would be worker safety.  Reasonable utility management would not accept 14 

worker injury or death based on the economic analysis that preventing the injury or death 15 

would cost more than the benefits returned by protecting the worker.  As with Terms and 16 

Conditions, the proper test is cost-effectiveness.  The analysis assesses how to minimize 17 

the cost per unit of output (worker safety) and/or how to maximize the output per dollar 18 

of input.   19 

 20 

Q. HAS COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS BEEN ACCEPTED AS AN 21 

APPROPRIATE EVALUATION TECHNIQUE IN CANADA? 22 
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A. Yes.  Cost-effectiveness analysis is not only an “accepted” technique, it is the preferred 1 

technique in the circumstances presented by low-income inability-to-pay.  As the 2 

Treasury Board of Canada stated in its “Canadian Cost-Benefit Analysis Guide: 3 

Regulatory Proposals” in 2007:  4 

When benefits cannot be expressed in monetary values in a meaningful 5 
way, a cost-effectiveness analysis (“CEA”) should be carried out to assist 6 
in making effective decisions.  A CEA calculates cost-effectiveness ratios 7 
so that the most efficient option is chosen.  In a sense, a CEA ensures 8 
technical efficiency in the process of achieving a desired outcome.  9 
(emphasis added).   10 

 11 

Overall, a utility such as BC Hydro can be expected not only to collect more money 12 

through the Terms and Conditions discussed below, but to spend less money in the 13 

process of collection in so doing. With these observations in mind, I turn to a discussion 14 

of the cost-effectiveness of certain Terms and Conditions.39  15 

 16 

B. Cold Weather Shutoff Protections. 17 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 18 

TESTIMONY. 19 

A. In this section of my testimony, I explain why BC Hydro should adopt restrictions on the 20 

disconnection of service for nonpayment during the cold weather period stretching from 21 

November 1 through April 1 of each winter heating season.   22 

 23 

                                        
39 “Cost effectiveness analysis evaluates the costs of different means of achieving a pre-determined goal.” Driesen 
(2005). Is Cost-Benefit Analysis Neutral, Syracuse University College of Law. A significant body of literature exists 
distinguishing a “cost-effectiveness” analysis from a cost-benefit analysis.  See generally, Diana Fuguitt and 
Shanton Wilcox. Cost-Benefit Analysis for Public Sector Decision Makers, Quorum Books: Westport (CT) (1999). 
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Q. WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR YOUR RECOMMENDATION OF COLD 1 

WEATHER SHUTOFF PROTECTIONS? 2 

A. It is generally known and recognized in the utility industry today that to disconnect or 3 

otherwise restrict the level of home heating service to residential customers during cold 4 

weather months is inherently dangerous to the health, safety and well-being (hereafter, 5 

“health”) of the person(s) losing service.  The danger to health is known to be particularly 6 

acute to certain sub-populations, including but not limited to young children, seniors and 7 

people with disabilities.  Utilities providing fuels for home heating in jurisdictions having 8 

cold weather climates would either know, or should know, about the inherent dangers 9 

arising from the disconnection or restriction of home heating service to individuals.   10 

 11 

In response to these dangers in the United States, for example, the federal government 12 

provides “home energy assistance” through the states.  In this regard, “home energy” has 13 

been statutorily limited to home heating and cooling consumption.  Moreover, the 14 

particular dangers to young children, seniors and people with disabilities have been 15 

recognized in the federal energy assistance program in the U.S. by a statutory directive 16 

that home energy assistance be specifically targeted toward households with young 17 

children, seniors and people with disabilities.  18 

 19 

Just as important as the statutory recognition of young children, seniors and people with 20 

disabilities as being particularly vulnerable when assessing the adverse impacts of the 21 

disconnection of home heating service, the National Energy Assistance Directors 22 

Association (“NEADA”), with Congressional funding, has periodically (2003, 2005, 23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

70 

2008, 2009, 2011) surveyed households to determine the impact of the loss of home 1 

heating service. I routinely use and rely upon the results of these NEADA surveys in my 2 

professional work around the country and in Canada.  In 2011 (the most recent NEADA 3 

survey), for example, the NEADA survey found that: 4 

 19% of households reported that someone in the household became sick 5 
because the home was too cold in the past five years, while 13% reported 6 
that someone in the household became sufficiently sick that they needed to 7 
go to the doctor or to a hospital because the home was too cold;  8 
 9 

 13% of seniors reported that someone in the household became sick 10 
because the home was too cold in the past five years; while seven percent 11 
(7%) reported that someone became sufficiently sick that they needed to 12 
go to the doctor or to a hospital because the home was too cold.   13 

 14 
The 2011 NEADA survey results are not simply recent results.  Recognition of the 15 

inherent dangers of losing or limiting home heating during cold weather has been 16 

consistent over the full range of years of NEADA surveys.  While the surveys are of U.S. 17 

Energy Assistance recipients, their results can reasonably be used to inform Canadian 18 

decision-making as well.   19 

 20 

Q. HAVE THE DANGERS OF COLD WEATHER SHUTOFFS BEEN 21 

RECOGNIZED IN ANY OTHER CONTEXT AS WELL? 22 

A. Yes.  The inherent dangers of severe winter weather have been recognized time-and-23 

again in international academic literature. Because of my routine use of such information 24 

and data in my professional work, in 2015, I hired an Oxford University graduate to 25 

prepare a comprehensive bibliography for the use of myself and others, which 26 

bibliography would present a compilation of the academic literature on the relationship 27 

between health and weather.  This literature routinely recognizes the inherent dangers to 28 
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health arising from the loss of home heating in cold weather.  I have attached the 1 

resulting bibliography to this testimony as Appendix D.   2 

 3 

Q. IS THE PROVISION OF COLD WEATHER SHUTOFF PROTECTIONS THE 4 

INDUSTRY STANDARD IN COLD WEATHER JURISDICTIONS? 5 

A. Yes.  Due to the inherent dangers of terminating or restricting home heating service 6 

during cold weather, nearly all cold weather jurisdictions have adopted restrictions on the 7 

termination of home heating service to residential customers during cold weather.  There 8 

is no uniformity in approach to these cold weather shutoff restrictions.  Instead: 9 

 Some jurisdictions have adopted date-based restrictions, with home heating 10 

shutoffs being restricted during designated time periods;  11 

 Some jurisdictions have adopted temperature-based restrictions, with home 12 

heating shutoffs being restricted before or after temperatures fall below 13 

designated levels;  14 

 Some jurisdictions require that regulatory permission be obtained prior to the 15 

disconnection of home heating service during the period of cold weather 16 

restrictions;  17 

 Some jurisdictions require regulatory reporting of housing units to which home 18 

heating service has been disconnected during the period of cold weather 19 

restrictions; 20 
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 Some jurisdictions provide for relaxed payment requirements during periods of 1 

cold weather home heating shutoff restrictions;  2 

 Some jurisdictions require reporting of residential accounts that have had 3 

service terminated in non-cold-weather months and remain off as they enter the 4 

cold weather months. 5 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 6 

A. My purpose in reviewing these cold weather shutoff restrictions is not to compare the 7 

specifics of the legal restrictions that are imposed.  Rather, I conclude based upon my 8 

review of cold weather restrictions that there is a universal recognition of the inherent 9 

dangers to residential customers arising from the termination or limitation of home 10 

heating service in cold weather months.  My own research and professional experience 11 

leads me to conclude further that: (1) there are inherent dangers resulting from the 12 

disconnection of home heating service during cold weather months; (2) the standards and 13 

practices in the utility industry today counsel that reasonable care must be taken to 14 

protect the health of residential customers in circumstances that might result in the 15 

disconnection or restriction of home heating service to a residential customer during cold 16 

weather months; and (3) the standards and practices in the utility industry today counsel 17 

that the actions that need to be taken to protect the health of residential customers in 18 

circumstances that might result in the disconnection or restriction of home heating service 19 

during cold weather months. Those standard practices should reasonably reflect the 20 

inherent dangers of that potential disconnection or restriction of service. The needed 21 

protections are greater than those protections needed when such inherent dangers do not 22 

present themselves in non-cold-weather months. 23 
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Q. HAVE YOU CONSIDERED WHETHER OFFERING RESTRICTIONS ON 1 

SERVICE DISCONNECTIONS FOR NONPAYMENT WILL INCREASE THE 2 

INCIDENCE OF NONPAYMENT AND THE LEVEL OF COLD WEATHER 3 

ARREARS? 4 

A. Yes.  The adoption of cold weather shutoff restrictions has been found to have no 5 

systematic impact on the extent to which customers protected by the restrictions do not 6 

pay their bills.  Despite this stated concern about the consequences of severe weather 7 

protections, the available data finds that these concerns are unfounded.  No empirical 8 

evidence exists to document that significant changes in payment patterns have any basis 9 

in fact. Indeed, existing data from two major empirical studies is to the contrary.   10 

 11 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FIRST STUDY. 12 

A. The groundbreaking study of winter customer payments under cold weather shutoff 13 

protections was performed by the Bureau of Consumer Services (“BCS”) of the 14 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.  The BCS introduced the use of “weighted 15 

arrears” as a mechanism to assess payment outcomes.  According to the 1983 BCS 16 

analysis, contrary to the argument by that state’s utility companies, the Pennsylvania 17 

winter shutoff moratorium did not result in an increase in the number of unpaid bills, or 18 

the amount of unpaid bills, that would have existed in the absence of a moratorium. The 19 

BCS study reported that: 20 

Average overdue bills are at a low in November and rise to a high point in 21 
March or April. The apparent relationship of this pattern to Public Utility 22 
Commission regulations is obvious. That is, arrears are greatest at the end 23 
of the Commission’s winter termination restrictions (December 1 to 24 
March 31 of the following year) and have been reduced to their lowest 25 
point immediately prior to the introduction of those restrictions for the 26 
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following year. This pattern is consistent with the assertion put forward 1 
by utilities that they would be able to control arrearages if there were no 2 
winter termination restraints.  3 
 4 
However, the seasonal fluctuations are substantial only for heating 5 
accounts. Arrearages for non-heating accounts show only minor seasonal 6 
fluctuations. A comparison of [the data] suggests a simple explanation for 7 
this difference, that is, that the size of arrearages is related to the size of 8 
monthly bills. Heating customers’ bills grow radically in the winter and 9 
so do their arrearages. Non-heating customers’ bills change very little 10 
seasonally and their arrearages follow suit. In other words, if the assertion 11 
that winter termination restraints invite nonpayment were correct, then 12 
non-heating arrearages should show the same seasonal pattern of 13 
variations as do heating arrearages. That they do not casts substantial 14 
doubt on the assertion that PUC winter termination restraints are 15 
responsible for willful non-payment and consequent collection 16 
problems.40 17 

 18 

The BCS report introduced the notion that any assessment of arrears must control for the 19 

impact of monthly bills. It recommended use of a “weighted arrears” or “bills behind” 20 

statistic to factor out the impact of increased arrears caused by factors other than 21 

nonpayment. BCS explained that its “bills behind” statistic “permits comparisons to be 22 

drawn between companies by eliminating the effects of different customer bills on 23 

arrearages.” Without such a measure, “the interpretation of average arrearages, either 24 

over time or in comparison between companies, presents some difficulties.”41 25 

 26 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SECOND STUDY. 27 

A. Using the “bills behind” tool developed by the BCS, amongst other metrics, I undertook a 28 

study of Iowa utility bills and payments over a three-year period (June 1998 through May 29 

2001).  As just described, the BCS “bills behind” statistic eliminates the effects that the 30 

                                        
40 Joseph Farrell (1983). Utility Payment Problems: The Measurement and Evaluation of Responses to Customer 
Nonpayment, at 19, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission: Harrisburg, PA. 
41 Id. 
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size of a customer’s bill has on that customer’s arrearages.  The analysis of the payment 1 

impacts of the Iowa winter moratorium considered a range of metrics testing whether 2 

utility bill payments are made in a full and timely fashion.  I focus on the bills-behind 3 

statistic and the number of payments made in my discussion here.   4 

 5 

Q. WHAT DID YOUR IOWA STUDY FIND? 6 

A. As to complete payments, the Iowa data documented that the number of bills behind that 7 

Iowa LIHEAP recipients incurred fluctuated within a very narrow band over the course 8 

of the year. While arrears unquestionably went up during the high cost winter months, the 9 

increase was not substantial. In the June 1998 – May 1999 period, the “bills behind” in 10 

January through March were virtually identical to the “bills behind” in July through 11 

October. During the June 1999 - May 2000 and the June 2000 – May 2001 periods, the 12 

“bills behind” during the winter months were actually lower than the bills behind for the 13 

corresponding non-heating/non-moratorium months. 14 

 15 

In making these observations, I do not suggest that low-income arrears do not increase in 16 

the high cost winter months. Instead, the most significant observation from this Iowa data 17 

is that rather than experiencing a dramatic increase in the number of bills behind during 18 

the winter moratorium months, resulting from a decrease in the amount and/or frequency 19 

of payments, the normalized weighted arrears for Iowa LIHEAP customers fluctuated 20 

within a very narrow band. 21 

 22 
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As to regular payments, the Iowa study found that the regularity of payments during the 1 

Iowa moratorium could be measured by indexing the total number payments to the total 2 

number of bills rendered each month. If “some” payment is made on an account in any 3 

given month, there is an increased likelihood that the customer will be able to make a 4 

future payment sufficient to reduce the account balance to $0. The July bill is easier to 5 

pay in full, in other words, if the customer has made some payment toward the June bill, 6 

even if the June payment is only a partial payment. 7 

 8 

My Iowa study found that the state’s LIHEAP recipients made almost one payment for 9 

each bill they received for home energy service. These payments may not always reduce 10 

the total balance to $0. The payments also may not cover the entire bill for current usage. 11 

The winter moratorium, however, does not result in LIHEAP recipients deciding to stop 12 

making payments on a widespread, let alone universal, basis. While the number of 13 

payments was reduced during the winter heating season, Iowa utilities tended to receive 14 

roughly eight payments for every ten bills tendered during these months. 15 

 16 

Taking out the seemingly anomalous number of payments in October and November of 17 

1999 (a time when supplemental LIHEAP payments were made which were small 18 

relative to the typical annual benefit and were insufficient to pay entire bills), the index of 19 

payments made to bills rendered tended to fluctuate in a narrow band of between 0.8 and 20 

1.1 each month.  The annual dips in the number of payments made by LIHEAP recipients 21 

in January and February do not necessarily reflect nonpayment toward outstanding 22 

accounts. Instead, the annual LIHEAP payments that are made in December and January 23 
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often leave credit balances on customer accounts. These credit balances do not call for a 1 

customer payment in order for the customer to remain current on his or her account.42 2 

 3 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE WITH RESPECT TO YOUR 4 

RECOMMENDATION OF COLD WEATHER SHUTOFF RESTRICTIONS? 5 

A. I conclude that the termination of service during British Columbia’s cold weather months 6 

is an inherently dangerous activity.  I conclude that the standard utility practice in cold 7 

weather jurisdictions is to provide shutoff protections during these cold weather months.  8 

I conclude finally that imposing cold weather shutoff restrictions will not result in a 9 

systematic nonpayment of utility bills by customers protected by the restrictions. 10 

Accordingly, neither the Company nor ratepayers as a whole will be harmed by the 11 

implementation of such restrictions.  I recommend that BC Hydro adopt a system of 12 

restrictions on the termination of service during the cold weather period of November 1 13 

through April 1 of each winter heating season irrespective of income.   14 

 15 

C. Shutoff Protections for the Very Young, Seniors and  16 
People with Medical Emergencies. 17 

1.  18 
Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 19 

TESTIMONY. 20 

A. In this section of my testimony, I assess the need for, and reasonableness of, special 21 

protections to be provided to the very young, seniors and people with medical 22 

                                        
42 While a LIHEAP recipient may be well-served (as a matter of sound money management) to make a payment of 
any amount even in those winter months when LIHEAP has left a credit balance on the account –this means that a 
lower dollar payment will be required on some future bill when there is no LIHEAP offset—this rarely occurs. 
Accordingly, the LIHEAP payment has the impact of completely paying one month’s bill for winter heating 
consumption while leaving future bills to be absorbed completely out of the recipient’s monthly income at that time. 
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emergencies when these persons face the potential disconnection of service for 1 

nonpayment.  I conclude that it is reasonable for BC Hydro to provide a renewable 60-2 

day delay in nonpayment disconnections for the very young, seniors and people with 3 

medical emergencies.   4 

 5 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 6 

A. In this section of my testimony, I explain the purpose of, and justification for, providing 7 

special protections to the very young, seniors and persons with medical emergencies 8 

faced with the potential disconnection of service for nonpayment.  I have previously 9 

discussed the medical and health issues associated with the disconnection of electric 10 

service to households within the context of cold weather.  I will not repeat that discussion 11 

here. (See, Appendix B).   12 

 13 

Q. IN ADDITION TO THOSE PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUES PREVIOUSLY 14 

IDENTIFIED AS PRESENTED BY THE DISCONNECTION OF SERVICE TO 15 

SENIORS AND THOSE WITH MEDICAL EMERGENCIES, DO YOU HAVE 16 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS? 17 

A. Yes.  Particularly for households with seniors or with medical emergencies, it is 18 

unreasonable for BC Hydro to expect that its traditional measures of responding to 19 

nonpayment will be effective.  Work that I performed in 2008 for the Iowa Department of 20 

Human Rights examined the self-efficacy and self-advocacy regarding home energy 21 

emergencies.  I found in that research, based on the Iowa Behavioral Risk Factor 22 

Surveillance System (“BRFSS”) data, that conditions associated with nonpayment of 23 
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utility bills also impede the ability of a household facing either the disconnection of 1 

service for nonpayment, or a home energy emergency, to advocate on his or her own 2 

behalf.  Given this expected inability to respond, the processes I recommend below are of 3 

particular importance.   4 

 5 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR FINDING OF THIS INABILITY-TO-RESPOND? 6 

A. Much of BC Hydro’s infrastructure designed to prevent the disconnection of home 7 

energy service is predicated on the assumption that households facing service 8 

disconnection for nonpayment are both willing and able to respond to their home energy 9 

situation through advocacy on their own behalf.  In particular, customers in arrears are 10 

expected to call the utility and to negotiate a deferred payment plan. Customers facing a 11 

service disconnection are expected to inquire into available sources of public and/or 12 

private energy assistance in order to negotiate financial aid to prevent a pending 13 

disconnection of service due to nonpayment. Customers who have lost their service are 14 

expected to contact the utility and negotiate a reconnection and repayment schedule for 15 

the underlying arrears. If individual circumstances impede the ability of households to 16 

perform these tasks, however, the regulatory “protection” structure designed to allow a 17 

household to respond to energy emergencies is ineffective.  Unfortunately, BC Hydro 18 

does not know, and has never undertaken efforts to discover, why customers do not 19 

respond to the Company’s efforts to encourage those customers to contact the Company 20 

in response to collection efforts.  (BCOAPO 2.306.1).  I will provide some explanation 21 

below.  22 

 23 
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Q. WHAT DOES YOUR IOWA STUDY COUNSEL WITH RESPECT TO RELYING 1 

ON AN INFRASTRUCTURE SUCH AS BC HYDRO’S? 2 

A. The Iowa BRFSS survey included four questions relevant to self-efficacy:  (1) during the 3 

past 30 days, about how often did you feel hopeless — all of the time, most of the time, 4 

some of the time, a little of the time, or none of the time?; (2) during the past 30 days, 5 

about how often did you feel so depressed that nothing could cheer you up—all of the 6 

time, most of the time, some of the time, a little of the time, or none of the time?; (3) 7 

during the past 30 days, about how often did you feel that everything was an effort—all 8 

of the time, most of the time, some of the time, a little of the time, or none of the time? 9 

and (4) during the past 30 days, about how often did you feel worthless-- all of the time, 10 

most of the time, some of the time, a little of the time, or none of the time? 11 

 12 

Compared to the total population, more than twice as many households experiencing a 13 

home energy emergency reported at least one of these self-efficacy conditions that 14 

impede the ability of the household to advocate on one’s own behalf.  More than half of 15 

households experiencing an energy emergency reported such conditions. Of particular 16 

importance was the prevalence of feeling “worthless” or “hopeless.”  17 

 18 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 19 

A. From the perspective of someone who has designed, implemented and evaluated both 20 

utility collection techniques and home energy assistance programs, I found that a 21 

household feeling “worthless” or “hopeless” cannot reasonably be expected to negotiate 22 

on their own behalf, particularly when faced with an energy emergency situation.  In the 23 
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best of circumstances, the balance of power in transactions between a customer and a 1 

utility lies with the utility.  Feelings of “worthlessness” or “hopelessness” on the part of 2 

the payment-troubled customer exacerbate that imbalance.  Nonetheless, more than three 3 

times as many persons experiencing a utility service disconnection reported feeling 4 

“hopeless” or “worthless” either some, most, or all of the time when compared to the 5 

population as a whole. My findings are not offered as a medical professional, but rather 6 

as a person involved with the design of utility outreach, utility notices, and utility 7 

collection activity. 8 

 9 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 10 

A. I recommend that BC Hydro adopt shutoff protections for the very young, for seniors and 11 

for households facing medical emergencies that mirror the model medical emergency 12 

regulation I authored for state utility regulators in the United States.43  Pursuant to the 13 

processes set forth in that model regulation, BC Hydro would not disconnect service, or 14 

refuse to restore service, to premises when a qualified medical professional has certified 15 

that the customer or an applicant seeking restoration of service (or a member permanently 16 

residing in the customer’s or applicant’s household) is seriously ill or facing a medical 17 

emergency or disability that will be aggravated by cessation or denial of service, or will 18 

become seriously ill or have a medical emergency because of the cessation or denial of 19 

service, and that the denial of utility service would adversely affect the health of that 20 

customer or resident of the household. Nor would such disconnections occur for seniors 21 

or for households with young children.   22 

                                        
43 Colton (December 2013). Medical Emergency Shutoff Protections for Residential Customers: A Model State 
Commission Regulation (citations omitted). The Model Regulation is annotated to existing regulations providing 
similar shutoff protections for the aged and those facing medical emergencies.   
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The model regulation that I authored explicitly provides that “Nothing in this rule 1 

relieves the customer of the obligation to pay an undisputed bill.”  In the event of 2 

nonpayment, my model regulation provides for one of two remedies.   3 

 On the one hand, the model regulation provides: “If a medical certificate customer 4 

fails to enter into a payment agreement within 20 days of filing the certificate, or 5 

to abide by its terms, the utility shall notify the Commission's Consumer Services 6 

Division and request permission to disconnect service.”44  7 

 On the other hand, and in the alternative, my model regulation provides: “To 8 

avoid the accumulation of a substantial arrearage during the term of the medical 9 

certificate, the utility and the customer, or an authorized representative of the 10 

customer, shall negotiate an equitable payment arrangement that is reasonable and 11 

consistent with the customer's ability to pay. If the customer fails to make 12 

payments as established, resulting in an arrearage of $500 or more, the customer 13 

is required to enter into and comply with a monthly payment arrangement equal to 14 

the average of the last 12 months billing plus 1/12 of the arrearage. Failure to 15 

enter into a monthly payment arrangement and make payments will result in 16 

disconnection proceedings being initiated. The utility must notify the commission 17 

in writing of the fact of the proposed termination at the beginning of the 18 

disconnection process and the circumstances surrounding the proposed 19 

termination. The commission may intervene and require a different payment 20 

arrangement or delay termination of service if the circumstances warrant. . .The 21 

                                        
44 The model regulation refers to a “Consumer Services Division.” This reference is intended to be sui generis and to 
refer to the corresponding staff position(s) at the BCUC. 
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payment arrangement set by the commission is binding upon both the customer 1 

and the utility.” 2 

 3 

D. Deferred Payment Arrangements. 4 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 5 

TESTIMONY. 6 

A. In this section of my testimony, I propose specified modifications to the manner in which 7 

BC Hydro offers deferred payment plans. The purpose of these reforms is to benefit both 8 

the Company in generating additional payments against unpaid account balances and the 9 

low-income customers in allowing those customers to face bill payments that the 10 

customers can reasonably expect to make.  I conclude that the current process through 11 

which the Company offers payment plans is fundamentally broken. 12 

 13 

Q. ARE BC HYDRO PAYMENT PLANS EFFECTIVE AT COLLECTING UNPAID 14 

BALANCES? 15 

A. No.  The BC Hydro payment plan procedures and practices are largely ineffective as a 16 

means to retire unpaid account balances.  The effectiveness of collection devices can be 17 

measured not simply by the dollars (or number of accounts) paid, but by the extent to 18 

which customers in arrears take positive steps to retire their arrears.  The alternative to 19 

completely paying an outstanding account balance, of course, is to contact the Company 20 

to enter into a deferred payment arrangement (“DPA”) (sometimes known as “installment 21 

plans”).  Schedule RDC-3 (page 1 of 7) shows, however, that during the time that BC 22 

Hydro has engaged in noticeably more collection efforts (both per accounts and dollars of 23 
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total arrears and per accounts and dollars of older arrears), the ratio of DPAs to accounts 1 

more than 60-days in arrears has remained virtually constant.  In other words, the 2 

increased collection effort has not brought the Company into contact with more accounts 3 

in arrears, accounts with higher levels of dollars of arrears, or a higher aggregate level of 4 

arrears, in order to enter into agreements to retire those arrears over time.  Schedule 5 

RDC-3 (page 1 of 7) demonstrates that the Company’s increased collection efforts have 6 

resulted neither in generating immediate payments nor in generating agreements to make 7 

deferred payments over an extended period of time.   8 

 9 

The conclusion does not change if one begins to disaggregate arrears by the age of 10 

arrears.  Schedule RDC-3 (page 2 of 7) presents the number of DPAs that BC Hydro 11 

succeeds in entering into per accounts in arrears broken down by the age of the arrears.  12 

Despite the increased collection efforts, whether for arrears over 60-days, or arrears over 13 

90-days, the ratio of DPAs to accounts in arrears has remained virtually constant. As 14 

shown in Schedule RDC-3 (page 3 of 7), nearly identical results appertain if one 15 

examines the ratio of DPAs to arrearages in terms of $1,000 dollars of arrears rather than 16 

in terms of accounts in arrears.  The ratio of DPAs to dollars of arrears older than 60-days 17 

has remained virtually constant over time, while the ratio of DPAs to dollars of arrears 18 

older than 90-days has slightly increased.  This means that the Company is slightly 19 

increasing the rate at which it is committing older arrears to DPAs.  The fact that the 20 

slope of the increase for older accounts is greater than the slope of accounts for younger 21 

dollars means that the older accounts being committed to DPAs are accounts with smaller 22 

arrears balances.    23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

85 

Q. IS THERE OTHER DATA THAT INDICATES THAT BC HYDRO’S PAYMENT 1 

PLAN PROCEDURES AND PRACTICES ARE NOT OPERATING IN A COST-2 

EFFECTIVE MANNER? 3 

A. Yes.  Schedule RDC-3 (page 4 of 7) shows that just as BC Hydro is working harder to 4 

generate immediate payments, it has had to work harder to generate Deferred Payment 5 

Arrangements (DPAs) as well.  The issuance of disconnect notices is used as the 6 

surrogate for collection activity.  As Schedule RDC-3 (page 4 of 7) shows, BC Hydro had 7 

had to issue more and more disconnect notices to generate agreement with each DPA 8 

from its customers in arrears.  As discussed above, however, even of the additional DPAs 9 

the Company generates, these DPAs each address increasingly smaller arrears balances.  10 

Even the additional outcomes generated, in terms of number of accounts is not matched 11 

by a corresponding proportionate increase in dollars subject to agreement.   12 

One problem with these observations is that, as Schedule RDC-3 (page 5 of 7) shows, the 13 

fact that BC Hydro increased the number of payment agreements does not mean that it 14 

significantly increased the success rate of those DPAs.  The Company’s increased 15 

collection effort resulted in a very slight increase in the success rate of the DPAs at the 16 

rate at which the Company and customers have entered into DPAs.  While there is 17 

somewhat of an increase in the success rate of BC Hydro’s DPAs, the Company’s success 18 

rate is still noticeably below 60%.  In other words, even of those DPAs that the Company 19 

succeeds in generating, more than four of every ten fail.   20 

 21 

In addition, the success rate that BC Hydro has generated has required a significant 22 

increase in the corresponding collection effort.  As seen in Schedule RDC-3 (page 6 of 7), 23 
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the number of disconnect notices required for each successful DPA has increased by more 1 

than 60 percent in the past two years. Finally, the measure of efficiency in terms of 2 

resources per outcome (Disconnect Notices/Successful DPA) is simply the flipside of the 3 

measure examining the extent of outcomes for each unit of resources expended.  4 

Schedule RDC-3 (page 7 of 7) documents that, the number of successful DPAs generated 5 

per each disconnect notice has sharply decreased in recent years.   6 

 7 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 8 

A. I ultimately conclude that BC Hydro is spending more and more collection resources to 9 

obtain fewer and fewer accounts being paid, involving even fewer dollars, and to enter 10 

into payments plans that remain unsuccessful despite a noticeable increase in the 11 

collection activity being expended.  The process is not only ineffective, but inefficient as 12 

well.  The efforts are both least effective and least efficient for long-term arrears, and 13 

becoming even less so over time.  The fact is that BC Hydro concedes that it does not 14 

know why customers do not successfully maintain payment plans to avoid the 15 

disconnection of their utility service. (BCOAPO 2.307.1).   16 

 17 

The outcome to be promoted by entering into a deferred payment agreement (“DPA”) is 18 

the retirement of arrears along with the payment of current bills. If payment plans are not 19 

allowing customers to successfully complete them, and thus retire their arrears, they are 20 

not working. Should this routinely occur, the utility should restructure its payment plan 21 

process. 22 

 23 
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Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 1 

A. I recommend several modifications to BC Hydro practices and procedures that will 2 

improve both the effectiveness and the efficiency of the Company’s use of deferred 3 

payment plans as a collection tool.  These modifications include: 4 

 Downpayments:  For payment plans offered to customers with income less 5 

than 100% of LICO, I recommend that required downpayments be set at 10% 6 

of the outstanding delinquency.   7 

 Payment plan term (in months):  For payments plans offered to customers 8 

with income less than 100% of LICO, I recommend that BC Hydro offer a 9 

payment plan term of not less than 12 months.45  Payment plan installments to 10 

be paid toward arrears, however, should not exceed the average of a monthly 11 

bill for current service.   12 

In recommending that BC Hydro “offer” a payment plan with a term of not less than 12 13 

months, I note that a customer contact script wherein a customer service representative 14 

(“CSR”) first offers a payment plan of three months, second offering a payment plan of 15 

six months, and only if the customer says “no” to both of those proposals, finally asks the 16 

customer what payment amount is affordable, does not comply with this 17 

recommendation. Moreover, if a customer states an amount that would require a payment 18 

plan term of more than 12 months, informing that customer that a payment plan of such a 19 

term requires supervisory or managerial approval also does not comply with this 20 

recommendation.  21 

                                        
45 The phrase “not less than” is not synonymous with “at” or “equal to.”     
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Clearly, requiring a customer repeatedly to decline payment plan terms offered by a CSR, 1 

and to insist on supervisory approval for terms that are within the bounds of the payment 2 

plan terms as provided in the recommendation, does not constitute “offering” such 3 

payment plan terms. Requiring customers to continue to decline payment plans proffered 4 

by the Company and to insist on obtaining supervisory approval for a plan that falls 5 

within the payment plan terms provided above is inappropriate. The fact that a customer 6 

might eventually obtain a DPA of longer than 12 months by appealing a CSR denial of 7 

the longer plan to a supervisor assumes that customers have both the knowledge of their 8 

right to escalate the DPA negotiation to a supervisor and the wherewithal to insist on 9 

escalating the payment plan negotiation to the supervisory level.  Early and 10 

conspicuously in any CSR script relating to the length of time for payment plans, a CSR 11 

should advise customers of their right to gain a longer DPA without supervisory 12 

approval. Obviously, a “right” that the customer is uninformed about is no “right” at all. 13 

 14 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR ULTIMATE CONCLUSION? 15 

A. BC Hydro’s payment agreement process simply does not work as well as it could or 16 

should. The Company’s hardline approach to setting the terms of DPAs results in 17 

customers “agreeing” to DPAs that they cannot hope to successfully complete. The fact 18 

that nearly half of the DPAs to which customers “agreed” end in default is evidence unto 19 

itself that the BC Hydro payment plan process is fundamentally broken and can be cost-20 

effectively improved.   21 

 22 

 23 
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E. Late Payment Charges. 1 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 2 

TESTIMONY. 3 

A. In this section of my testimony, I review the Company’s imposition of late payment 4 

charges on the balances of unpaid residential accounts.  The Company imposes a Late 5 

Payment Charge of 1.5% per month on account balances exceeding $30.  I assess three 6 

aspects of the BC Hydro late charge.  First, I examine the reasonableness of the level of 7 

late charge overall. Second, I evaluate whether it is reasonable to impose a late charge on 8 

low-income customers.  Finally, I assess the reasonableness of imposing a late payment 9 

charge on unpaid balances subject to a deferred payment arrangement.   10 

 11 

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF HOW YOU WILL EVALUATE THE 12 

REASONABLENESS OF THE COMPANY’S LATE CHARGE. 13 

A. BC Hydro seeks to justify its late payment charge as a means to gain compensation for out-14 

of-pocket expenses associated with nonpayment.  (BCOAPO  1.177.1).46  The Company 15 

divides those expenses into two components: “. . .BC Hydro views the Late Payment 16 

Charge as a means to recover collection and borrowing costs.” (BCOAPO 1.177.1, 17 

citations omitted).  Each of those elements (collection costs and borrowing costs) will be 18 

separately examined.   19 

 20 

(1) Borrowing Costs. 21 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 22 

                                        
46 “Providing an inducement for timely payments is also important but is a secondary factor.” (BCOAPO 1.177.1). 
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A. In this section of my testimony, I assess whether BC Hydro’s Late Payment Charge can be 1 

justified as a means of compensating the Company for its borrowing costs associated with 2 

late payment.  BC Hydro claims a carrying cost to be paid by its late charge equal to its 3 

Weighted Average Cost of Debt (WACD). (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, 4 

page 8-13).  That cost of debt is said to be 4.28 percent. (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design 5 

Application, page 8-13).  The Company would incur a carrying cost, it says, due to the 6 

carrying costs of late payments. Carrying charges associated with late payments will show 7 

up in the Company’s working capital requirement.  In other words, if BC Hydro 8 

immediately needs the revenue that has been billed but not collected, it will need to borrow 9 

debt to acquire that revenue.  10 

 11 

Q. DO YOU FIND A FUNDAMENTAL FLAW IN THE COMPANY’S RELIANCE ON 12 

BORROWING COSTS AS A JUSTIFICATION FOR ITS LATE CHARGE? 13 

A. Yes.  Any effort by BC Hydro to justify its proposed late payment charge as a mechanism 14 

through which to be compensated for the carrying costs of money faces an immediate 15 

fundamental flaw. To set an arbitrary date on which the Company will begin to impose a 16 

monthly Late Payment Charge has no rational basis.  The carrying costs of money do not 17 

begin on the day after a residential bill is due.  A customer that pays one day “late” does 18 

not impose significantly higher carrying costs on BC Hydro than a customer that pays one 19 

day “early.”  20 

 21 

 Even if one accepts, solely for the sake of argument, that uncompensated carrying costs 22 

begin on the day after a billing due date, a monthly late payment charge of 1.5% is not 23 
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necessary to compensate BC Hydro for those carrying costs.  It is important to note that BC 1 

Hydro reports that while 68% of residential bills were paid on or before the due date, 24% 2 

of residential customer bills were paid one month late.  (BCOAPO 2.299.1, citing 3 

BCOAPO 1.179.1).  In fact, this statement is not precisely correct. It would be more 4 

accurate to say that 24% of the residential customer bills are paid after the due date for the 5 

bill but before the due date for the next bill. It is unreasonable to assume that everyone that 6 

pays in the month after the due date pays on the last day of the month after the due date.   7 

 8 

Q. CAN YOU DEMONSTRATE THE RESULTING OVERCHARGE? 9 

A. Yes.  A simple model shows the extent of the overcharge by BC Hydro’s Late Payment 10 

Charge.  Assume, for purposes of analysis, that the Company has 300 residential customers 11 

each of whom has a monthly bill of $100.  Assume further that these 300 customers pay at 12 

the rate that BC Hydro identified for various months over a 12 month period. (BCOAPO 13 

2.299.1, citing BCOAPO 1.186.1).  I have used three months for analysis: May (a non-14 

cold, non-hot weather month); August (a hot weather month), and January (a cold weather 15 

month).  I impose a Late Payment Charge of 1.5% beginning on Day 21 of each month.  I 16 

compare the accrued Late Payment Charges to two different levels of carrying costs: (1) 17 

carrying costs cumulative from the day of the bill (Day 1); and (2) carrying costs 18 

cumulative from the day the bill becomes overdue (Day 21).   19 

 20 

 I find that the BC Hydro Late Payment Charge substantially over-compensates the 21 

Company for its carrying costs as determined by the Company’s 4.28% WACD.  I have 22 

presented the calculation in Schedule RDC-4 (pages 1 – 3).  As can be seen:   23 
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 In May 2014, the Company would have collected $103.50 in Late Payment 1 

Charge revenue given the billing and rate of payment over the first 30 days.  In 2 

contrast, the Company would have experienced a carrying cost of only $38.06 if 3 

the Late Payment Charge revenue is compared to costs accrued from Day 1 4 

(i.e., whether or not the bill was late). The Company would have experienced a 5 

carrying cost of only $2.46 if the Late Payment Charge revenue is compared to 6 

costs accrued from the first day that payments were late (Day 21).47  (Schedule 7 

RDC-4, page 1 of 3). 8 

 In August 2014, the Company would have collected $108 in Late Payment 9 

Charge revenue, compared to carrying costs of $38.77 from Day 1 and 10 

compared to carrying costs of $2.60 from Day 21. (Schedule RDC-4, page 2 of 11 

3). 12 

 In January 2015, the Company would have collected $108 in Late Payment 13 

Charge revenue, compared to carrying costs of $38.10 from Day 1 and $2.53 14 

from Day 21.  (Schedule RDC-4, page 3 of 3).   15 

 16 
 The BC Hydro Late Payment Charge clearly over-compensates the Company for the 17 

Company’s carrying costs.  However, one thing is notable in all three months as well: while 18 

the Late Payment Charge of 1.5%/month is imposed on the first day a payment is late, in 19 

each of the three months studied, the largest proportion of payments after the due date are 20 

received on that first day after the due date.  In all three months, the percentage of 21 

payments in the first two days after the due date exceeds the percentage of late payments 22 

                                        
47 While this Schedule examines the late payment charges on bills that have been paid, a similar analysis on those 
bills remaining unpaid yields the same results. 
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made in the remainder of the months combined.  If the carrying costs are associated with 1 

days after the due date, in other words, the Late Payment Charge cannot be justified on the 2 

basis of compensating the Company for carrying costs.   3 

 4 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 5 

A. Allowing BC Hydro to impose a 1.5%/month late charge on residential customers is not 6 

needed to cover carrying costs associated with late payment.  7 

 8 

(2) Collection Costs. 9 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 10 

TESTIMONY. 11 

A. The second purpose that BC Hydro asserts that its late payment charge serves is to 12 

compensate the Company for credit and collection expenses associated with delinquent 13 

payments. Unquestionably, to the extent that BC Hydro experiences prudently incurred out-14 

of-pocket collection expenses, it is entitled to compensation for those expenses.  This is not 15 

to say, however, that BC Hydro is entitled to compensation for these expenses through a 16 

late payment charge.  In this section of my testimony, I review BC Hydro’s Late Payment 17 

Charge in light of both the amount and timing of the Company’s credit and collection costs.   18 

 19 

 Late payments by BC Hydro customers can create out-of-pocket expenses for the 20 

Company.  These expenses might include, for example, the postage associated with 21 

delivering reminder notices or shutoff notices, the costs of telephone calls to make 22 

"personal contact" prior to a shutoff, and the cost of fuel used in making a premise visit to 23 
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disconnect service. (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, page 8-13).  The overall 1 

presence of collection expenses, however, does not justify the approval of BC Hydro’s Late 2 

Payment Charge. 3 

 4 

Q. WHY DOES THE PRESENCE OF COLLECTION EXPENSES NOT SERVE AS 5 

AN ADEQUATE BASIS FOR BC HYDRO’S LATE CHARGE? 6 

A. Late Payment Charges are inappropriate when the charge is designed to compensate for 7 

out-of-pocket expenses that BC Hydro has not yet incurred. If Late Payment Charges are 8 

intended to compensate the Company for its out-of-pocket collection expenses, the 9 

imposition of such a charge must be triggered by some event that also triggers the 10 

incurrence of the expenses.  This principle is violated by BC Hydro’s practice of 11 

prematurely levying a Late Payment Charge on its residential customers.   12 

 13 

 BC Hydro imposes its Late Payment Charge beginning on the first day after the due date of 14 

a residential customer’s bill.  (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, page 8-11).48  15 

The Company, in other words, imposes a Late Payment Charge even though no utility 16 

collection activity has yet occurred at the time the Late Payment Charge is imposed.  In the 17 

three months discussed above (May 2014, August 2014, January 2015), the Company 18 

acknowledges that it collected 80% of its bills within the time period of the billing date plus 19 

30-days in May; 83% of its bills within the time period of the billing date plus 30-days in 20 

August; and 81% of its bills within the time period of the billing date plus 30-days in 21 

January. (BCOAPO 2.99.1 citing BCOAPO 1.179.1).  In the meantime, most collection 22 

                                        
48 BC Hydro does not impose a Late Payment Charge on an account with a balance of $30 or less. (Exhibit B-1, 
2015 Rate Design Application, page 8-11). 
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activities costing significant dollars do not begin in that first ten days after the due date of a 1 

bill. (BCOAPO 1.178.1, Attachment 1).   2 

 3 

 Moreover, BC Hydro reports that by Day 30 after the due date, it had collected 90% of its 4 

May 2014 bills; 93% of its August 2014 bills; and 91% of its January 2015 bills.  5 

(BCOAPO 2.99.1 citing BCOAPO 1.179.1).  This is significant because the Company 6 

claims that nearly half of the “collection” costs that it uses to cost-justify its Late Payment 7 

Charge are associated with Accenture Business Service (“ABSBC”) costs (credit and call 8 

center). (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, page 8-13).49  The Call Center costs 9 

are one of the cost-justifications for the late payment charge. (BCOAPO2.316.1, BCOAPO 10 

1.201.1).  However, not only does the Company include call center costs in its justification 11 

that are not specifically “credit and collection” (BCOAPO 1.183.1), but even those costs 12 

that it does include are not generally caused by customers who are paying as quickly after 13 

the due date as the Company’s own data indicates happens.   14 

 15 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 16 

A. In sum, this realization --that payments must be overdue by some time before the utility 17 

begins its collection process and thus before the utility begins to incur expenses --is 18 

particularly important to ensure that households who pay late, but who do not have 19 

collection activities directed against them, do not have unnecessary costs imposed upon 20 

them. Such unnecessary fees are imposed if a Late Payment Charge is imposed on the day 21 

after the due date, failing to recognize that collection activity is not initiated until some later 22 

                                        
49 BC Hydro claims that of the Company’s total “late payment charge costs” of $8,048,729, $3,881,143 are 
associated with the credit and call center, or 48.2%. (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, page 8-13).   
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date.  Finally, as even the Company concedes, customers that are subscribed to paperless 1 

billing are sent an electronic reminder notice rather than a paper letter. BC Hydro states:  2 

“[i]n this situation, there is no incremental cost for customer communication.” (BCUC 3 

2.162.3).   4 

 5 

 (3) Incentive to Pay. 6 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 7 

TESTIMONY. 8 

A. In this section of my testimony, I consider whether the BC Hydro Late Payment Charge 9 

can be justified as a mechanism to incentivize residential customers to make full and 10 

complete payments, thus avoiding arrearages.  In its 2015 Rate Design Application, BC 11 

Hydro cites the Ontario Energy Board for the proposition that “the rationale for late 12 

payment charges is that all customers benefit from encouraging prompt payment of bills.” 13 

(Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, page 8-11). The Company later backs away 14 

from the notion that late payment charges are used as an incentive to pay. The Company 15 

refers to “providing an inducement for timely payments” as “a secondary factor” in 16 

justifying its Late Payment Charge. (BCOAPO 1.177.1). 17 

 18 

Q. CAN THE COMPANY DEMONSTRATE THAT A LATE PAYMENT CHARGE 19 

SERVES A PAYMENT INDUCEMENT FUNCTION? 20 

A. No.  The Company has no basis for asserting or claiming that its Late Payment Charge 21 

serves the function of “providing an inducement for timely payments.”  When 22 

specifically asked to “provide all written studies currently within BC Hydro’s custody or 23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

97 

control, whether or not prepared by or for BC Hydro, that explicitly assesses the extent to 1 

which [late payment charges] reduce residential bad debt,” BC Hydro admitted that it 2 

“does not have studies or analysis on the extent to which the other activities50 reduced 3 

residential bad debt.” (BCOAPO 1.199.1(g)).  Similarly, the Company could not provide 4 

any such analysis that linked the imposition of Late Payment Charge to the reduction of 5 

residential arrears in general. (BCOAPO 1.200.1(g), citing BCOAPO 1.198.2).   6 

 7 

(4) Recommendations. 8 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 9 

 A. I recommend that BC Hydro be allowed to establish an annual Late Payment Charge equal 10 

to its Weighted Average Cost of Debt rounded to the nearest one-half percent.  At present, 11 

that WACD equals 4.28 percent, rounded to 4.5%.  I further recommend that no late 12 

payment charge should be imposed unless and until an arrearage reaches 60 days beyond 13 

the bill’s due date.   14 

 15 

Q. DO YOU OFFER A SECOND RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE BC 16 

HYDRO LATE PAYMENT CHARGE? 17 

A. Yes.  The Company has identified situations in which it “may use its discretion to waive 18 

or suspend the application of late payment charges.” (BCOAPO 2.298.1).  Not on that list 19 

are those instances when a customer has entered into a deferred payment plan.  I 20 

recommend that the Company waive late payment charges on arrears subject to payment 21 

plans on which all installments currently due have been paid.  A late payment charge is 22 

not needed to compensate the Company for collection costs when a past-due balance is 23 

                                        
50 The “other activities” included imposing late payment charges. 
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subject to a paid-up deferred payment arrangement.  No collection activities will be 1 

directed toward such an account. In addition, it makes little sense to offer a deferred 2 

payment plan as a recognized, legitimate mechanism for a customer to use in retiring a 3 

past-due balance and then to charge that customer for the privilege of using the 4 

mechanism.  The Company will benefit by getting delinquent customers on deferred 5 

payment arrangements and keeping them on such arrangements.  Increasing the 6 

underlying account balance by imposing a charge on a balance that the Company has 7 

agreed to defer does not serve that purpose.   8 

 9 

Q. DO YOU HAVE A THIRD RECOMMENDATION REGARDING LATE 10 

PAYMENT CHARGES? 11 

A. Yes.  I recommend that low-income customers --defined to be those customers who are 12 

taking service under the Essential Services usage block-- be exempt from late payment 13 

charges.  I recommend limiting this waiver to customers taking service through the 14 

Essential Services usage block because it makes little sense to require the Company to 15 

independently confirm income eligibility for two separate but related Company 16 

initiatives.   17 

 18 

Q. WHY DO YOU RECOMMEND THAT LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS BE 19 

EXEMPT FROM LATE PAYMENT CHARGES AT ALL? 20 

A. BC Hydro’s collection expense is counterproductive when the Company is further from full 21 

payment after the collection process than before it.  Particularly in situations involving low-22 

income households, this will often be the case. In these situations, even when the collection 23 

process obtains some payment toward the arrears, and assuming that the full cost of 24 
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collection can be charged to the delinquent payer through a Late Payment Charge, if the 1 

nonpayer is incapable of paying her bill in full, the utility ends up worse off having 2 

undertaken the collection efforts than having not.   3 

 4 

One distinguishing attribute of a low-income household is the fact of the limited amount of 5 

income available to pay month-to-month utility bills. Directing collection efforts at the 6 

low-income household, and assessing a Late Payment Charge to get paid for such efforts, 7 

does not serve the best interests of all customers. The result is simply to divert limited 8 

funds away from the low-income customer’s ability to pay his or her current bill and to the 9 

payment of Late Payment Charges instead.  10 

 11 

The conclusion that imposing a Late Payment Charge is likely to be a losing proposition 12 

does not depend for its efficacy on an assumption of nonpayment or partial payment.  Even 13 

in those instances where the customer makes full payment of the outstanding arrears, the 14 

utility cannot be found ipso facto to have benefited from the late payment charge.  So long 15 

as the late paying household has a limited corpus, if some part of the household's ability-to-16 

pay is diverted to paying late payment charges, there is that much less left to pay current 17 

bills. BC Hydro should not be permitted to engage in a collection process that is 18 

counterproductive.  A process is counterproductive if it leaves the Company farther from 19 

collecting the outstanding arrears after the collection process than before it.   20 

 21 

Q. ISN’T THERE A BUSINESS CASE TO BE MADE FOR IMPOSING LATE 22 

PAYMENT CHARGES ON LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS? 23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

100 

A. No.  For a business case to be made for extending a Late Payment Charge to low-income 1 

customers, even using the Company’s preferred cost-benefit approach to establishing a 2 

business case, the Company would need to show that the incremental money it receives 3 

through the late payment charge more than offsets any revenue it loses because the late 4 

payment charge impedes rather than facilitates bill payment.  A Late Payment Charge 5 

imposed on low-income customers pushes bills into an unaffordable and unpayable 6 

range. This result places collection of both the original balance and of the unpaid Late 7 

Payment Charges in jeopardy.  Under such circumstances, the Company loses more 8 

money than it generates by imposing Late Payment Charges on low-income customers.  9 

Finally, even though the Company cannot demonstrate that Late Payment Charges are 10 

serving to promote full and timely payment by residential customers generally, the 11 

imposition of a late payment charge will have even less of an impact on low-income 12 

customers in this regard.  I conclude that late payment charges should be waived for low-13 

income customers. For purposes of this waiver, an eligible low-income customer would 14 

be deemed to include customers who are taking service under the Essential Services 15 

usage block rate.   16 

 17 

F. Exempting Low-Income Customers from Specified Charges. 18 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 19 

TESTIMONY. 20 

A. In this section of my testimony, I recommend that BC Hydro exempt low-income 21 

customers from the assessment of a “minimum reconnection charge” and from the 22 

proposed “account charge.”  The Company proposes to set the minimum reconnection 23 

charge at $30 (with graduated charges depending on varying circumstances, such as a 24 
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manual reconnection performed on overtime). (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design 1 

Application, at Table 8-3, page 8-8). The Company proposes to apply an “account 2 

charge” whenever “a customer submits an application for a new account or an existing 3 

customer moves an account, regardless of whether it is done online or via a customer 4 

service agent.” (Exhibit B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, at page 8-15).   5 

 6 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY BC HYDRO SHOULD EXEMPT LOW-INCOME 7 

CUSTOMERS FROM BEING CHARGED SUCH CHARGES.  8 

A. I explain in detail, both in my discussion of cash security deposits and in my discussion 9 

of late payment charges, the notion of diverted household income.  For its own best 10 

business interests, BC Hydro should not impose a charge that is likely to leave the 11 

Company worse off financially than had it not assessed the charge in the first instance as 12 

documented by BCOAPO witness Seth Klein.  Low-income customers generally face 13 

unique circumstance (not faced by other residential customers) in that they have a limited 14 

corpus of income from which to pay their bills.  Klein’s testimony details and documents 15 

the extent to which low-income households face a deficit between the dollars of income 16 

they have and the dollars of living expenses they face.  The deficit is not small, but rather 17 

is in the thousands of dollars a year.  When BC Hydro imposes a miscellaneous service 18 

charge such as the account charge or reconnection charge, rather than collecting funds 19 

from a cost-causer, as is the justification for most charges, the utility simply makes it less 20 

likely that it will receive payment of either the extra charge or the bill for current service 21 

associated with that charge.  The low-income household ends up without service while 22 

the utility ends up without revenue.   23 
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The same analysis applies to the account charge.  If a low-income customer is facing an 1 

unaffordable bill, and seeks to move to more affordable housing, the Company imposes a 2 

charge on the customer for changing account locations.   3 

 4 

Q. ASIDE FROM THIS INABILITY TO PAY, DO YOU HAVE OBJECTIONS TO 5 

THE RECONNECTION CHARGE? 6 

A. Yes.  My objection to imposing the reconnection charge on low-income customers is the 7 

extent to which BC Hydro’s internal policies and procedures, by their very nature, 8 

exacerbate rather help to mitigate the payment problems which low-income households 9 

often face.  As a result, low-income households facing an inability-to-pay are driven 10 

deeper and deeper into the collection process because of the very reason of their poverty.  11 

The BC Hydro collection process, and the charges which it seeks to impose as a part of 12 

that collection process, represent classic illustrations of how and why it is so expensive to 13 

be poor.   14 

 15 

Consider the operation of BC Hydro’s collection process.  BC Hydro states that its 16 

“dunning process is based on creditworthiness.  Demerit points are added whenever 17 

dunning actions take place on one of a customer’s accounts. . .To calculate 18 

creditworthiness, the points are weighted based on how recently each action took place.” 19 

(BCOAPO 1.178.1).  Different levels of “demerit points” are assessed for 20 

reminder/important reminder notices, final notice of disconnect, send to operator review, 21 

write-off/bankruptcy, return item (NSF), return item (non-NSF), and disconnect for non-22 

pay. (BCOAPO 1.178.1).  As points build up, the Company takes more intense credit and 23 
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collection activities more quickly, thus imposing even more points as a result. (BCOAPO 1 

1.178.1, Attachment 1).  The Company thus acknowledges the obvious. “[T]he 2 

creditworthiness points are cumulative such that if sufficient points are accumulated then 3 

future dunning actions will be more likely.” (BCOAPO 2.311.1). Only “if a customer 4 

with a poor payment history maintains on time payments for one year from the time of 5 

the last dunning action, he or she will have no creditworthiness points remaining.” 6 

(BCOAPO 1.178.1).   7 

 8 

Under this process, once a low-income customer gets into payment trouble, it becomes 9 

increasingly difficult to get (and stay) out of payment trouble.  An increasingly lesser 10 

infringement of payment obligations will yield an increasingly stringent dunning activity, 11 

which, in turn, makes even more stringent dunning activity even more likely.  The result 12 

of this self-fulfilling process is designed to generate failure on the part of an unable-to-13 

pay customer.  The resulting failure will then generate the assessment of even further 14 

charges that will make the future ability-to-pay of the low-income customer even more 15 

limited.   16 

 17 

Again, it makes little difference whether the additional charge is assessed in the form of a 18 

“reconnection charge” because the low-income household has been disconnected for non-19 

payment, or in the form of an “account charge” because the low-income household seeks 20 

more affordable housing.  In either case, the Company detracts rather than facilitates the 21 

ability of the low-income household to make a future payment.    22 
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At the same time the Company is driving the low-income customer deeper and deeper 1 

into the dunning process, and making the disconnection of service ever-more likely, with 2 

its attendant additional charges, the Company has not ever considered how to offer 3 

positive assistance to address the underlying inability-to-pay problems.  As I discuss in 4 

more detail above, for example, the Company states that it does not use the level of 5 

arrearages or payment history to target possible low-income customers for ECAP. 6 

(BCOAPO 1.128.1).  The most it can say is that “credit and collection agents at the BC 7 

Hydro call centre are trained to identify customers that likely meet the criteria for BC 8 

Hydro’s low income program offerings and offer enrollment in the ESK program as part 9 

of the solution to the customer’s credit issues.” (BCOAPO 1.128.1). (emphasis added). 10 

Annual bill reductions from a fully-installed ESK, however, are quite small.   11 

 12 

I propose that rather than continuing that process, which leads to a never-ending loop of 13 

nonpayment and assessment of additional charges, leading to yet more nonpayment, the 14 

Company break the loop by waiving both the account charge and the minimum 15 

reconnection charge for low-income customers. A “low-income” customer can be defined 16 

as a customer who is taking service under the Essential Services usage block as proposed 17 

above.  No reason exists for the Company to create separate eligibility limits, or to 18 

impose separate eligibility processes, for the Essential Services usage block and for the 19 

waiver of the customer service charges discussed above (i.e., the account charge and 20 

reconnection charge).   21 

 22 

 23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

105 

G. Reform Security Deposits. 1 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 2 

TESTIMONY. 3 

A. In this section of my testimony, I review BC Hydro’s practice of securing future payment 4 

of residential bills through the collection of a cash security deposit.  I propose several 5 

modifications to the Company’s cash security deposit practices.   6 

 7 

Q. BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S CASH SECURITY DEPOSIT 8 

PRACTICES. 9 

A. BC Hydro states it that can assess a security deposit in two situations: (1) when an 10 

applicant for service has not established credit satisfactory to BC Hydro; and (2) when an 11 

existing customer has not maintained a credit history satisfactory to BC Hydro. (Exhibit 12 

B-1, 2015 Rate Design Application, at 8-10).  The Company assesses the likelihood that a 13 

new applicant for service will not pay his or her bill through factors that include 14 

references indicating good payment history with other utilities, or the customer’s credit 15 

score which is obtained through an external credit rating agency (Equifax). (Exhibit B-1, 16 

2015 Rate Design Application, at pages 8-10 – 8-11).   17 

 18 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE CHANGES THAT YOU PROPOSE IN THE 19 

COMPANY’S SECURITY DEPOSIT PRACTICES. 20 

A. I recommend the following changes in BC Hydro’s security deposit practices:  21 

 I recommend that security deposits be waived for low-income customers (as 22 

identified by their taking service under the Essential Services usage block);  23 
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 I recommend that the Company’s proposal to assess all new residential 1 

customers a cash security deposit be denied;  2 

 I recommend that, in the absence of adoption of my first recommendation, that 3 

the Company be barred from using credit scores obtained through an external 4 

credit rating agency as the basis for a deposit; and 5 

 I recommend that the Company offer to accept a range of securities and 6 

guarantees that do not involve posting a cash security deposit. 7 

I will examine each of these recommendations in greater detail below. Before examining 8 

these specific proposals, however, I will respond to the Company’s assertion that its 9 

“current security deposit practices are largely ineffective.” (BCOAPO 1.192.1, 10 

Attachment 1, at 37, citing BCOAPO 1.198.2).51  I also note the business practices 11 

proposed by BC Hydro with which I agree. 12 

 13 

Q. PLEASE IDENTIFY THOSE SECURITY DEPOSIT PRACTICES PROPOSED 14 

BY BC HYDRO IN THIS PROCEEDING WITH WHICH YOU AGREE AND 15 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL. 16 

A. BC Hydro proposes that security deposits will be waived for low-income customers 17 

whose payments are being made by MSDSI. BC Hydro further states that it is 18 

“exploring” waiving security deposits for customers whose BC Hydro bills are paid 19 

indirectly by MSDSI (“MSDSI Indirect clients”) (about 124,000 of BC Hydro’s low-20 

                                        
51 While BC Hydro has stated that it is “considering” extending this time period for an automatic return, in view of 
evidence that 12 months is ineffective for rental apartments” (BCOAPO 1.190.2), no such proposal has been 
advanced in this proceeding by BC Hydro.  For that reason alone, no response is made to such a proposal. No 
decision request has been placed before the Commission.   
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income customers). (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, at 39). I endorse the waiver of 1 

security deposits for customers whose bills are directly paid by MSDSI. I discussed in 2 

more detail above (in my discussion of the Essential Services usage block) how MSDSI 3 

direct payments reduce arrearages and make it unlikely that such accounts would impose 4 

any bad debt expense on the Company.  Moreover, it is not clear what level of 5 

commitment is evidenced by BC Hydro’s “exploring” waiving security deposits for 6 

MSDSI Indirect clients.  To take this action, however, would be consistent with my 7 

discussion below.  While BC Hydro said that it would “provide its proposal on this 8 

subject as part of its responses to RDA Round 2 IRs, anticipated to be sometime in March 9 

2016,” (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, at 40), no such further proposal has yet to be 10 

seen.   11 

 12 

Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO BC HYDRO’S ASSERTION THAT ITS “CURRENT 13 

SECURITY DEPOSIT PRACTICES ARE LARGELY INEFFECTIVE.” 14 

A. In asserting that its current security deposit practices “are largely ineffective,” BC Hydro 15 

relies upon an internal review of customers who have imposed uncollectible accounts 16 

(i.e., bad debt) and customers who have posted security deposits. (BCOAPO 1.198.2).  17 

There are significant flaws in the reasoning presented in this review, however, upon 18 

which BC Hydro relies in reaching the conclusion that “security deposits are not assessed 19 

from the right customers.” (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, at 37).  For example:   20 

 BC Hydro states that “only 13 percent of new residential accounts had initially 21 

been assessed security deposits.” (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, at 37).   22 

What BC Hydro did not say, however, was that out of the 201,206 accounts 23 
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represented by the “13%” (BCOAPO 2.320.1(1)), 175,068 of those accounts 1 

had their deposits returned to them (BCOAPO 2.320.1(d)), demonstrating 2 

that, in nearly 90% of the cases (175,068 / 201,206 = 0.87), the Company’s 3 

review indicating that these accounts were poor risks was incorrect.  4 

 While BC Hydro states that “only 13 percent of new residential accounts had 5 

initially been assessed security deposits,” it could not say of those accounts, 6 

how many had final bills resulting in uncollectible dollars (BCOAPO 7 

2.320.1(c)), or even how many of those accounts had received final bills 8 

showing an arrearage at the time of the final bill. (BCOAPO 2.320.1(b)). 9 

 Amongst the 90% of the instances where the deposit was returned, BC Hydro 10 

could not say how many of those accounts subsequently imposed no 11 

uncollectible dollars on the Company. (BCOAPO 2.320.1(e)).   12 

A decision rule that has erroneously assessed an account in 90% of the cases in which the 13 

decision rule has been exercised cannot be corrected by expanding the number of 14 

accounts on which the Company assesses deposits, as the Company proposes to do in this 15 

proceeding.   16 

 17 

Q. HAS THE COMPANY EXHIBITED ANY OTHER FUNDAMENTAL FLAWS IN 18 

ITS ANALYSIS UPON WHICH IT BASES ITS PROPOSAL TO EXPAND THE 19 

NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL ACCOUNTS ON WHICH IT WILL IMPOSE 20 

DEPOSITS? 21 
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A. Yes.  When BC Hydro states that “only” 13% of its new residential accounts initially had 1 

been assessed a deposit (BCOAPO 1.192.1, Attachment 1, page 37), that means that 87% 2 

of its new residential accounts had not been assessed a deposit (1.0 – 0.13 = 0.87).  That 3 

87% represents 1,323,788 new residential accounts. (BCOAPO 2.321.1(a)).  Of that 4 

1.324 million new accounts having had no deposit assessed, the Company cannot say the 5 

number of accounts that received final bills showing arrears at the time of the final bill 6 

(BCOAPO 2.321.1(b)); or the number of accounts receiving final bills resulting in 7 

uncollectible dollars (BCOAPO 2.321.1(c)).  8 

 9 

The Company also misleads when it asserts that “83 per cent of closed accounts with 10 

aged balances had never been assessed a security deposit.” (BCOAPO 1.192.1, 11 

Attachment 1, at 37).  While I do not question whether that statement is factually correct, 12 

having a “closed account” with an aged balance does not mean that the Company 13 

experienced uncollectible dollars as a result.  In fact, the “83%” represents only 75,238 14 

accounts. (BCOAPO 2.322.1(a)).  Of those 75,238 accounts, the Company cannot say 15 

how many of those “closed accounts with aged balances” resulted in final bills with aged 16 

balances. (BCOAPO 2.322.1(b)).  Nor can the Company say what proportion of those 17 

75,238 accounts resulted in final bills yielding uncollectible dollars. (BCOAPO 2.322(c)).  18 

However, even if 100% of those 75,238 accounts resulted in final bills yielding 19 

uncollectible accounts, that number would represent only 4.7% of its total customer base 20 

(given that the Company has nearly 1.6 million residential accounts) (75,238 / 1,600,000 21 

= 0.047).  A result generating that small of a problem hardly supports imposing deposits 22 

on all 1,323,788 new customers. (BCOAPO 2.321.1(a)).   23 
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Q. BASED ON THIS DATA AND ANALYSIS, WHAT IS YOUR FIRST 1 

RECOMMENDATION? 2 

A. I recommend that the Company’s proposal to impose cash security deposits on all new 3 

residential customers be denied.  While I do not disparage the Company’s efforts to 4 

control uncollectible accounts, the tool that the Company proposes here (i.e., to impose 5 

deposits on all new residential customers) is not reasonably related to accomplishing the 6 

end the Company purports to seek.   7 

 8 

Q. DO YOU HAVE A SECOND RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE 9 

IMPOSITION OF CASH SECURITY DEPOSITS GENERALLY? 10 

A. Yes. The Company should be prohibited from imposing a cash security deposit on an 11 

applicant for service based on a credit rating from an external credit agency unless that 12 

credit rating is based exclusively on the prior utility bill payment history of the new 13 

applicant.  In the immediately preceding three years, the Company assessed a cash 14 

security deposit on 48,111 customers (2013), 48,597 customers (2014), and 46,498 15 

customers (2015).  (BCOAPO 1.218.1).  The Company cannot report how many of those 16 

deposits were assessed to new applicants and how many were assessed to existing 17 

customers. (BCOAPO 1.218(2)).  Nor can the Company report how many of those 18 

deposits were based on a failure to have a “pass” rating from Equifax. (BCOAPO 19 

1.218(2)).   20 

 21 

When BC Hydro obtains a rating from Equifax: 22 

the underlying details are not known by BC Hydro. In performing a credit 23 
check, BC Hydro’s call centre agents are provided with a ‘pass’ or ‘fail’ 24 
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recommendation from Equifax, or a response that credit information is not 1 
available.  These are determined on the basis of the customer’s Equifax credit 2 
score.  For privacy reasons, agents are not provided with the customer’s 3 
credit score and BC Hydro does not record the score or underlying credit file 4 
details. If the Equifax recommendation is ‘fail’ BC Hydro requires a security 5 
deposit. If the recommendation is ‘passed’ a security deposit is not required.” 6 
(BCOAPO 1.219.1). 7 
 8 

It is particularly inappropriate to use credit agency scores (such as Equifax) to impose 9 

deposits on low-income households.  Given the problems that low-income households 10 

face today as documented by BCOAPO witness Seth Klein, it is vitally important for 11 

policymakers to ensure that undue burdens are not placed on already overburdened 12 

households. There is little question that low-income households simply do not have 13 

sufficient funds to pay their utility bills. This lack of funds carries over to the payment of 14 

deposits. An onerous and unnecessary deposit jeopardizes continuing energy service to a 15 

low-income household. 16 

 17 

Q. WHY ARE CREDIT SCORES NOT INVOLVING UTILITY BILL PAYMENT 18 

HISTORY AN INAPPROPRIATE BASIS FOR A BC HYDRO DEPOSIT? 19 

A. The use of third-party supplied credit information as a basis for making utility deposit 20 

decisions constitutes a problem when the third party information is not itself comprised 21 

of utility payment histories. Several reasons support this conclusion. First, substantial 22 

research has found that consumers tend to pay their utility bills before paying nearly any 23 

other outstanding credit (other than rent or mortgage obligations). Second, it has been 24 

found that low income consumers frequently acquire poor credit ratings by refusing to 25 

complete payments on abusive credit card terms.  Finally, persons who have never 26 
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borrowed from a reputable institutional lender, or maintained a charge account at a large 1 

store, may have difficulty establishing that their credit is good. 2 

 3 

Aside from the business aspects of the issue, to forbid the use of non-utility credit 4 

experience is consistent with long-standing utility regulatory principles proscribing the 5 

denial of service for "collateral" matters. It matters not to other ratepayers whether a 6 

household fails to pay its Hudson’s Bay bill, for example, if that household will pay its 7 

utility bill. Given the fact that nonpayment of non-utility bills has little relevance to 8 

whether utility bills will be paid, basic fairness requires that third-party credit information 9 

on non-utility transactions not serve as a basis for utility demands for a cash security 10 

deposit. 11 

 12 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR RECOMMENDATION THAT LOW-INCOME 13 

HOUSEHOLDS BE EXEMPT FROM PAYING CASH SECURITY DEPOSITS. 14 

A. In recommending that low-income households be exempt from paying cash security 15 

deposits, I find that it is important first to focus on the purpose of a deposit.  The sole 16 

purpose of a deposit is to minimize the possible money loss to the utility due to 17 

nonpayment of bills.  18 

 19 

This function of utility cash security deposits is generally defined within the context of 20 

bad debt. That context, however, needs some detailed exploration. Bad debt is an expense 21 

to the utility just like any other expense. As such, it is an expense that a utility can and 22 

should seek to reduce where possible. The reduction of bad debt, however, is not an end 23 
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unto itself. Also like any other expense, a utility is not justified in spending more on the 1 

means to reduce bad debt expense than the savings that are generated through such an 2 

effort. The goal of a utility, in other words, is to minimize total expenses to the 3 

ratepayers, not simply to minimize bad debt expenses. 4 

 5 

The collection of a cash deposit is one means to gain protection against the potential loss 6 

of revenue through bad debt. The deposit serves the function of security to protect against 7 

the risk of default. As an expense avoidance mechanism, however, a utility's deposit 8 

scheme must be subjected to an economic analysis just like a self-insurance plan which 9 

might be pursued in lieu of the purchase of insurance policies, just like backing out oil-10 

fired capacity with coal, maintaining compensating bank balances in lieu of paying bank 11 

fees, etc. Again, the ultimate goal is the provision of least-cost service.  12 

In deciding upon whether a deposit is justified, the risk of late payment should be 13 

distinguished from the risk of permanent loss. The costs associated with late payment 14 

cannot be addressed through a deposit. The disconnection of service, for example, 15 

standing alone, is no indication of the risk of permanent loss to the utility through bad 16 

debt. The risk of permanent loss is from households who permanently leave the system 17 

after a disconnection of service. It is the arrears of those households which end up in bad 18 

debt, not the arrears of households who a utility successfully places on a deferred 19 

payment plan. Before a utility can conclude that the disconnection of service ipso facto is 20 

an indicator of the risk of loss to the utility from bad debt, the company must show that 21 

households which are disconnected remain disconnected and do not pay the arrears 22 

underlying the disconnection. That showing cannot likely be made.  BC Hydro states that 23 
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nearly 100% of the customers it disconnects are reconnected to the system (with the 1 

payment obligations that such reconnection entails).   2 

 3 

Q. WHY DOES THIS ANALYSIS SUPPORT WAIVING SECURITY DEPOSITS 4 

FOR LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS? 5 

A. Imposing a security deposit, particularly subsequent to a service disconnection and as a 6 

prerequisite to reconnection, is counter-productive rather than productive for low-income 7 

customers.  In its consideration of low-income Terms and Conditions, BC Hydro reports 8 

that:  9 

BCOAPO stated that security deposits may be counter-productive to the 10 
collection of bills when customers cannot afford to pay their bills.  A low-11 
income customer who has experienced a disconnection of service would face 12 
not only the financial burden of paying the unpaid bills that led to the 13 
disconnection in the first instance, but the additional financial burden of 14 
paying a new deposit.  The deposit, rather than protecting the company, could 15 
represent an insurmountable barrier to the customer, thus both harming the 16 
customer and preventing the company from collecting the outstanding 17 
amount.  BC Hydro acknowledges this concern.(BCOAPO 1.192.1, 18 
Attachment 1, at 37).   19 
 20 

While BC Hydro proposes to waive deposits for customers whose bills are being directly 21 

paid by MSDSI, those direct payment customers represent only 6,000 of the 170,000 low-22 

income customers on the BC Hydro system.  This proposal does not address the issue 23 

BCOAPO raises. The way to protect low-income access to electric service, while at the 24 

same time protecting BC Hydro’s financial interests is for the Company to waive deposits 25 

for low-income customers.    26 

 27 
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Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR LAST RECOMMENDATION REGARDING 1 

SECURITY DEPOSITS. 2 

A. Given the costs of maintaining deposits, it is in the best financial interests of BC Hydro to 3 

seek non-cash alternatives to the collection of deposits.  4 

 5 

One alternative to cash security deposits is the solicitation of third-party sureties. A 6 

surety is a third-party agreement to take responsibility for a household's bill up to some 7 

designated limit. It does not involve the transfer of cash. It is instead an agreement (or 8 

contract) to pay. Sureties provide an excellent alternative to the collection of cash 9 

deposits. By definition, a surety would offer an alternative to low-income households 10 

who might not otherwise have access to sufficient funds to provide an up-front cash 11 

deposit. Moreover, since the utility does not hold customer cash in a surety situation, 12 

there is no need to provide compensation for the time use of the customer's money. A 13 

large part of the expense with maintaining security against loss is thus avoided. 14 

Several actions should be encouraged, perhaps even required, in an effort to substitute 15 

non-cash forms of security for the cash deposit.  16 

 First, BC Hydro should be required to offer to accept surety agreements in lieu of 17 

a cash deposit whenever a need for security is found to exist. Mere acceptance of 18 

a surety (when offered at the customer's initiative) places the Company in too 19 

passive of a role. If a household could provide a surety, but is not aware of the 20 

surety alternative, BC Hydro is incurring unnecessary expenses to service a cash 21 

deposit to the financial detriment of its remaining ratepayers. 22 

 23 
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 Second, irrational limitations on surety arrangements should be eliminated. No 1 

reason is apparent, for example, why a surety should be a customer of BC Hydro. 2 

For example, a family member living in a neighboring town outside the utility 3 

service territory may be an absolutely adequate surety. Neither is there reason 4 

why a surety should be an individual (as opposed to an institution such as a 5 

neighborhood association or church). There is no reason why the qualifications of 6 

a surety for a utility bill should be any more stringent than the qualifications of a 7 

surety for any other type of consumer credit. 8 

 9 

From a straight cost analysis, BC Hydro would be well-served by seeking out and 10 

obtaining non-cash security. The surety situation provides the benefits of security without 11 

the expenses of servicing a cash deposit.  12 

 13 

In addition, customers placed on equal payment plans may represent a lesser risk to BC 14 

Hydro. As a result, deposits for these households can be either reduced or waived. Equal 15 

payment plans reduce risks in two ways. First, equal payment plans often provide 16 

prepayment of high winter bills. If plans are structured so as to start payments in the 17 

warm weather months, households build up a credit when their equal monthly payments 18 

exceed their actual usage. In this fashion, the risk of permanent loss due to nonpayment is 19 

reduced for any given high winter bill. Second, equal payment plans facilitate household 20 

budgeting. Repeated evaluations of low-income affordability programs have found that 21 

one of the most beneficial aspects of the program, outside the lower bills, is the budget 22 

billing program attribute.  Consistently, program evaluations (see, Appendix B) have 23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

117 

found that the aspect of the program that clients liked most –outside of more affordable 1 

payments-- was the fact that they knew far in advance exactly what payment they would 2 

be required to make every month. 3 

 4 

In the event that a household may not be able to afford a deposit, BC Hydro should offer 5 

that household an equal monthly payment plan as a deposit alternative. By reducing the 6 

risk of nonpayment, the deposit could be cost-effectively avoided or waived.  7 

 8 

H. Implement Specific Practices and Procedures. 9 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 10 

TESTIMONY. 11 

A. In this section of my testimony, I recommend a set of practices and procedures that would 12 

improve both the service provided to needy customers and the collections outcomes 13 

experienced by the utility.  Each of the practices and procedures I recommend below 14 

would help inform the design and implementation of the measures I describe above, 15 

including the Essential Services usage block, low-income DSM, and the various 16 

responses to nonpayment.   17 

 18 

(1)  Customer Segmentation Analysis. 19 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE STANDARD OF REASONABLE AND PRUDENT 20 

OPERATIONS THAT YOU APPLY IN THIS SECTION OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 21 

A. To operate as a reasonable and prudent utility, BC Hydro should engage in a planning 22 

process to determine an appropriate response to nonpayment.  Without such a planning 23 
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process, through which the Company would identify existing problems, develop 1 

responses, determine performance metrics, and establish a feedback process to measure 2 

actual performance against expected (or desired) performance, the Company’s responses 3 

to non-payment would lack both strategic and operational direction.  4 

 5 

Q. DOES BC HYDRO ENGAGE IN ADEQUATE PLANNING TO DETERMINE 6 

THE EXTENT TO WHICH, IF AT ALL, ITS EXISTING RESIDENTIAL 7 

COLLECTION PROCESSES ARE GENERALLY APPROPRIATE? 8 

A. No.  BC Hydro largely treats its residential customer population as a single monolithic 9 

group of customers in the design and implementation of its credit and collection 10 

measures.  The Company was asked to provide studies it might have performed and used 11 

in crafting appropriate responses to nonpayment, which considered: (1) patterns of 12 

nonpayment; (2) characteristics of nonpayers; (3) predictors of nonpayment; or (4) early 13 

indicators of nonpayment.  The Company could provide no such study (BCOAPO 14 

1.193.1 & BCOAPO 1.198.2), nor could the Company provide empirical information 15 

demonstrating how its credit and collection activities generally either reduced residential 16 

bad debt (BCOAPO 1.199.1) or reduced residential arrears. (BCOAPO 1.200.1).  While 17 

the Company did undertake a demographic study of low-income households (BCOAPO 18 

1.208.1), that study did not seek to identify patterns of payment and nonpayment, or 19 

factors affecting payment and nonpayment.   20 

 21 

Q. CAN YOU GIVE AN EXAMPLE OF WHAT A CUSTOMER SEGMENTATION 22 

STUDY MIGHT REVEAL FOR PURPOSES OF UTILITY PLANNING? 23 



Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

119 

A. Yes.  Consider the study that Ron Grosse performed for Wisconsin Public Service 1 

Corporation.52  Mr. Grosse stated that: 2 

In early 1983, it occurred to some people at WPSC that we really didn’t 3 
know why customers didn’t pay their bills. It had been widely assumed 4 
that people didn’t pay because they were playing games with the bill 5 
collector. It did not seem reasonable to us that a substantial number of 6 
customers might not be adequately prepared to respond to the collection 7 
demands put on them.53 8 

 9 
Grosse continued:54  10 

 11 
Contrary to the assumptions prior to the research that most customers had 12 
money, knew exactly what they were doing, and could pay, only 12 13 
percent fell into that category. These were customers who paid almost 14 
immediately when presented with a disconnect notice.  15 
 16 
The remaining 88 percent had very limited or no resources to respond to 17 
disconnection demands. Furthermore, 19 percent saw themselves as 18 
helpless to cope with the situation and blamed themselves. The 19 
operational implications of these findings were extremely important. 20 
 21 
First, all of the Company’s credit policies were geared to the 12 percent 22 
who could easily respond to disconnect notices. These policies were very 23 
inadequate to help Company employees cope with the other 88 percent 24 
who could not respond in the same way. In addition, to the extent that 25 
Company management implied to frontline collection personnel that the 26 
Company’s response to rising arrears or losses would be to “get tough” 27 
by disconnecting more accounts, certain results were inevitable. Frontline 28 
credit personnel would probably choose to disconnect those among the 19 29 
percent who saw themselves as helpless and would not complain! Such 30 
behavior would produce the illusion of action (more disconnects) but with 31 
no concomitant improvement of results (collection of money, reduced 32 
arrears). Subsequent research into specific accounts confirmed this to be 33 
the case.  (Emphasis in original). 34 
 35 

Grosse concluded:55  36 
 37 

Perhaps the most important paradigm challenged was the widely held 38 
view that disconnection produces payment.  Public Service has found that 39 

                                        
52 Ron Grosse. Win-Win Alternatives for Credit and Collection, Wisconsin Public Service Corporation: Green Bay 
(WI). 
53 Id., at 2.   
54 Id., at 3.  
55 Id., at 11. 
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this is just simply not so.  Disconnection produces a statistic concerning 1 
disconnection, but it will not produce payment if the customer is 2 
incapable of paying. Based on our research, many of the disconnections 3 
previously accomplished were with those customers who considered 4 
themselves poor and helpless and blamed themselves for their lot in life. 5 
Under these circumstances, the customers would be disconnected 6 
repeatedly and never complain-but also never produce sufficient payment. 7 

 8 

Q. HAS THE NEED FOR CUSTOMER SEGMENTATION BEEN INTRODUCED 9 

TO THE PUBLIC UTILITY INDUSTRY? 10 

A. Yes.  In the 2010 report I co-authored for the Water Research Foundation and U.S. 11 

Environmental Protection Agency on “Best Practices in Customer Payment Assistance 12 

Programs,”56 we repeatedly referred to the need of a utility to understand its customer 13 

base in collecting revenue and offering quality customer service.  We concluded:  14 

The need for a utility to characterize and segment its overdue caseload 15 
arises from a recognition that the payment troubles of differing customers 16 
are a result of differing circumstances.  To treat the problems most 17 
effectively, the utility should be aware of the underlying circumstances so 18 
that it can take them into account in offering a collections response.  19 
Different collection tools will be necessary to remedy different collection 20 
problems. As the saying goes, when your only tool is a hammer, you tend 21 
to see every problem as a nail. To decide what tools are best, the utility 22 
needs to be able to specify what problems it is seeking to “fix.”   23 

* * * 24 

In constructing a profile of payment-troubled customers, a utility will 25 
want to try to identify those combinations of nonpayments issues and 26 
causes that are most prevalent in order to prioritize the tailoring of 27 
treatments for the most important segments.57 28 

 29 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 30 

A. I recommend that BC Hydro undertake a customer segmentation study that is specifically 31 

directed toward characterizing patterns of nonpayment; identifying the characteristics of 32 
                                        
56 John Cromwell, et al. (2010). Best Practices in Customer Payment Assistance Programs, Water Research 
Foundation: Boulder (CO). 
57 Best Practices in Customer Payment Assistance Programs, at 33, 106. 
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nonpayers; identifying predictors of nonpayment; and identifying early indicators of 1 

nonpayment.  I recommend that this study further be specifically directed toward 2 

assessing, for each customer segment (e.g., type of nonpayer, type of nonpayment), the 3 

extent to which, if at all, the following activities have the impact of reducing residential 4 

arrears and/or residential bad debt: (1) cash security deposits; (2) deferred payment 5 

agreements; (3) disconnections for nonpayment; (4) field collections; (5) call center 6 

collection calls; (6) budget billing plans; and (7) late payment charges.  Based on this 7 

empirical analysis, which should be pursued in consultation with residential and low-income 8 

stakeholders, BC Hydro should identify the most effective and cost-effective strategies to 9 

respond to nonpayment. 10 

 11 

(2) Data Reporting. 12 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE STANDARD OF REASONABLE AND PRUDENT 13 

OPERATIONS THAT YOU APPLY IN THIS SECTION OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 14 

A. One critical element of reasonable and prudent management is to establish and exercise a 15 

feedback loop by which to evaluate program activities.  Creating a feedback loop 16 

involves articulating performance criteria; identifying metrics that will measure 17 

performance; monitoring performance using those metrics; assessing actual performance 18 

relative to the articulated performance criteria; and determining the changes, if any, that 19 

need to be made should actual performance not meet the expected or desired 20 

performance. After reviewing BC Hydro’s planning processes regarding its responses to 21 

inability-to-pay, and its data collection (or lack thereof), I conclude that Company does 22 

not routinely engage in the fundamental data collection and reporting that would underlie 23 
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reasonable and prudent utility management of inability-to-pay customers. Without 1 

information, BC Hydro can have no metrics.  Without metrics, it can have no feedback 2 

loop upon which to base fundamental planning.   3 

 4 

In short, while BC Hydro been able to produce, albeit sometimes with some delay, 5 

information on nonpayment and credit and collection activities as requested by low-6 

income stakeholders in this proceeding, the Company does not routinely collect and make 7 

available such information either internally or to interested stakeholders.   8 

 9 

I recommend that the Company be required to begin, no later than six months after a final 10 

decision in this proceeding, reporting basic consumer credit and collection activities and 11 

outcomes.  One reasonable model for such collection is the list of data elements included 12 

in a resolution of the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates 13 

(NASUCA).  NASUCA’s proposed list of data reporting elements is attached as Schedule 14 

RDC-5.58  15 

 16 

(3) Skills-Based Low-Income Customer Assistance Unit (CAU).  17 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 18 

TESTIMONY. 19 

A. In this section of my testimony, I discuss the need for, and operation of, the skills-based 20 

low-income customer assistance unit that I recommend.  There is little question that BC 21 

                                        
58 While the recommendation is for monthly data to be reported, the frequency of reporting can be less frequent.  
Monthly data, submitted on a quarterly or annual basis, for example, might be appropriate. 
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Hydro’s low-income population presents needs that are different from the utility’s other 1 

residential customers.59   2 

 3 

Frequently, however, programs exist that can help address these unique low-income 4 

customer needs should customers have effective knowledge of the programs.  Effective 5 

knowledge involves not simply knowing that the program exists, but knowing where and 6 

how to access the programs to gain their benefits.  In the absence of that effective 7 

knowledge, low-income customers fail to access programs, to the detriment of both 8 

themselves and BC Hydro. When bills go unpaid, not only do customers experience the 9 

social and financial consequences, but the utility, too, experiences the political and 10 

financial consequences.   11 

 12 

Accordingly, BC Hydro should create a dedicated staff unit specifically assigned the 13 

responsibility of addressing the customer service and bill payment needs of low-income 14 

customers.  The dedicated staff unit should be trained as specialists in understanding and 15 

addressing the unique needs of low-income customers.  These specialized staff can 16 

generate additional resources to be applied to low-income bills to the advantage of both 17 

the low-income customer base and the utility.   18 

 19 

While I will refer to my experience with specific U.S. programs below (e.g., Food Stamp 20 

Excess Shelter Deductions, Free and Reduce School Lunch Program, Summer Food 21 

Service Programs), in making these references, I do not intend to indicate that similar 22 

programs necessarily exist in British Columbia.  Instead, I intend simply to illustrate the 23 
                                        
59 See, Direct Testimony of BCOAPO witness Seth Klein. 
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benefits, both to BC Hydro and to the Company’s low-income customers, arising from 1 

having a skills-based Customer Assistance Unit that is not only aware of, but familiar 2 

with, such types of programs, whatever those programs may be. The appropriate 3 

programs in BC Hydro’s service territory would need to be identified by the proposed 4 

CAU (and may change over time).   5 

 6 

Q. WHAT ARE THE OBJECTIVES OF A SKILLS-BASED CUSTOMER 7 

ASSISTANCE UNIT (CAU)? 8 

A. The discussion below considers three situations that illustrate three objectives articulated 9 

for the dedicated low-income staff unit: 10 

 Generating additional external resources in response to understanding the 11 

needs of, and opportunities available to, low-income customers;  12 

 Reducing potential collection initiatives among low-income customers 13 

through an understanding of low-income circumstances; and  14 

 Generating increased payment success through an understanding of low-15 

income cultural circumstances.  16 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE OBJECTIVE OF GENERATING EXTERNAL 17 

RESOURCES. 18 

A. Let me explain this first objective through an illustration based on my prior experience.  I 19 

worked with a public utility in Washington State (Tacoma Public Utilities) to help their 20 

customer service representatives pursue special knowledge to help low-income 21 

households.   22 
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Low-income utility bill payment troubles are frequently driven by unaffordable overall 1 

shelter expenses.  As a general rule, households that have shelter burdens –“shelter” costs 2 

include all utility costs except telephone—exceeding 30% of income are considered to be 3 

“cost-burdened.”  Households that have shelter costs exceeding 50% of income are 4 

considered to be “severely cost-burdened.”  Households that are severely cost-burdened 5 

are likely also to be in payment trouble with their utility.   6 

 7 

One thing we found in Washington about customers having shelter costs that exceed 50% 8 

of income, however, is that a specific remedy exists to respond to high shelter costs, 9 

albeit not through a program that is typically viewed as a “utility assistance” program.  10 

One part of the calculation of a family's Food Stamp benefits is a determination of whether 11 

the family is entitled to an "excess shelter cost deduction."  To the extent that a family has 12 

excess shelter costs, the amount of the excess is, under a prescribed formula, deducted from 13 

the family's income for purposes of determining an appropriate monthly Food Stamp 14 

allotment.  "Shelter costs" included both rent/mortgage and utility costs.60 15 

 16 

In general, Food Stamp eligible households that spend more than half of their income on 17 

shelter expenses receive an additional 30 cents in Food Stamps for every dollar that their 18 

shelter expenses exceed half of their income. We found that Food Stamp recipients 19 

receiving the Excess Shelter Deduction in Washington State received an average additional 20 

Food Stamp allotment of $51 per month. The number of households potentially affected 21 

was substantial as well. We found that more than three times more households received the 22 

                                        
60 As I indicate above, my intent here is not to assert that British Columbia has an equivalent to the excess shelter 
deduction, but rather to illustrate the benefits of being aware of supplemental resources available to low-income 
households, in whatever form those resources might take. 
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Excess Shelter Deduction than received the federal LIHEAP heating assistance.  We finally 1 

found that, unlike LIHEAP, which stops taking applications when the state LIHEAP budget 2 

is exhausted, the Food Stamp program (including the Excess Shelter Deduction) was an 3 

entitlement program; the state does not stop taking applications and distributing benefits 4 

when a pre-set budget limit is reached.   5 

 6 

Through the Tacoma CAU, in other words, given the established relationship between 7 

high energy consumption and unpaid utility bills, the utility could provide an important 8 

source of additional financial resources for payment-troubled electric customers.  While 9 

Food Stamps could not be used directly to pay for utility costs, the additional dollars of 10 

benefits provided through the Excess Shelter Deduction would free up scarce household 11 

resources and make bill payment more likely. Finally, through the CAU, the Tacoma staff 12 

could help direct those additional resources toward paying TPU bills.   13 

 14 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE OBJECTIVE OF UNDERSTANDING UNIQUE 15 

CONSTRAINTS ON LOW-INCOME ABILITY TO PAY. 16 

A. Again, let me explain through an illustration based on my personal experience.  17 

Addressing all payment troubles with the same collection initiatives is an inefficient, and 18 

ultimately ineffective, way to optimize the collection of revenue.  Customers with 19 

differing circumstances will respond differently to collection initiatives.  Offering the 20 

same collection responses to all low-income customers at all times redounds to the 21 

detriment of both the customer and the utility.  Consider, for example, the circumstances 22 

facing low-income households with school-age children.   23 
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I previously discussed the work I performed in Georgia through the Georgia REACH 1 

program.61  One task we undertook through the Georgia REACH program was to identify 2 

and respond to the “risks” that low-income households were facing that impeded their 3 

ability to pay.  Responding to the payment troubles of low-income families with children 4 

requires special knowledge of the unique financial pressures placed upon these families.   5 

 6 

One problem we found in Georgia was the seeming assumption that one advantageous 7 

collection technique for low-income households was to place them on levelized budget 8 

billing plans to move some portion of cold weather bills into “low cost” summer months.  9 

In Georgia REACH, we found that such a utility response was often counter-productive 10 

rather than productive.  During the normal course of the school year, low-income families 11 

facing constrained food budgets could rely on the federal Free and Reduced School 12 

Breakfast/School Lunch programs to financial assistance.  Most low-income families, 13 

however, lost that financial subsidy during the summer months.  Even though the Federal 14 

government provides summer food subsidies through its Summer Food Service Program, 15 

fewer than one-tenth of the students who participated in the federal Free and Reduced 16 

School Lunch/School Breakfast program also participated in the federal Summer Food 17 

Service Program.   18 

 19 

While this lack of participation has nutrition impacts for the low-income children, it also 20 

had a distinct impact on the local utilities with whom we were working as well.  As a 21 

result of the lack of participation in the Summer Food Service Program, low-income 22 

                                        
61 As I indicated above, REACH is the Residential Energy Assistance CHallenge grant program, operated in the 
United States by the federal LIHEAP office. 
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households in Georgia were bearing a significant summer expense (food) that was not 1 

borne during the school year.  To respond to bill payment troubles in these constrained 2 

summer months as though there was no difference from any other month, or even worse, 3 

as though those months were “low-cost” and thus more affordable, would be 4 

counterproductive.   5 

 6 

The purpose of a dedicated BC Hydro low-income staff unit would not be to increase the 7 

participation rate in nutrition assistance programs for low-income families.  However, the 8 

purpose of a dedicated BC Hydro low-income staff unit would be to understand that for 9 

many, if not most, low-income families in British Columbia, treating low-income 10 

customers with payment-troubles in July as though they had the same resources available 11 

to them as they might have had in May would fail to see and understand the unique 12 

pressures on low-income households.  The purpose of a low-income CAU is not to 13 

pursue any specific program that I am referencing in my testimony as illustrations, but 14 

rather to understand the availability (and unavailability) of low-income programs and 15 

how that availability (or unavailability) ca be expected to affect the ability-to-pay utility 16 

bills.   17 

 18 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE OBJECTIVE OF UNDERSTANDING LOW-INCOME 19 

CULTURAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 20 

A. A dedicated low-income staff unit should understand the cultural implications of 21 

households as well.  The National Regulatory Research Institute (NRRI), the research 22 

arm of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), for 23 
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example, documented the cultural differences in where customers of different ethnicities 1 

turn for assistance when facing payment troubles.62  NRRI reports, for example, that 2 

Latino people go more frequently to friends and relatives than either low-income 3 

consumers or seniors. According to NRRI, consumers over age 55 are more likely to look 4 

for help directly from the utility company. According to NRRI, understanding the cultural 5 

differences (not simply ethnic but age-wise) is important to the delivery of bill payment 6 

assistance. NRRI states that “[n]ontraditional consumer education such as grass-roots 7 

campaigns might be more appropriate for hard-to-reach groups such as Hispanics.” The 8 

group of households over age 55 “relies much less on people close to them, compared to 9 

younger people, and much more on the utility company.”  10 

 11 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 12 

A. A low-income CAU staff can be trained on how to respond to these circumstances which 13 

low-income customers disproportionately present to BC Hydro.  The creation of the CAU 14 

would not only benefit the customer base, but would benefit the utility as well.   15 

 16 

Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 17 

A. Crating a dedicated Low-Income Customer Assistance Unit (CAU) would consist of the 18 

following separate action steps on the part of BC Hydro:   19 

 Implementation of an “early identification program” (EIP);  20 

                                        
62 National Regulatory Research Institute (April 2003). Where Consumers Go for Help Paying Utility Bills, National 
Regulatory Research Institute: Ohio State University. 
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 Creation of a process of special “skills-based routing” for low-income 1 

customers; and 2 

 Implementation of a specific skills training for the CAU staff. 3 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE AN EARLY IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM. 4 

A. The efficacy of a Low-Income Customer Assistance Unit depends upon the ability of the 5 

utility to identify its low-income customers.  Utilities frequently note that “we don’t 6 

know who our low-income customers are.”  While that may be true, it need not be true if 7 

a skills-based routing is implemented and appropriate training is provided.   8 

 9 

 BC Hydro can enhance its response to residential customers’ payment troubles through 10 

specialized training for customer service representatives.  The representatives benefiting 11 

from such education include any individual that might have personal contact with a 12 

customer on behalf of the utility.  Early identification involves more than noticing an 13 

arrears when it appears on a customer’s bill.  It involves “hearing” indicators of financial 14 

distress on the part of the customer during normal day-to-day customer contacts. 15 

References, for example, to the need to make choices between competing needs (e.g., “I 16 

just had to get the car fixed this month”, “Maria could not go another month without 17 

seeing the dentist”) should alert the customer service representative (CSR) to the 18 

potential that the customer has limited income and could benefit from a referral to public 19 

assistance.  Customers may make references to illness, job loss, or disability, any one of 20 

which merits an appropriate referral.  The customer may directly mention participation in 21 

another program (“I asked LIHEAP for assistance, but they said they don’t pay for water 22 
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bills”) or may be more oblique (“when I stopped at the Ministry last week,” with “the 1 

Ministry” being popular parlance for the local MSDSI office).   2 

 3 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE SPECIFIC SKILLS TRAINING YOU RECOMMEND. 4 

A. Having identified a low-income customer, the second step in implementing the low-5 

income CAU would be transferring that customer to staff that have received specialized 6 

training in responding to low-income payment troubles. The specialized skills-based 7 

training would not only allow these dedicated staff to identify particular problems, and to 8 

respond in a culturally-appropriate way, but would involve knowing what assistance 9 

might be available to respond to the problem.  This knowledge involves knowing the 10 

“how” and the “who” of how to access financial assistance.  11 

 12 

Customer service training should involve more than knowing that the payment-troubled 13 

customer might want to enroll his or her children in a particular social assistance 14 

program.63  Research shows that even when individuals have knowledge about a 15 

program, they frequently lack what is called “effective knowledge.”  “Effective 16 

knowledge” involves that information needed about how to access a program.  The 17 

statement “yes, I know about energy assistance” is different from the statement “yes, I 18 

know how to apply for energy assistance.”  Low-income CAU staff should be an 19 

                                        
63 Which programs those might be would need to be specific to British Columbia.  For example, in the Georgia 
REACH program I have discussed, we found that persons trained to work with low-income customers would refer 
payment-troubled customers to the Free and Reduced School Lunch programs, to the Summer Food Service 
program, to banks offering lifeline checking accounts, to the Earned Income Tax Credit program, etc.  My reference 
to specific programs is simply used to illustrate how non-energy assistance programs can be used to help address the 
nonpayment of utility bills.  In Ireland, the corresponding utility initiatives are called “benefit check” programs. 
Receiving a “benefit check” from the utility does not refer to a financial instrument, but rather to a process where the 
utility helps its payment-troubled customer determine whether there is social assistance for which the customer is 
qualified.   
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important resource in conveying information not only on what to do, but on how to do it 1 

(“now, you call Mrs. Treisch at this phone number for the help that we talked about”).64 2 

 Overall, to be particularly effective in bringing cross-cutting activities to bear on the 3 

resolution and management of current and future low-income payment troubles, low-4 

income CAU staff should be trained in pattern analysis.  The job of the low-income CAU 5 

staff is not simply to look at an account history to determine the most recent account 6 

balance (or the balance underlying the pending notice of disconnection for nonpayment).  7 

The job of low-income CAU staff is to notice things. . .patterns (or perhaps deviations 8 

from patterns) that will help inform and explain a nonpayment situation, lead to a 9 

resolution of that problem, and perhaps contribute to preventing a future payment 10 

problem.  “Mrs. Mendez, I notice that about six months ago, your usage spiked.  Do you 11 

want to talk to one of our service representatives?” “Mr. Jones, you’ve been a great 12 

customer for 35 years, but the last six months have been a challenge.  Can I refer you to 13 

our local agency that works with the budget problems of our seniors?”  “Ms. Stein, 14 

you’ve always been a wonderful paying customer, but that two month period last fall was 15 

a killer that you haven’t been able to get past.  Can I refer you to a local fund that might 16 

be able to help you get that bill off the books so you can stop worrying about it?”  17 

 18 

In each of these instances, the low-income CAU looked not simply at the current balance, 19 

but at the account history as a whole to assess what might be going on. The underlying 20 

training was not simply of the need to do such an inquiry, but of the possible patterns to 21 

                                        
64 Work with low-income customers has revealed that the more personal the referral, the more likely it will be 
viewed as a genuine effort to help rather than a bureaucratic brush-off. 
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look for and the significance of particular patterns should they be found.  It is the 1 

difference between resolving arrears and managing arrears.   2 

 3 

(4) Standing Low-Income Advisory Group. 4 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 5 

TESTIMONY. 6 

A. In this section of my testimony, I propose that BC Hydro create a standing Low-Income 7 

Advisory Group.  BC Hydro has indicated that it is “supportive of this proposal because it 8 

would build upon the relationships recently developed with BCPIAC and MSDSI, allow 9 

all parties to better understand the challenges faced by low income customers as they 10 

navigate BC Hydro’s and MSDSI’s processes, and identify opportunities that support 11 

BCF Hydro’s corporate priorities of making it easy for customers to do business with us, 12 

exploring the full potential of energy conservation, and continuing to improve the way we 13 

operate.” (BCOAPO 1.192.1, at 55).  Because BC Hydro has explained the proposal in its 14 

evaluation of Terms and Conditions, and because it appears as though not only BC 15 

Hydro, but also MSDSI is supportive of such a proposal, I reiterate, but do not further 16 

elaborate on, the need and justification for such an Advisory Group.     17 

 18 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 19 

A. Yes it does.  20 
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 Schedule RDC-1 
(page 1 of 2) 

Consumption by Decile: Residential Customers and Low-Income Customers 

(BC Hydro) 

 A B B / A 

Usage Decile Residential /a/ Low-Income /b/ Low-Income as % of Residential 

1 2,556 1,714 67% 

2 3,821 2,618 69% 

3 5,063 3,374 67% 

4 6,236 4,253 68% 

5 7,454 5,298 71% 

6 8,769 6,437 73% 

7 10,575 8,183 77% 

8 12,742 10,012 79% 

9 16,392 13,593 83% 

10 160,885 44,884 28% 

NOTES: 

 

/a/ BCOAPO 1.58.2 

/b/ BCOAPO 1.58.3 
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Schedule RDC-1 
(page 2 of 2) 

 
Consumption by Customer Characteristics: Residential Customers and Low-Income Customers 

(BC Hydro) 

Characteristic 
Residential  

Median Usage /a/ /b/ 

Low-Income Median  

Usage /c/ /d/ 

Single-family detached 9,807 8,797 

Duplex/Row/Town 7,636 6,476 

Apartment/Condo 3,699 3,515 

Mobile/other 8,323 8,235 

Electric heating 8,184 4,966 

Non-electric heating 7,078 5,683 

NOTES: 

 

/a/ Residential building: BCOAPO 1.59.2 

/b/ Residential heating source: BCOAPO 1.59.4 

/c/ Low-income building: BCOAPO 1.60.2 

/d/ Low-income heating source: BCOAPO 1.60.4 
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Schedule RDC-2 
 

Housing 
Heating 
Type Median Use ES Monthly 

Rate Block 
ES Annual 
Rate Block 

Use Below ES 
Rate 

Number of 
Customers ES Rate Discount Per Customer Cost Aggregate 

Cost 
Single detached 
home Electricity 11,904 400 4,800 4800 5,463 $0.04 $192 $1,048,896 

Single detached 
home 

Non-
electricity 8,330 400 4,800 4800 30,728 $0.04 $192 $5,899,776 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n Electricity 9,381 400 4,800 4800 8,560 $0.04 $192 $1,643,520 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n 

Non-
electricity 4,421 400 4,800 4421 5,552 $0.04 $177 $981,816 

Apartment/Condo Electricity 3,821 400 4,800 3821 42,563 $0.04 $153 $6,505,329 

Apartment/Condo 
Non-
electricity 3,026 400 4,800 3026 14,795 $0.04 $121 $1,790,787 

Mobile/Other Electricity 14,813 400 4,800 4800 455 $0.04 $192 $87,360 

Mobile/Other 
Non-
electricity 3,287 400 4,800 3287 1,821 $0.04 $131 $239,425 

Single detached 
home Electricity 8,484 400 4,800 4800 5,237 $0.04 $192 $1,005,504 

Single detached 
home 

Non-
electricity 7,796 400 4,800 4800 3,188 $0.04 $192 $612,096 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n Electricity 9,852 400 4,800 4800 2,732 $0.04 $192 $524,544 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n 

Non-
electricity 4,163 400 4,800 4163 1,366 $0.04 $167 $227,466 

Apartment/Condo Electricity 3,647 400 4,800 3647 10,018 $0.04 $146 $1,461,426 

Apartment/Condo 
Non-
electricity 2,561 400 4,800 2561 2,505 $0.04 $102 $256,612 

Mobile/Other Electricity 8,762 400 4,800 4800 911 $0.04 $192 $174,912 

Mobile/Other 
Non-
electricity 6,366 400 4,800 4800 683 $0.04 $192 $131,136 

Single detached 
home Electricity 15,308 400 4,800 4800 1,390 $0.04 $192 $266,880 

Single detached 
home 

Non-
electricity 8,291 400 4,800 4800 3,938 $0.04 $192 $756,096 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n Electricity 9,944 400 4,800 4800 695 $0.04 $192 $133,440 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n 

Non-
electricity 5,900 400 4,800 4800 1,158 $0.04 $192 $222,336 

Apartment/Condo Electricity 2,811 400 4,800 2811 2,085 $0.04 $112 $234,437 

Apartment/Condo 
Non-
electricity 3,061 400 4,800 3061 1,158 $0.04 $122 $141,786 
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Housing 
Heating 
Type Median Use ES Monthly 

Rate Block 
ES Annual 
Rate Block 

Use Below ES 
Rate 

Number of 
Customers ES Rate Discount Per Customer Cost Aggregate 

Cost 

Mobile/Other Electricity 16,193 400 4,800 4800 232 $0.04 $192 $44,544 

Mobile/Other 
Non-
electricity 7,941 400 4,800 4800 2,085 $0.04 $192 $400,320 

Single detached 
home Electricity 12,050 400 4,800 4800 1,138 $0.04 $192 $218,496 

Single detached 
home 

Non-
electricity 7,817 400 4,800 4800 4,098 $0.04 $192 $786,816 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n Electricity 15,056 400 4,800 4800 455 $0.04 $192 $87,360 

Duplex/Row/Tow
n 

Non-
electricity 7,179 400 4,800 4800 683 $0.04 $192 $131,136 

Apartment/Condo Electricity 3,699 400 4,800 3699 1,912 $0.04 $148 $282,900 

Apartment/Condo 
Non-
electricity 2,630 400 4,800 2630 1,275 $0.04 $105 $134,130 

Mobile/Other Electricity 10,727 400 4,800 4800 455 $0.04 $192 $87,360 

Mobile/Other 
Non-
electricity 8,314 400 4,800 4800 2,049 $0.04 $192 $393,408 

  
        

Total cost          $26,912,049 
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 1 of 7) 
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 2 of 7)   
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 3 of 7)   
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 4 of 7)   
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 5 of 7) 
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 6 of 7) 
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Schedule RDC-3 
(page 7 of 7) 
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Schedule RDC-4 
(page 1 of 3) 

 
Late Payment Charges vs. Carrying Costs (May 2014) 

Day Amt Paid Percent Paid No. Paid Carrying Cost 
from Day 1 

Carrying Cost 
After Late 

LPC  On Pd 
Amt 

Cumulative 
Late Charge 

Cumulative 
Costs Customers 300 

1 $1,800 6% 18 $0.21 $0.00 $0.00 $0.21 $0.00 Monthly bill $100 
2 $300 1% 3 $0.07 $0.00 $0.00 $0.28 $0.00 Total billed $30,000 
3 $0 0% 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.28 $0.00 Amount paid daily $4 
4 $1,800 6% 18 $0.84 $0.00 $0.00 $1.13 $0.00 Late charge 1.5% 
5 $900 3% 9 $0.53 $0.00 $0.00 $1.65 $0.00 Annual carrying cost 4.28% 
6 $900 3% 9 $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $2.29 $0.00 Daily carrying cost 0.0117% 
7 $1,200 4% 12 $0.98 $0.00 $0.00 $3.27 $0.00   
8 $900 3% 9 $0.84 $0.00 $0.00 $4.12 $0.00   
9 $600 2% 6 $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $4.75 $0.00   

10 $600 2% 6 $0.70 $0.00 $0.00 $5.45 $0.00   
11 $900 3% 9 $1.16 $0.00 $0.00 $6.61 $0.00   
12 $900 3% 9 $1.27 $0.00 $0.00 $7.88 $0.00   
13 $900 3% 9 $1.37 $0.00 $0.00 $9.25 $0.00   
14 $1,200 4% 12 $1.97 $0.00 $0.00 $11.22 $0.00   
15 $600 2% 6 $1.06 $0.00 $0.00 $12.28 $0.00   
16 $300 1% 3 $0.56 $0.00 $0.00 $12.84 $0.00   
17 $600 2% 6 $1.20 $0.00 $0.00 $14.04 $0.00   
18 $600 2% 6 $1.27 $0.00 $0.00 $15.30 $0.00   
19 $900 3% 9 $2.01 $0.00 $0.00 $17.31 $0.00   
20 $900 3% 9 $2.11 $0.00 $0.00 $19.42 $0.00   
21 $3,000 10% 30 $7.39 $0.35 $45.00 $26.81 $45.00   
22 $900 3% 9 $2.32 $0.21 $13.50 $29.13 $58.50   
23 $600 2% 6 $1.62 $0.21 $9.00 $30.75 $67.50   
24 $600 2% 6 $1.69 $0.28 $9.00 $32.43 $76.50   
25 $600 2% 6 $1.76 $0.35 $9.00 $34.19 $85.50   
26 $300 1% 3 $0.91 $0.21 $4.50 $35.11 $90.00   
27 $300 1% 3 $0.95 $0.25 $4.50 $36.06 $94.50   
28 $300 1% 3 $0.98 $0.28 $4.50 $37.04 $99.00   
29 $300 1% 3 $1.02 $0.32 $4.50 $38.06 $103.50   
30 $0 0% 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $38.06 $103.50   

Totals $23,700  237 $38.06 $2.46 $103.50     
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Schedule RDC-4 
(page 2 of 3) 

 
Late Payment Charges vs. Carrying Costs (August 2014) 

Day Amt Paid Percent Paid No. Paid Carrying Cost 
from Day 1 

Carrying Cost 
After Late 

LPC  On Pd 
Amt 

Cumulative 
Late Charge 

Cumulative 
Costs Customers 300 

1 $1,800 6% 18 $0.21 $0.00 $0.00 $0.21 $0.00 Monthly bill $100 
2 $300 1% 3 $0.07 $0.00 $0.00 $0.28 $0.00 Total billed $30,000 
3 $0 0% 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.28 $0.00 Amount paid daily $4 
4 $2,100 7% 21 $0.98 $0.00 $0.00 $1.27 $0.00 Late charge 1.5% 
5 $900 3% 9 $0.53 $0.00 $0.00 $1.79 $0.00 Annual carrying cost 4.28% 
6 $1,200 4% 12 $0.84 $0.00 $0.00 $2.64 $0.00 Daily carrying cost 0.0117% 
7 $1,200 4% 12 $0.98 $0.00 $0.00 $3.62 $0.00   
8 $900 3% 9 $0.84 $0.00 $0.00 $4.47 $0.00   
9 $600 2% 6 $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $5.10 $0.00   

10 $600 2% 6 $0.70 $0.00 $0.00 $5.80 $0.00   
11 $600 2% 6 $0.77 $0.00 $0.00 $6.58 $0.00   
12 $900 3% 9 $1.27 $0.00 $0.00 $7.84 $0.00   
13 $900 3% 9 $1.37 $0.00 $0.00 $9.22 $0.00   
14 $1,200 4% 12 $1.97 $0.00 $0.00 $11.19 $0.00   
15 $600 2% 6 $1.06 $0.00 $0.00 $12.24 $0.00   
16 $600 2% 6 $1.13 $0.00 $0.00 $13.37 $0.00   
17 $600 2% 6 $1.20 $0.00 $0.00 $14.56 $0.00   
18 $600 2% 6 $1.27 $0.00 $0.00 $15.83 $0.00   
19 $600 2% 6 $1.34 $0.00 $0.00 $17.17 $0.00   
20 $900 3% 9 $2.11 $0.00 $0.00 $19.28 $0.00   
21 $3,000 10% 30 $7.39 $0.35 $45.00 $26.66 $45.00   
22 $1,200 4% 12 $3.10 $0.28 $18.00 $29.76 $63.00   
23 $600 2% 6 $1.62 $0.21 $9.00 $31.38 $72.00   
24 $300 1% 3 $0.84 $0.14 $4.50 $32.22 $76.50   
25 $600 2% 6 $1.76 $0.35 $9.00 $33.98 $85.50   
26 $600 2% 6 $1.83 $0.42 $9.00 $35.81 $94.50   
27 $300 1% 3 $0.95 $0.25 $4.50 $36.76 $99.00   
28 $300 1% 3 $0.98 $0.28 $4.50 $37.75 $103.50   
29 $300 1% 3 $1.02 $0.32 $4.50 $38.77 $108.00   
30 $0 0% 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $38.77 $108.00   

 $24,300  243 $38.77 $2.60 $108.00     
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Schedule RDC-4 
(page 3 of 3) 

 
Late Payment Charges vs. Carrying Costs (January 2015) 

Day Amt Paid Percent Paid No. Paid 
Carrying 
Cost from 

Day 1 

Carrying 
Cost After 

Late 

LPC  On Pd 
Amt 

Cumulative 
Late Charge 

Cumulative 
Costs Customers 300 

1 $1,500 5% 15 $0.18 $0.00 $0.00 $0.18 $0.00 Monthly bill $100 
2 $300 1% 3 $0.07 $0.00 $0.00 $0.25 $0.00 Total billed $30,000 
3 $300 1% 3 $0.11 $0.00 $0.00 $0.35 $0.00 Amount paid daily $4.28 
4 $2,100 7% 21 $0.98 $0.00 $0.00 $1.34 $0.00 Late charge 1.5% 
5 $900 3% 9 $0.53 $0.00 $0.00 $1.86 $0.00 Annual carrying cost 4.28% 
6 $900 3% 9 $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $2.50 $0.00 Daily carrying cost 0.0117% 
7 $1,200 4% 12 $0.98 $0.00 $0.00 $3.48 $0.00   
8 $600 2% 6 $0.56 $0.00 $0.00 $4.05 $0.00   
9 $600 2% 6 $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $4.68 $0.00   

10 $600 2% 6 $0.70 $0.00 $0.00 $5.38 $0.00   
11 $900 3% 9 $1.16 $0.00 $0.00 $6.54 $0.00   
12 $900 3% 9 $1.27 $0.00 $0.00 $7.81 $0.00   
13 $900 3% 9 $1.37 $0.00 $0.00 $9.18 $0.00   
14 $1,200 4% 12 $1.97 $0.00 $0.00 $11.15 $0.00   
15 $600 2% 6 $1.06 $0.00 $0.00 $12.21 $0.00   
16 $300 1% 3 $0.56 $0.00 $0.00 $12.77 $0.00   
17 $600 2% 6 $1.20 $0.00 $0.00 $13.97 $0.00   
18 $600 2% 6 $1.27 $0.00 $0.00 $15.23 $0.00   
19 $600 2% 6 $1.34 $0.00 $0.00 $16.57 $0.00   
20 $900 3% 9 $2.11 $0.00 $0.00 $18.68 $0.00   
21 $3,000 10% 30 $7.39 $0.35 $45.00 $26.07 $45.00   
22 $1,200 4% 12 $3.10 $0.28 $18.00 $29.16 $63.00   
23 $600 2% 6 $1.62 $0.21 $9.00 $30.78 $72.00   
24 $600 2% 6 $1.69 $0.28 $9.00 $32.47 $81.00   
25 $600 2% 6 $1.76 $0.35 $9.00 $34.23 $90.00   
26 $300 1% 3 $0.91 $0.21 $4.50 $35.14 $94.50   
27 $300 1% 3 $0.95 $0.25 $4.50 $36.09 $99.00   
28 $300 1% 3 $0.98 $0.28 $4.50 $37.08 $103.50   
29 $300 1% 3 $1.02 $0.32 $4.50 $38.10 $108.00   
30 $0 0% 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $38.10 $108.00   

Totals $23,700  237 $38.10 $2.53 $108.00     
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Schedule RDC-5 
(page 1 of 2) 

Illustrative Data Reporting Elements 
National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (NASUCA) 

 
(1) number of residential customers who were required to pay a deposit to demonstrate 

creditworthiness to initiate gas or electric service and the average amount of the 
deposit; 

 
(2) number of residential customers who used alternative methods to a deposit to 

demonstrate financial responsibility while initiating service; 
 
(3) number of residential customers who were required to pay a deposit to initiate gas or 

electric service but were unable to do so; 
 
(4) number of customers enrolled in each specific and distinct low-income payment plan; 
 
(5) average payment amount for customers in each specific and distinct low-income 

payment plan; 
 
(6) number of customers enrolled in every other type of payment plans offered by the 

utility to other (non-low-income) customers; 
 
(7) the aggregate dollar amount that is being deferred in each specific and distinct type of 

low-income or other payment plan; 
 
(8) the aggregate dollar amount that has been collected in each specific and distinct type 

of low-income and other payment plan; 
 
(9) number of customers who defaulted on each specific and distinct type of payment 

plan; 
 
(10) provide the dollar value and number of residential accounts (and low-

income  accounts) written off as gross uncollectibles, in that the accounts have been 
written off and sent to a collection agency; 

 
(11) the dollar value and number of residential accounts (and low-income accounts) written 

off as net uncollectibles, in that the accounts have been written off after a collection 
agency has failed to collect payment; 
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(page 2 of 2) 

 
(12) separately provide the total number of accounts in arrears between 30 – 60 days, 60 – 

90 days, more than 90 days; 
 
(13) separately provide the total dollar amount of the arrears that were owed between 30 – 

60 days, 60 - 90 days, more than 90 days; 
 
(14) number of residential customers receiving a disconnection notice; 
 
(15) number of low-income customers receiving a disconnection notice; 
 
(16) number of residential customers disconnected for non-payment; 
 
(17) number of low-income customers disconnected for nonpayment; 
 
(18) number of customers enrolled in a low-income payment assistance program when they 

were disconnected for non-payment; 
 
(19) number of residential customers who used special medical certification procedures to 

avoid disconnection; 
 
(20) separately provide the number of residential disconnections, and low-income 

residential disconnections, where service was reconnected within ten business days, 
ten to thirty days, thirty to sixty days, sixty to ninety days, and greater than ninety 
days. 
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ROGER D. COLTON 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: Fisher Sheehan & Colton 
Public Finance and General Economics 
34 Warwick Road, Belmont, MA 02478 
617-484-0597 (voice) *** 617-484-0594 (fax) 
roger@fsconline.com (e-mail) 
http://www.fsconline.com (www address) 

EDUCATION: 

J.D. (Order of the Coif), University of Florida (1981) 

M.A. (Economics), McGregor School, Antioch University (1993) 

B.A. Iowa State University (1975) (journalism, political science, speech) 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 

Fisher, Sheehan and Colton, Public Finance and General Economics:  1985 - present. 

As a co-founder of this economics consulting partnership, Colton provides services in a 
variety of areas, including: regulatory economics, poverty law and economics, public 
benefits, fair housing, community development, energy efficiency, utility law and 
economics (energy, telecommunications, water/sewer), government budgeting, and planning 
and zoning.   

Colton has testified in state and federal courts in the United States and Canada, as well as 
before regulatory and legislative bodies in more than three dozen states.  He is particularly 
noted for creative program design and implementation within tight budget constraints. 

National Consumer Law Center (NCLC):  1986 - 1994 

As a staff attorney with NCLC, Colton worked on low-income energy and utility issues.  He 
pioneered cost-justifications for low-income affordable energy rates, as well as developing 
models to quantify the non-energy benefits (e.g., reduced credit and collection costs, 
reduced working capital) of low-income energy efficiency.  He designed and implemented 
low-income affordable rate and fuel assistance programs across the country.  Colton was 
charged with developing new practical and theoretical underpinnings for solutions to low-
income energy problems. 
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Community Action Research Group (CARG):  1981 - 1985 

As staff attorney for this non-profit research and consulting organization, Colton worked 
primarily on energy and utility issues.  He provided legal representation to low-income 
persons on public utility issues; provided legal and technical assistance to consumer and 
labor organizations; and provided legal and technical assistance to a variety of state and 
local governments nationwide on natural gas, electric, and telecommunications issues.  He 
routinely appeared as an expert witness before regulatory agencies and legislative 
committees regarding energy and telecommunications issues. 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS: 

Columnist: Belmont Citizen-Herald 
Chair:  Belmont Goes Solar 
Coordinator: BelmontBudget.org (Belmont’s Community Budget Forum) 
Coordinator: Belmont Affordable Shelter Fund (BASF) 
Chair:  Belmont Solar Initiative Oversight Committee 
Member: City of Detroit Blue Ribbon Panel on Water Affordability 

 Chair:  Belmont Energy Committee 
Member: Massachusetts Municipal Energy Group (Mass Municipal Association) 
Past Chair: Housing Work Group, Belmont (MA) Comprehensive Planning Process 
Past Member: Board of Directors, Belmont Housing Trust, Inc. 
Past Chair: Waverley Square Fire Station Re-use Study Committee (Belmont MA)  
Past Member: Belmont (MA) Energy and Facilities Work Group 
Past Member: Belmont (MA) Uplands Advisory Committee 
Past Member: Advisory Board: Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston. 
Past Chair: Fair Housing Committee, Town of Belmont (MA) 
Past Member: Aggregation Advisory Committee, New York State Energy Research and 

Development Authority. 
Past Member: Board of Directors, Vermont Energy Investment Corporation. 
Past Member: Board of Directors, National Fuel Funds Network 
Past Member: Board of Directors, Affordable Comfort, Inc. (ACI) 
Past Member: National Advisory Committee, U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services, Administration for Children and Families, Performance Goals for 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance. 

Past Member: Editorial Advisory Board, International Library, Public Utility Law 
Anthology. 

Past Member: ASHRAE Guidelines Committee, GPC-8, Energy Cost Allocation of 
Comfort HVAC Systems for Multiple Occupancy Buildings 

Past Member: National Advisory Committee, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, Calculation of Utility Allowances for Public Housing. 

Past Member: National Advisory Board: Energy Financing Alternatives for Subsidized 
Housing, New York State Energy Research and Development Authority. 

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS: 
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National Society of Newspaper Columnists 
National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) 
National Society of Newspaper Columnists (NSNC) 
Association for Enterprise Opportunity (AEO) 
Iowa State Bar Association 
Energy Bar Association 
Association for Institutional Thought (AFIT) 
Association for Evolutionary Economics (AEE) 
Society for the Study of Social Problems (SSSO) 
International Society for Policy Studies 
Association for Social Economics 

BOOKS 

Colton, et al., Access to Utility Service, National Consumer Law Center: Boston (4th edition 2008). 

Colton, et al., Tenants' Rights to Utility Service, National Consumer Law Center: Boston (1994). 

Colton, The Regulation of Rural Electric Cooperatives, National Consumer Law Center: Boston (1992). 

JOURNAL PUBLICATIONS 

Colton (March 2015). Quality Assurance: Evaluating Glare from Roof-Mounted PV Arrays, Solar 
Professional. 

Colton (January 2015). “Assessing Solar PV Glare In Dense Residential Neighborhoods.” Solar Industry. 

Colton (January 2015). “Owning up to the Problem: Limiting the Use of an Assets Test for Determining 
Home Energy Assistance Eligibility.” Clearinghouse Review. 

Colton (November 2003). “Winter Weather Payments: The Impact of Iowa’s Winter Utility Shutoff 
Moratorium on Utility Bill Payments by Low-Income Customers.” 16(9) Electricity Journal 59. 

Colton (March 2002). “Energy Consumption and Expenditures by Low-Income Households,”15(3) 
Electricity Journal 70. 

Colton, Roger and Stephen Colton (Spring 2002). “An Alternative to Regulation in the Control of 
Occupational Exposure to Tuberculosis in Homeless Shelters,” New Solutions: Journal of Environmental 
and Occupational Health Policy. 

Colton (2001).  "The Lawfulness of Utility Actions Seeking to Impose as a Condition of Service Liability 
for a Roommate's Debt Incurred at a Prior Address, Clearinghouse Review.  

Colton (2001).  "Limiting The "Family Necessaries" Doctrine as a Means of Imposing Third Party Liability 
for Utility Bills," Clearinghouse Review. 

Colton (2001).  "Prepayment Utility Meters and the Low-Income Consumer."  Journal of Housing and 
Community Development Law (American Bar Association). 
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Colton, Brown and Ackermann (June 2000). "Mergers and the Public Interest: Saving the Savings for the 
Poorest Customers." Public Utilities Fortnightly. 

Colton. (2000). "Aggregation and the Low-Income Consumer."  LEAP Newsletter.  

Colton. (1999). "Challenging Entrance and Transfer Fees in Mobile Home Park Lot Rentals." 
Clearinghouse Review. 

Colton and Adams (1999). "Y2K and Communities of Color," Media Alert: The Quarterly Publication of 
the National Black Media Coalition. 

Colton and Sheehan (1999). "The Problem of Mass Evictions in Mobile Home Parks Subject to 
Conversion." Journal of Housing and Community Development Law (American Bar Association). 

Colton (1999)."Utility Rate Classifications and Group Homes as "Residential" Customers," Clearinghouse 
Review.  

Colton (1998). "Provider of Last Resort: Lessons from the Insurance Industry." The Electricity Journal.  

Colton and Adams (1998). "Fingerprints for Check Cashing: Where Lies the Real Fraud," Media Alert: The 
Quarterly Publication of the National Black Media Coalition.  

Colton. (1998). "Universal Service: A Performance-Based Measure for a Competitive Industry," Public 
Utilities Fortnightly. 

Colton, Roger and Stephen Colton (1998). "Evaluating Hospital Mergers," 17 Health Affairs 5:260. 

Colton. (1998). "Supportive Housing Facilities as "Low-Income Residential" Customers for Energy 
Efficiency Purposes," 7 Journal of Housing and Community Development Law 406 (American Bar 
Association). 

Colton, Frisof and King. (1998). "Lessons for the Health Care Industry from America's Experience with 
Public Utilities." 18 Journal of Public Health Policy 389. 

Colton (1997).  "Fair Housing and Affordable Housing: Availability, Distribution and Quality." 1997 
Colloqui: Cornell Journal of Planning and Urban Issues 9. 

Colton, (1997).  "Competition Comes to Electricity: Industry Gains, People and the Environment Lose," 
Dollars and Sense. 

Colton (1996).  "The Road Oft Taken: Unaffordable Home Energy Bills, Forced Mobility And Childhood 
Education in Missouri." 2 Journal on Children and Poverty 23. 

Colton and Sheehan. (1995). "Utility Franchise Charges and the Rental of City Property." 72 New Jersey 
Municipalities 9:10. 

Colton. (1995).  "Arguing Against Utilities' Claims of Federal Preemption of Customer-Service 
Regulations."  29 Clearinghouse Review 772. 

Colton and Labella. (1995). "Landlord Failure to Resolve Shared Meter Problems Breaches Tenant's Right 
to Quiet Enjoyment."  29 Clearinghouse Review 536. 
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Colton and Morrissey. (1995). "Tenants' Rights to Pretermination Notice in Cases of Landlords' 
Nonpayment of Utilities".  29 Clearinghouse Review 277. 

Colton. (1995). "The Perverse Incentives of Fair Market Rents." 52 Journal of Housing and Community 
Development 6. 

Colton (1994).  "Energy Efficiency and Low-Income Housing: Energy Policy Hurts the Poor." XVI 
ShelterForce: The Journal of Affordable Housing Strategies 9. 

Colton (1994).  "The Use of Consumer Credit Reports in Establishing Creditworthiness for Utility 
Deposits."  Clearinghouse Review. 

Colton (1994).  "Institutional and Regulatory Issues Affecting Bank Product Diversification Into the Sale of 
Insurance," Journal of the American Society of CLU and ChFC. 

Colton. (1993).  "The Use of State Utility Regulations to Control the `Unregulated' Utility."  27 
Clearinghouse Review 443. 

Colton and Smith. (1993).  "The Duty of a Public Utility to Mitigate 'Damages' from Nonpayment through 
the Offer of Conservation Programs."  3 Boston University Public Interest Law Journal 239. 

Colton and Sheehan. (1993). "Cash for Clunkers Program Can Hurt the Poor," 19 State Legislatures: 
National Conference of State Legislatures 5:33. 

Colton. (1993). "Consumer Information and Workable Competition in the Telecommunications Industry." 
XXVII Journal of Economic Issues 775. 

Colton and Sheehan. (1992). "Mobile Home Rent Control: Protecting Local Regulation," Land Use Law 
and Zoning Digest. 

Colton and Smith.  (1992 - 1993). "Co-op Membership and Utility Shutoffs: Service Protections that Arise 
as an Incident of REC `Membership.'"  29 Idaho Law Review 1, reprinted, XV Public Utilities Law 
Anthology 451. 

Colton and Smith.  (1992). "Protections for the Low-Income Customer of Unregulated Utilities: Federal 
Fuel Assistance as More than Cash Grants." 13 Hamline University Journal of Public Law and Policy 263. 

Colton (1992). "CHAS: The Energy Connection," 49 The Journal of Housing 35, reprinted, 19 Current 
Municipal Problems 173. 

Colton (March 1991). "A Cost-Based Response to Low-Income Energy Problems." Public Utilities 
Fortnightly. 

Colton. (1991). "Protecting Against the Harms of the Mistaken Utility Undercharge." 39 Washington 
University Journal of Urban and Contemporary Law 99, reprinted, XIV Public Utilities Anthology 787. 

Colton. (1990). "Customer Consumption Patterns within an Income-Based Energy Assistance Program." 24 
Journal of Economic Issues 1079  
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Colton (1990). "Heightening the Burden of Proof in Utility Shutoff Cases Involving Allegations of Fraud." 
33 Howard L. Review 137.  

Colton (1990).  "When the Phone Company is not the Phone Company: Credit Reporting in the Post-
Divestiture Era." 24 Clearinghouse Review 98. 

Colton (1990). "Discrimination as a Sword:  Use of an `Effects Test' in Utility Litigation."  37 Washington 
University Journal of Urban and Contemporary Law 97, reprinted, XIII Public Utilities Anthology 813. 

Colton (1989).  "Statutes of Limitations:  Barring the Delinquent Disconnection of Utility Service."  23 
Clearinghouse Review 2. 

Colton & Sheehan.  (1989).  "Raising Local Revenue through Utility Franchise Fees: When the Fee Fits, 
Foot It."  21 The Urban Lawyer 55, reprinted, XII Public Utilities Anthology 653, reprinted, Freilich and 
Bushek (1995). Exactions, Impacts Fees and Dedications: Shaping Land Use Development and Funding 
Infrastructure in the Dolan Era, American Bar Association: Chicago. 

Colton (1989).  "Unlawful Utility Disconnections as a Tort:  Gaining Compensation for the Harms of 
Unlawful Shutoffs."  22 Clearinghouse Review 609. 

Colton, Sheehan & Uehling.  (1987).  "Seven cum Eleven:  Rolling the Toxic Dice in the U.S. Supreme 
Court," 14 Boston College Environmental L. Rev. 345. 

Colton & Sheehan.  (1987).  "A New Basis for Conservation Programs for the Poor:  Expanding the 
Concept of Avoided Costs," 21 Clearinghouse Review 135. 

Colton & Fisher.  (1987).  "Public Inducement of Local Economic Development:  Legal Constraints on 
Government Equity Funding Programs."  31 Washington University J. of Urban and Contemporary Law 
45. 

Colton & Sheehan.  (1986).  "The Illinois Review of Natural Gas Procurement Practices:  Permissible 
Regulation or Federally Preempted Activity?"  35 DePaul Law Review 317, reprinted, IX Public Utilities 
Anthology 221. 

Colton (1986).  "Utility Involvement in Energy Management:  The Role of a State Power Plant Certification 
Statute."  16 Environmental Law 175, reprinted, IX Public Utilities Anthology 381. 

Colton (1986).  "Utility Service for Tenants of Delinquent Landlords," 20 Clearinghouse Review 554. 

Colton (1985).  "Municipal Utility Financing of Energy Conservation: Can Loans only be Made through an 
IOU?". 64 Nebraska Law Review 189.   

Colton (1985).  "Excess Capacity:  A Case Study in Ratemaking Theory and Application."  20 Tulsa Law 
Journal 402,  reprinted, VIII Public Utilities Anthology 739. 

Colton (1985).  "Conservation, Cost-Containment and Full Energy Service Corporations:  Iowa's New 
Definition of `Reasonably Adequate Utility Service.'"  34 Drake Law Journal 1. 

Colton (1982).  "Mandatory Utility Financing of Conservation and Solar Measures."  3 Solar Law Reporter 
167. 
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Colton (1982).  "The Use of Canons of Statutory Construction:  A Case Study from Iowa, or When Does 
`GHOTI' Spell `Fish'?"  5 Seton Hall Legislative Journal 149. 

Colton (1977).  "The Case for a Broad Construction of `Use' in Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act."  21 St. Louis Law Journal 113. 

Colton (1984).  "Prudence, Planning and Principled Ratemaking."  35 Hastings Law Journal 721. 

Colton (1983).  "Excess Capacity:  Who Gets the Charge from the Power Plant?"  33 Hastings Law Journal 
1133. 

Colton (1983).  "Old McDonald (Inc.) Has a Farm. . . Maybe, or Nebraska's Corporate Farm Ban;  Is it 
Constitutional?"  6 University of Arkansas at Little Rock Law Review 247. 

OTHER PUBLICATIONS 

Colton (2015). The 2015 Home Energy Affordability Gap: Connecticut, prepared for Operation Fuel 
(Bloomfield, CT). 

Coltn (2015). Re-Sequencing Posting Utility Bill Payments: A Case Study Involving Philadelphia Gas 
Works. 

Colton (2015). State Legislative Steps to Implement the Human Right to Water in California, prepared for 
the Unitarian Universalist Service Committee (Cambridge MA). 

Colton (2014). The 2014 Home Energy Affordability Gap: Connecticut, prepared for Operation Fuel, 
(Bloomfield, CT). 

Colton (2014). The Equity of Efficiency: Distributing Utility Usage Reduction Dollars for Affordable 
Multi-family Housing, prepared for the Natural Resources Defense Council (New York, NY). 

Colton (2014). Assessing Rooftop Solar PV Glare in Dense Urban Residential Neighborhoods: 
Determining Whether and How Much of a Problem, submitted to American Planning Association: 
Chicago (IL). 

Colton (2013). White Paper: Utility Communications with Residential Customers and Vulnerable 
Residential Customers In Response to Severe Weather-Related Outages, prepared for Pennsylvania 
Office of Consumer Advocate. 

Colton (2013). Massachusetts Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing: Fiscal Zoning and the  
“Childproofing” of a Community, presented to Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community 
Development. 

Colton (2013). Home Energy Affordability in New York: The Affordability Gap (2012), prepared for 
New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). 

Colton (2013). Home Energy Affordability in Connecticut: The Affordability Gap (2012), prepared for 
Operation Fuel (Bloomfield, CT). 

Colton (2013). Owning up to the Problem: Limiting the Use of an Assets Test for Determining Home 
Energy Assistance Eligibility.   
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Colton (2013).  Privacy Protections for Consumer Information Held by Minnesota Rate-Regulated 
Utilities, prepared for Legal Services Advocacy Project (St. Paul, MN).   

Colton (2013).  Proposal for the Use of Pervious Pavement for Repaving the Belmont High School 
Parking Lot, prepared for Sustainable Belmont: Belmont (MA).   

Colton (2012).  Home Energy Affordability in New York: 2011, prepared for the New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) (Albany NY). 

Colton (2012). A Fuel Assistance Tracking Mechanism: Measuring the Impact of Changes in Weather 
and Prices on the Bill Payment Coverage Capacity of LIHEAP, prepared for Iowa Department of Human 
Rights: Des Moines (IA). 

Colton (2012).  Home Energy Affordability Gap: 2012: Connecticut Legislative Districts, prepared for 
Operation Fuel (Bloomfield, CT). 

Colton (2012).  Attributes of Massachusetts Gas/Electric Arrearage Management Programs (AMPS): 
2011 Program Year, prepared for Fisher, Sheehan & Colton, Public Finance and General Economics, 
Belmont (MA).  

Colton (2012). Customer and Housing Unit Characteristics in the Fitchburg Gas and Electric Service 
Territory, prepared for Unitil Corporation, d/b/a Fitchburg Gas and Electric Company (Portsmouth, NH). 

Colton (2012). Final Report on Xcel Energy’s Pilot Energy Assistance Program, prepared for Xcel Energy 
(Denver, CO). 

Colton (2012). Home Energy Affordability Gap: 2011: Connecticut Legislative Districts, prepared for 
Operation Fuel (Bloomfield, CT). 

Colton (2011). Home Energy Affordability in Idaho: Low-Income Energy Affordability Needs and 
Resources, prepared for Community Action Partnership of Idaho (Boise, ID). 

Colton (2011). Home Energy Affordability Gap in New York, prepared for the New York State Energy 
Research Development Authority (NYSERDA) (Albany, NY). 

Colton (2011). Home Energy Affordability Gap: 2010: Connecticut Legislative Districts, prepared for 
Operation Fuel (Bloomfield, CT). 

Colton (2011). Section 8 Utility Allowances and Changes in Home Energy Prices in Pennsylvania, 
prepared for Pennsylvania Utility Law Project: Harrisburg (PA).   

Colton (2010).  Interim Report on Xcel Energy’s Pilot Energy Assistance Program, prepared for Xcel 
Energy (Denver, CO). 

Colton (2010).  Home Energy Affordability Gap: 2009: Connecticut Legislative Districts, prepared for 
Operation Fuel (Bloomfield, CT). 

Colton (2010).  Home Energy Affordability in Manitoba: A Low-Income Affordability Program for 
Manitoba Hydro, prepared for Resource Conservation of Manitoba, Winnipeg (MAN). 
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Colton (2009).  Mirror, Mirror on the Wall: How Well Does Belmont’s Town Meeting Reflect the 
Community at Large, prepared for Fisher, Sheehan & Colton, Public Finance and General Economics, 
Belmont (MA).   

Colton (2009).  An Outcomes Planning Approach to Serving TPU Low-Income Customers, prepared for 
Tacoma Public Utilities, Tacoma (WA). 

Colton (2009). An Outcome Evaluation of Indiana’s Low-Income Rate Affordability Programs: 2008 – 
2009, prepared for Citizens Gas and Coke Utility, Northern Indiana Public Service Company, Vectren 
Energy Delivery Indianapolis (IN). 

Roger Colton (2009). The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) as “Energy Assistance” in Pennsylvania, 
prepared for Pennsylvania Utility Law Project (PULP).   

Colton (2009).  Energy Efficiency as a Homebuyer Affordability Tool in Pennsylvania, prepared for 
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project, Harrisburg (PA). 

Colton (2009). Energy Efficient Utility Allowances as a Usage Reduction Tool in Pennsylvania, prepared 
for Pennsylvania Utility Law Project, Harrisburg (PA). 

Colton (2009).  Home Energy Consumption Expenditures by Income (Pennsylvania), prepared for 
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project, Harrisburg (PA). 

Colton (2009). The Contribution of Utility Bills to the Unaffordability of Low-Income Rental Housing in 
Pennsylvania, prepared for Pennsylvania Utility Law Project, Harrisburg (PA). 

Colton (2009). The Integration of Federal LIHEAP Benefits with Ratepayer-Funded Percentage of 
Income Payment Programs (PIPPs): Legal and Policy Questions Involving the Distribution of Benefits, 
prepared for Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Harrisburg (PA). 

Colton (2008).  Home Energy Affordability in Indiana: Current Needs and Future Potentials, prepared 
for Indiana Community Action Association. 

Colton (2008). Public Health Outcomes Associated with Energy Poverty: An Analysis of Behavioral Risk 
Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) Data from Iowa, prepared for Iowa Department of Human Rights. 

Colton (2008).  Indiana Billing and Collection Reporting: Natural Gas and Electric Utilities: 2007, 
prepared for Coalition to Keep Indiana Warm. 

Colton (2008). Inverted Block Tariffs and Universal Lifeline Rates: Their Use and Usability in Delivering 
Low-Income Electric Rate Relief, prepared for Hydro-Quebec.   

Colton (2007). Best Practices: Low-Income Affordability Programs, Articulating and Applying Rating 
Criteria, prepared for Hydro-Quebec. 

Colton (2007).  An Outcome Evaluation of Indiana’s Low-Income Rate Affordability Programs, 
performed for Citizens Gas & Coke Utility, Vectren Energy Delivery, Northern Indiana Public Service 
Company. 

Colton (2007).  A Multi-state Study of Low-Income Programs, in collaboration with Apprise, Inc., 
prepared for multiple study sponsors. 
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Colton (2007).  The Law and Economics of Determining Hot Water Energy Use in Calculating Utility 
Allowances for Public and Assisted Housing.  

Colton (2007). Comments of Belmont Housing Trust on Energy Conservation Standards for Residential 
Furnaces and Boilers, Belmont Housing Trust (Belmont MA).   

Colton (2006).  Indiana Billing and Collection Reporting: Natural Gas and Electric Utilities: 2006, 
prepared for Coalition to Keep Indiana Warm. 

Colton (2006).  Home Energy Affordability in Maryland: Necessary Regulatory and Legislative Actions, 
prepared for the Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel. 

Colton (2006). A Ratepayer Funded Home Energy Affordability Program for Low-Income Households: 
A Universal Service Program for Ontario’s Energy Utilities, prepared for the Low-Income Energy 
Network (Toronto). 

Colton (2006).  Georgia REACH Project Energize: Final Program Evaluation, prepared for the Georgia 
Department of Human Resources. 

Colton (2006).  Experimental Low-Income Program (ELIP): Empire District Electric Company, Final 
Program Evaluation, prepared for Empire District Electric Company. 

Colton (2006).  Municipal Aggregation for Retail Natural Gas and Electric Service: Potentials, Pitfalls 
and Policy Implications, prepared for Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel. 

Colton (2005).  Indiana Billing and Collection Reporting: Natural Gas and Electric Utilities: 2005, 
prepared for Coalition to Keep Indiana Warm. 

Colton (2005).  Impact Evaluation of NIPSCO Winter Warmth Program, prepared for Northern Indiana 
Public Service Company. 

Colton (2005).  A Water Affordability Program for the Detroit Water and Sewer Department, prepared for 
Michigan Poverty Law Center. 

Colton (2004).  Paid but Unaffordable: The Consequences of Energy Poverty in Missouri, prepared for 
the National Low-Income Home Energy Consortium. 

Sheehan and Colton (2004). Fair Housing Plan: An Analysis of Impediments and Strategies on How to 
Address Them: Washington County/Beaverton (OR), prepared for Washington County Department of 
Community Development. 

Colton (2004). Controlling Tuberculosis in Fulton County (GA) Homeless Shelters: A Needs Assessment, 
prepared for the Georgia Department of Human Resources, Division of Public Health. 

Colton (2003). The Impact of Missouri Gas Energy’s Experimental Low-Income Rate (ELIR) On 
Utility Bill Payments by Low-Income Customers: Preliminary Assessment, prepared for Missouri Gas 
Energy. 

Colton (2003). The Economic Development Impacts of Home Energy Assistance: The Entergy States, 
prepared for Entergy Services, Inc. 



Colton Vitae—January 2016 11 | P a g e

Colton (2003). Energy Efficiency as an Affordable Housing Tool in Colorado, prepared for Colorado 
Energy Assistance Foundation. 

Colton (2003). The Discriminatory Impact of Conditioning Iowa’s Winter Utility Shutoff Protections on 
the Receipt of LIHEAP. 

Colton (2003). The Economic Development Impacts of Home Energy Assistance in Colorado, Colorado 
Energy Assistance Foundation. 

Colton (2003).  Measuring the Outcomes of Home Energy Assistance through a Home Energy Insecurity 
Scale, prepared for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 
Families. 

Colton (2002). Low-Income Home Energy Affordability in Maryland, prepared for Office of Peoples 
Counsel. 

Colton  (2002). Winter Weather Payments: The Impact of Iowa’s Winter Utility Shutoff Moratorium 
On Utility Bill Payments by Low-Income Customer, prepared for Iowa Department of Human Rights. 

Colton (2002).  A Fragile Income: Deferred Payment Plans and the Ability-to-Pay of Working Poor 
Utility Customers, prepared for National Fuel Funds Network. 

Colton (2002). Credit where Credit is Due: Public Utilities and the Earned Income Tax Credit for 
Working Poor Utility Customers, prepared for National Fuel Funds Network. 

Colton (2002).  Payments Problems, Income Status, Weather and Prices: Costs and Savings of a 
Capped Bill Program, prepared for WeatherWise. 

Colton (2001).  Integrating Government-Funded and Ratepayer-Funded Low-Income Energy 
Assistance Programs, prepared for U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory. 

Colton (2001).  In Harm’s Way: Home Heating, Fire Hazards, and Low-Income Households, prepared 
for National Fuel Funds Network. 

Colton (2001). Structuring Low-income Affordability Programs Funded through System Benefits 
Charges: A Case Study from New Hampshire, prepared for Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 

Colton (2001). System Benefits Charges: Why All Customer Classes Should Pay.  

Colton (2001). Reducing Energy Distress: “Seeing RED” Project Evaluation (evaluation of Iowa 
REACH project), prepared for Iowa Department of Human Rights. 

Colton (2001). Group Buying of Propane and Fuel Oil in New York State: A Feasibility Study, 
prepared for New York State Community Action Association. 

Colton (2000).  Establishing Telecommunications Lifeline Eligibility: The Use of Public Benefit 
Programs and its Impact on Lawful Immigrants, prepared for Dayton (OH) Legal Aide. 
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Colton (2000).  Outreach Strategies for Iowa's LIHEAP Program Innovation in Improved Targeting, 
prepared for Iowa Department of Human Rights. 

Colton (1999). Integration of LIHEAP with Energy Assistance Programs Created through Electric 
and/or Natural Gas Restructuring, prepared for U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Administration for Children and Families (Nov. 1999). 

Colton (1999). Fair Housing in the Suburbs: The Role of a Merged Fleet Boston in The Diversification 
of the Suburbs: Report to the Federal Reserve Board Concerning the Merger of BankBoston Corp. and 
Fleet Financial Group, prepared for Belmont Fair Housing Committee/Belmont Housing Partnership. 

Colton (1999). Measuring LIHEAP's Results: Responding to Home Energy Unaffordability, prepared for 
Iowa Department of Human Resources. 

Colton (1999). Monitoring the Impact of Electric Restructuring on Low-Income Consumers: The What, 
How and Why of Data Collection, prepared for U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Administration for Children and Families. 

Colton (1999). Developing Consumer Education Programs in a Restructured Electric Industry, prepared 
for Central Missouri Counties Community Development Corporation. 

Colton (1999). Electric Restructuring and the Low-Income Consumer: Legislative Implications for 
Colorado, prepared for Colorado General Assembly. 

Colton (1998). Low-Income Electric Rate Affordability in Virginia: Funding Low-Income Assistance, 
prepared for Virginia Council Against Poverty. 

Colton and Alexander (1998). The Implications of an Increased Federal Role in the Regulation of 
Electricity on State Regulation of Consumer Protection and Universal Service Programs. 

R. Colton and S. Colton (1998). The Occupational Control of Tuberculosis in Homeless Shelters, prepared 
for the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration. 

Colton (1998). Consumer Aggregation and Sophisticated Purchasing: Electric Restructuring Lessons 
from the Health Care Industry. 

Colton (1998). The Connection Between Affordable Housing and Educational Excellence in Belmont, 
prepared for Belmont Fair Housing Committee. 

Colton (1998). Serving the Affordable Housing Needs of Belmont's Older Residents, prepared for Belmont 
Fair Housing Committee. 

Colton (1998). The Costs of a Universal Service Fund in Minnesota: Electric and Natural Gas, prepared 
for the Energy Cents Coalition. 

Colton (1998). Controlling the Occupational Exposure to Tuberculosis in Homeless Shelters: Applying 
Federal OSHA Standards to Volunteers, prepared for the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration. 

Colton (1998). Natural Gas Prices by Customer Class Pre- and Post-Deregulation: A State-by-State 
Briefing Guide. 
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Colton (1997). Public Housing Utility Allowances for the Metro Dade Housing Agency, prepared for 
Legal Services Corporation of Greater Miami. 

Colton (1997). Low-Income Energy Needs in Maryland: An Overview, prepared for Maryland Office of 
Peoples Counsel. 

Colton (1997).  Non-Energy Benefits from Low-Income Fuel Assistance. 

Colton (1997). Structuring a Public Purpose Distribution Fee for Missouri, prepared for Missouri 
Department of Natural Resources. 

Colton (1997). The Low-Income Interest in Utility Mergers and Acquisitions. 

Colton (1997).  The Obligation to Serve and a Restructured Electric Industry, prepared for U.S. 
Department of Energy, Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 

Colton (1997). Structuring and Evaluating a Direct Vendor Payment Shadow Billing Program for 
Publicly Assisted Housing in Houston, prepared under contract to Gulf Coast Legal Foundation (with 
funding by Houston Lighting Company). 

Colton (1997).  The For-Profit Conversion of the New England Education Loan Marketing Corporation: 
Lessons from Non-Profit Hospital Conversions. 

Colton (1997). Rental Housing Affordability in Burlington, Vermont: A Report to the Burlington City 
Council.. 

Colton (1997). Structuring a "Wires Charge" for New Hampshire: A Framework for Administration and 
Operation, prepared under contract to the New Hampshire Community Action Association. 

Colton (1997).  Electric Industry Restructuring the Regulation of Electric Service Providers: The Role of 
the Fair Housing Act.   

Colton (1996).  Mountains States Legal Foundation: Leading Light or Flickering Flame?. 

Colton (1996). Wrong Way Street: Reversing the Subsidy Flowing From Low-Income Customers in a 
Competitive Electric Industry.   

Colton (1996). Setting Income Eligibility for Fuel Assistance and Energy Efficiency Programs in a 
Competitive Electric Industry: The Marginal Impacts of Increasing Household Income.  

Colton (1996).  Fair Housing and Affordable Housing in Belmont, Massachusetts: Data on Availability, 
Distribution and Quality. 

Colton (1996). Accounting for Utility Allowances for Heating Costs in Setting LIHEAP Benefits in 
Washington State. 

Colton (1996). Determining Household Energy Consumption in Washington State in the Absence of 12 
Months of Usage Data. 
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Colton (1996). Allocating Undesignated Utility Allowances to Heat in Washington State Subsidized 
Housing Units. 

Colton (1996). The Implications of Minimum and Maximum Benefits in Washington State’s LIHEAP 
Program. 

Colton (1996). Targeting Impacts of Proposed Washington State LIHEAP Distribution Formula. 

Colton and Sheehan (1996).  Fair Housing Analysis of Impediments Study for Washington County 
(Oregon).. 

Colton (1996).  Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for New Jersey, prepared for Citizens Against 
Rate Escalation (CARE). 

Colton (1996).  Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for Kentucky, prepared for Louisville Legal 
Aide Association. 

Colton (1996).  Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for Iowa, prepared for Iowa Bureau of Human 
Resources, Office of Weatherization. 

Colton (1996).  Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for Montana, prepared for Energy Share of 
Montana. 

Colton (1996).  Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for Oklahoma, prepared for Oklahoma State 
Association of Community Action Agencies. 

Colton (1996). Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for Ohio, prepared for Ohio Legal Services 
Corporation. 

Colton (1996). Structuring a Low-Income "Wires Charge" for Indiana, prepared for Indiana Citizen 
Action Campaign. 

Colton (1996).  Changing Paradigms for Delivering Energy Efficiency to the Low-Income Consumer by 
Competitive Utilities: The Need for a Shelter-Based Approach.   

Colton (1996). Shawmut Bank and Community Reinvestment in Boston: Community Credit Needs and 
Affordable Housing. 

Colton (1995). Addressing Residential Collections Problems through the Offer of New Services in a 
Competitive Electric Industry.   

Colton and Elwood (1995). Affordable Payment Plans: Can they be Justified?, prepared for 1995 
Affordable Comfort Tutorial.    

Colton (1995).  Understanding "Redlining" in a Competitive Electric Utility Industry). 

Colton (1995). Energy Efficiency as a Credit Enhancement: Public Utilities and the Affordability of 
First-Time Homeownership. 
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Colton (1995). Competition in the Electric Industry: Assessing the Impacts on Residential, Commercial 
and Low-Income Customers, prepared under contract to the National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners. 

Colton (1995). Performance-Based Evaluation of Customer Collections in a Competitive Electric Utility 
Industry. 

Colton (1995). Poverty Law and Economics: Calculating the Household Budget, prepared for presentation 
to National Legal Aid and Defender Association, Substantive Law Training. 

Colton (1995).  The Need for Regulation in a Competitive Electric Utility Industry. 

Colton (1995).  Rewriting the Social Compact: A Competitive Electric Industry and its Core Customer. 

Colton (1995). The Road Oft Taken: Unaffordable Home Energy Bills, Forced Mobility, and Childhood 
Education in Missouri, prepared for the Missouri Association of Head Start Directors. 

Colton (revised 1995).  Models of Low-Income Utility Rates, prepared under contract to Washington Gas 
Company. 

Colton (1995). Beyond Social Welfare: Promoting the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) as an 
Economic Development Strategy by Public Utilities. 

Colton (1995). Should Regulation of Electricity Depend on the Absence of Competition?. 

Colton (1995). Comprehensive Credit and Collection Strategies in a Competitive Electric Utility Industry, 
prepared under contract to Hydro-Quebec. 

Colton (1995). Economically Stranded Investment in a Competitive Electric Industry: A Primer for Cities, 
Consumers and Small Business Advocates. 

Colton (1995). Funding Minority and Low-Income Energy Efficiency in a Competitive Electric Industry.  

Colton (1995). Competitive Solicitation as an Integrated Resource Planning Model: Its Competitive 
Impacts on Small Businesses Serving Low-Income Households, prepared under contract to the Arkansas 
State Weatherization  

Colton (1995). Reviewing Utility Low-Income DSM Programs: A Suggested Framework for Analysis. 

Colton (1995). Least-Cost Integrated Resource Planning in Arkansas: The Role of Low-Income Energy 
Efficiency prepared under contract to the Arkansas State Weatherization Assistance Program. 

Colton (1995). Home Energy Assistance Review and Reform in Colorado, prepared for Colorado Energy 
Assistance Foundation (CEAF). 

Colton, et al. (1995).  An Assessment of Low-Income Energy Needs in Washington State.  Prepared under 
contract to the Washington state Department of Community Development. 

Colton (1994). Addressing Low-Income Inability-to-Pay Utility Bills During the Winter Months On 
Tribal Lands Served By Electric Co-ops:  A Model Tribal Winter Utility Shutoff Regulation . 
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Colton (1994). An Earned Income Tax Credit Utility Intervention Kit . 
 
Colton (1994). Telecommunications Credit and Collections and Controlling SNET Uncollectibles, 
prepared under contract to the Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. 
 
Colton (1994). Customer Deposit Demands by U.S. West: Reasonable Rationales and the Proper 
Assessment of Risk, prepared on behalf of the Staff of the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission. 
 
Colton (1994).Credit and Collection Fees and Low-Income Households: Ensuring Effectiveness and 
Cost-Effectiveness, prepared on behalf of the Missouri Office of Public Counsel. 
 
Colton (1994). Determining the Cost-Effectiveness of Utility Late Payment Charges. 
 
Colton (1994). Determining the Cost-Effectiveness of Imposing Customer Deposits for Utility Service. 
 
Colton (1994).  Weatherization Assistance Program Evaluations: Assessing the Impact on Low-Income 
Ability-to-Pay.  
 
Colton (1994).  DSM Planning in a Restrictive Environment.  
 Part 1: Why Ramping Down DSM Expenditures Can Be "Pro" DSM 
 Part 2: Low-Income Opposition to DSM: Ill-Defined and Misguided 
 Part 3: Low-Income DSM Expenditures as a Non-Resource Acquisition Strategy: The Potential 

for Niche Marketing 
 
Colton (1994).  Loan Guarantees as a Utility Investment in Energy Efficiency for Low-Income Housing.  
 
Colton and Sheehan.(1994). "Linked Deposits" as a Utility Investment in Energy Efficiency for Low-
Income Housing.  
 
Colton (1994).  Securitizing Utility Avoided Costs: Creating an Energy Efficiency "Product" for Private 
Investment in WAP. 
 
Colton and Sheehan (1994).  Economic Development Utility Rates: Targeting, Justifying, Enforcing, 
prepared under contract to Texas ROSE. 
 
Colton and Sheehan (1993).  Affordable Housing and Section 8 Utility Allowances: An Evaluation and a 
Proposal for Action: 
 Part I: Adequacy of Annual Allowances. 
 Part II: Adequacy of Monthly Allowances. 
 
Colton (1993). Methods of Measuring Energy Needs of the Poor: An Introduction.   
 
Colton and Sheehan (1993).  Identifying Savings Arising From Low-Income Programs.  
 
Colton (1993).  Low-Income Programs And Their Impact on Reducing Utility Working Capital 
Allowances.  
 
Colton, et al. (1993). Funding Social Services Through Voluntary Contribution Programs: A Proposal 
for SNET Participation in Funding INFOLINE's Information and Referral Services in Connecticut.  
Prepared under contract with United Way of Connecticut. 
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Colton (1993). Universal Residential Telephone Service: Needs and Strategies. Prepared for National 
Association of State Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC).   

Colton et al. (1992).  The Impact of Rising Water and Sewer Rates on the Poor: The Case of Eastern 
Massachusetts, prepared for National Consumer Law Center. 

Colton. (1994).  Public Utility Credit and Collection Activities: Establishing Standards and Applying them 
to Low-Income Utility Programs.  Prepared under contract to the national office of the American 
Association of Retired Persons.   

Colton (1992).  Filling the Gaps: Financing Low-Income Energy Assistance in Connecticut. Prepared 
under contract to the Connecticut State Department of Human Resources.  

Colton and Quinn. (1992).  The Impact on Low-Income People of the Increased Cost for Basic Telephone 
Service: A Study of Low-income Massachusetts Resident's Telephone Usage Patterns and Their 
Perceptions of Telephone Service Quality. Prepared under contract to the Massachusetts Office of the 
Attorney General.  

Colton and Quinn. (1991).  The ABC's of Arrearage Forgiveness.  Prepared with a grant from the Mary 
Reynolds Babcock Foundation.  

Colton and Sable (1991). A California Advocate's Guide to Telephone Customer Service Issues. Prepared 
with funding from the California Telecommunications Education Trust Fund. 

Colton and Levinson.  (1991).  Poverty and Energy in North Carolina: Combining Public and Private 
Resources to Solve a Public and Private Problem. Prepared under contract to the North Carolina General 
Assembly.   

Colton. (1991).  The Percentage of Income Payment Plan in Jefferson County, Kentucky: One 
Alternative to Distributing LIHEAP Benefits. Prepared with funds provided by the City of Louisville, 
Kentucky and the Louisville Community Foundation.  

Colton. (1991).  The Energy Assurance Program for Ohio: A Cost-Based Response to Low-Income 
Energy Problems.  Prepared for Cincinnati Legal Aid Society, Dayton Legal Society, and Cleveland Legal 
Aid Society.  

Colton. (1991).  Utility-Financed Low-Income DSM: Winning for Everybody.  Prepared with funds 
provided by the Public Welfare Foundation and the Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation.  

Colton (1991).  Percentage of Income Payment Plans as an Alternative Distribution of LIHEAP Benefits: 
Good Business, Good Government, Good Social Policy. Prepared under contract to the New England 
Electric System (NEES).  

Colton (1991).  The Forced Mobility of Low-Income Customers: The Indirect Impacts of Shutoffs on 
Utilities and their Customers.  

Colton (1990).  Controlling Uncollectible Accounts in Pennsylvania: A Blueprint for Action. Prepared 
under contract to the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate.  

Colton (1990).  Nonparticipation in Public Benefit Programs: Lessons for Fuel Assistance.  
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Colton (1990).  Understanding Why Customers Don't Pay: The Need for Flexible Collection Techniques. 
Prepared under contract to the Philadelphia Public Advocate.  

Colton (1990).  A Regulatory Response to Low-income Energy Needs in Colorado: A Proposal.  Prepared 
for the Legal Aid Society of Metro Denver.   

Colton (1990).  Determining the Cost-Effectiveness of Utility Credit and Collection Techniques.  Prepared 
with funds provided by the Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation.  

Colton (1990).  Energy Use and the Poor: The Association of Consumption with Income. 

Colton (1989).  Identifying Consumer Characteristics Which are Important to Determining the Existence 
of Workable Competition in the Interexchange Telecommunications Industry.  Prepared under contract to 
the Office of Public Counsel of the Florida Legislature.   

Colton (1989).  The Interexchange Telecommunications Industry: Should Regulation Depend on the 
Absence of Competition. Prepared under contract to the Office of Public Counsel of the Florida Legislature.  

Colton (1989).  Fuel Assistance Alternatives for Utah. Prepared under contract to the Utah State Energy 
Office.  

Colton (1989).  Losing the Fight in Utah: High Energy Bills and Low-Income Consumers.  Prepared 
under contract with the Utah State Energy Office. 

Colton (1989).  The Denial of Local Telephone Service for Nonpayment of Toll Bills: A Review and 
Assessment of Regulatory Litigation (2d ed.).  

Colton (1988).  Customer Service Regulations for Residential Telephone Customers in the Post-
Divestiture Era: A Study of Michigan Bell Telephone Company.  Prepared under contract to the Michigan 
Divestiture Research Fund.  

Colton (1988).  Low-Income Utility Protections in Maine.  (3 volumes).  Prepared under contract to the 
Maine Public Utilities Commission. 

a. Volume 1: An Evaluation of Low-Income Utility Protections in Maine: Winter 
Requests for Disconnect Permission. 

b. Volume 2: An Evaluation of Low-Income Utility Protections in Maine: Payment 
Arrangements for Maine's Electric Utilities. 

c. Volume 3: An Evaluation of Low-Income Utility Protections in Maine: Fuel 
Assistance and Family Crisis Benefits. 

Colton (1988).  The Recapture of Interest on LIHEAP Payments to Unregulated Fuel Vendors: An 
Evaluation of the 1987 Maine Program.  Prepared with a grant from the Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust. 

Colton (1988).  An Evaluation of the Warwick (Rhode Island) Percentage of Income Payment Plan. 
Prepared under contract to the Rhode Island Governor's Office of Energy Assistance. 

Colton, Hill & Fox  (1986). The Crisis Continues: Addressing the Energy Plight of Low-Income 
Pennsylvanians Through Percentage of Income Plans.  Prepared under contract to the Pennsylvania 
Utility Law Project. 



Colton Vitae—January 2016 19 | P a g e

Fisher, Sheehan and Colton (1986).  Public/Private Enterprise as an Economic Development Strategy for 
States and Cities.  Prepared under contract to the United States Department of Commerce, Economic 
Development Administration. 

Colton (1985).  Creative Financing for Local Energy Projects: A Manual for City and County 
Government in Iowa.  Prepared under contract to the Iowa Energy Policy Council. 

Colton (1985). The Great Rate Debate: Rate Design for the Omaha Public Power District.  Prepared under 
contract to the Omaha Public Power District.  

Grenier and Colton (1984). Utility Conservation Financing Programs for Nebraska's Publicly Owned 
Utilities:  Legal Issues and Considerations.  Prepared under contract to the Nebraska Energy Office. 

Colton (1984). The Financial Implications to the Utility Industry of Pursuing Energy Management 
Strategies.  Prepared under contract to the Nebraska Energy Office. 
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COLTON EXPERIENCE AS EXPERT WITNESS 

1988 – PRESENT 

CASE NAME  CLIENT NAME  Docket No. (if available)  TOPIC  JURIS.  YEAR 

I/M/O Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania  Office of Consumer Advocate  TBD 
Customer service / rate design / energy 

efficiency 
Pennsylvania  16 

I/M/O Philadelphia Water Department 
Public Advocate, City of 

Philadelphia 
N/A  Low‐income program design  Philadelphia  16 

I/M/O UGI Gas  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐2015‐2518438  Rate design, energy efficiency, customer service  Pennsylvania  16 

Keener v. Consumers Energy  Keener  (plaintiff)  15-146908-NO Collections  State District Ct‐‐MI  16 

I/M/O Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan, Phase III, 

PECO Energy 
Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐2015‐2515691  Multi‐Family Energy Efficiency  Pennsylvania  16 

I/M/O Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan, Phase III, 

Duquesne Light Company 
Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐2015‐2515375  Multi‐Family Energy Efficiency  Pennsylvania  16 

I/M/O Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan, Phase III, 

FirstEnergy Companies (Metropolitan Edison, Penelec, Penn 

Power, West Penn Power) 

Office of Consumer Advocate 
M‐2015‐2514767; M‐2015‐2514768; 

M‐2015‐2514769; M‐2015‐2514772 
Multi‐Family Energy Efficiency  Pennsylvania  16 

I/M/O Energy Efficiency and Conservation Plan, Phase III, PPL 

Electric Corporation 
Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐2015‐251‐2515642  Multi‐Family Energy Efficiency  Pennsylvania  16 

I/M/O BC Hydro  Public Interest Action Centre  N/A 
Rate design / terms and conditions / energy 

efficiency 
British Columbia  15 ‐ 16 

Augustin v. Philadelphia Gas Works  Augustin (Plaintiffs)  2:14—cv‐04238  Constitutional notice issues 
U.S. District Court 

(E.D. PA) 
15 
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CASE NAME  CLIENT NAME  Docket No. (if available)  TOPIC  JURIS.  YEAR 

I/M/O PPL Utilities  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2015‐2469275  Rate design / customer service  Pennsylvania  15 

I/M/O Columbia Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2015‐2468056  Rate design / customer service  Pennsylvania  15 

I/M/O PECO Energy Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2015‐2468981  Rate design / customer service  Pennsylvania  15 

I/M/O Philadelphia Gas Works  Office of Consumer Advocate  P‐2014‐2459362  Demand Side Management  Pennsylvania  15 

I/M/O SBG Management v. Philadelphia Gas Works  SBG Management  C‐2012‐2308454  Customer service  Pennsylvania  15 

I/M/O Manitoba Hydro  Resource Action Centre  Low‐income affordability  Manitoba  15 

I/M/O FirstEnergy Companies (Met Ed, WPP, Penelec, Penn 

Power) 
Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2014‐2428742 (8743, 8744, 8745) 

Rate design / customer service / storm 

communications 
Pennsylvania  14 

I/M/O Xcel Energy Company  Energy CENTS Coalition  E002/GR‐13‐868  Rate design / energy conservation  Minnesota  14 

I/M/O Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company / North Shore Gas  Office of Attorney General  14‐0224 / 14‐‐0225  Rate design / customer service  Illinois  14 

I/M/O Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2014‐2406274  Rate design / customer service  Pennsylvania  14 

I/M/O Duquesne Light  Company Rates 
Office of Consumer Advocate

R‐2013‐2372129 
Rate design / customer service / storm 

communications 
Pennsylvania  13 

I/M/O Duquesne Light  Company Universal Service 
Office of Consumer Advocate

M‐2013‐2350946  Low‐income program design  Pennsylvania  13 

I/M/O Peoples‐TWP 
Office of Consumer Advocate

P‐2013‐2355886  Low‐income program design / rate design  Pennsylvania  13 

I/M/O PECO CAP Shopping Plan 
Office of Consumer Advocate

P‐2013‐2283641  Retail shopping  Pennsylvania  13 

I/M/O PECO Universal Service Programs 
Office of Consumer Advocate

M‐201202290911  Low‐income program design  Pennsylvania  13 

I/M/O Privacy of Consumer Information  Legal Services Advocacy Project  CI‐12‐1344  Privacy of SSNs & consumer information  Minnesota  13 

I/M/O Atlantic City Electric Company  Division of Rate Counsel  BPU‐12121071  Customer service / Storm communications  New Jersey  13 
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CASE NAME  CLIENT NAME  Docket No. (if available)  TOPIC  JURIS.  YEAR 

I/M/O Jersey Central Power and Light Company  Division of Rate counsel  BPU‐12111052  Customer service / Storm communications  New Jersey  13 

I/M/O Columbia Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2012‐2321748  Universal service  Pennsylvania  13 

I/M/O Public Service Company of Colorado Low‐Income 

Program Design 
Xcel Energy d/b/a PSCo  12A‐‐EG  Low‐income program design / cost recovery  Colorado  12 

I/M/O Philadelphia Water Department.  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No. Docket No.  Customer service  Philadelphia  12 

I/M/O PPL Electric Power Corporation   Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2012‐2290597  Rate design / low‐income programs  Pennsylvania  12 

I/M/O Peoples Natural Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2012‐2285985  Rate design / low‐income programs  Pennsylvania  12 

I/M/O Merger of Constellation/Exelon  Office of Peoples Counsel  CASE 9271  Customer Service  Maryland  11 

I/M/O  Duke Energy Carolinas  North Carolina Justice Center  E‐7, SUB‐989  Customer service/low‐income rates  North Carolina  11 

Re. Duke Energy/Progress Energy merger  NC Equal Justice foundation  E‐2, SUB 998  Low‐income merger impacts  North Carolina  11 

Re. Atlantic City Electric Company  Division of Rate Counsel  ER1186469  Customer Service  New Jersey  11 

Re. Camelot Utilities  Office of Attorney General  11‐0549  Rate shock  Illinois  11 

Re. UGI—Central Penn Gas  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2010‐2214415  Low‐income program  design/cost recovery  Pennsylvania  11 

Re. National Fuel Gas  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐2010‐2192210  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  11 

Re. Philadelphia Gas Works  Office of Consumer Advocate  P‐2010‐2178610  Program design  Pennsylvania  11 

Re. PPL  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐2010‐2179796  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  11 

Re. Columbia  Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2010‐2215623  Rate design/Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania 11

Crowder et al. v. Village of Kauffman  Crowder (plaintiffs)  3:09‐CV‐02181‐M  Section 8 utility allowances  Texas Fed Court  11 

I/M/O Peoples Natural Gas Company.  Office of Consumer Advocate  T‐2010‐220172  Low‐income program design/cost recovery  Pennsylvania  11 

I/M/O Commonwealth Edison  Office of Attorney General  10‐0467  Rate design/revenue requirement  Illinois  10 

I/M/O National Grid d/b/a Energy North  NH Legal Assistance  DG‐10‐017  Rate design/revenue requirement  New Hampshire  10 
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I/M/O Duquesne Light Company  Office of Consumer Advocate   R‐2010‐2179522  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O Avista Natural Gas Corporation  The Opportunity Council  UE‐100467  Low‐income assistance/rate design  Washington  10 

I/M/O Manitoba Hydro 
Resource Conservation Manitoba 

(RCM) 
CASE NO. 17/10  Low‐income program design  Manitoba  10 

I/M/O TW Phillips  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2010‐2167797  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O PECO Energy—Gas Division  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2010‐2161592  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O PECO Energy—Electric Division   Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2010‐2161575  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O PPL Energy  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2010‐2161694  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O Columbia Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate   R‐2009‐2149262  Low‐income program design/cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O Atlantic City Electric Company  Office of Rate Council  R09080664  Customer service  New Jersey  10 

I/M/O Philadelphia Gas Works  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2009‐2139884  Low‐income program cost recovery  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O Philadelphia Gas Works   Office of Consumer Advocates   R‐2009‐2097639  Low‐income program design  Pennsylvania  10 

I/M/O Xcel Energy Company  Xcel Energy Company (PSCo)  085‐146G  Low‐income program design  Colorado  09 

I/M/O Atmos Energy Company  Atmos Energy Company  09AL‐507G  Low‐income program funding  Colorado  09 

I/M/O New Hampshire CORE Energy Efficiency Programs  New Hampshire Legal Assistance  D‐09‐170  Low‐income efficiency funding  New Hampshire  09 

I/M/O Public Service Company of New Mexico (electric)  Community Action of New Mexico  08‐00273‐UT  Rate Design  New Mexico  09 

I/M/O UGI Pennsylvania Natural Gas Company (PNG)  Office of Consumer Advocate   R‐2008‐2079675  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  09 

I/M/O UGI Central Penn Gas Company (CPG)  Office of Consumer Advocate   R‐2008‐2079660  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  09 

I/M/O PECO Electric (provider of last resort)  Office of Consumer Advocate   R‐2008‐2028394  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  08 

I/M/O Equitable Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2008‐2029325  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  08 

I/M/O Columbia Gas Company  Office of Ohio Consumers’ Counsel  08‐072‐GA‐AIR  Rate design  Ohio  08 
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I/M/O Dominion East Ohio Gas Company  Office of Ohio Consumers’ Counsel  07‐829‐GA‐AIR  Rate design  Ohio  08 

I/M/O Vectren Energy Delivery Company  Office of Ohio Consumers’ Counsel  07‐1080‐GA‐AIR  Rate design  Ohio  08 

I/M/O Public Service Company of North Carolina  NC Department of Justice  G‐5, SUB 495  Rate design  North Carolina  08 

I/M/O Piedmont Natural Gas Company  NC Department of Justice  G‐9, SUB 550  Rate design  North Carolina  08 

I/M/O National Grid  New Hampshire Legal Assistance  DG‐08‐009  Low‐income rate assistance  New Hampshire  08 

I/M/O EmPower Maryland  Office of Peoples Counsel  PC‐12  Low‐income energy efficiency  Maryland  08 

I/M/O Duke Energy Carolinas Save‐a‐Watt Program  NC Equal Justice Foundation  E‐7, SUB 831  Low‐income energy efficiency  North Carolina  08 

I/M/O Zia Natural Gas Company  Community Action New Mexico  08‐00036‐UT  Low‐income/low‐use rate design  New Mexico  08 

I/M/O Universal Service Fund Support for the Affordability of 

Local Rural Telecomm Service  
Office of Consumer Advocate  I‐0004010  Telecomm service affordability  Pennsylvania  08 

I/M/O Philadelphia Water Department  Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Credit and Collections  Philadelphia  08 

I/M/O Portland General Electric Company  Community Action‐‐Oregon  UE‐197  General rate case  Oregon  08 

I/M/O Philadelphia Electric Company (electric)  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐00061945  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  08 

I/M/O Philadelphia Electric Company (gas)  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2008‐2028394  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  08 

I/M/O Columbia Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐2008‐2011621  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  08 

I/M/O Public Service Company of New Mexico  Community Action New Mexico  08‐00092‐UT  Fuel adjustment clause  New Mexico  08 

I/M/O Petition of Direct Energy for Low‐Income Aggregation  Office of Peoples Counsel  CASE 9117  Low‐income electricity aggregation  Maryland  07 

I/M/O Office of Consumer Advocate et al. v. Verizon and 

Verizon North 
Office of Consumer Advocate  C‐20077197  Lifeline telecommunications rates  Pennsylvania  07 

I/M/O Pennsylvania Power Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  P‐00072437  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  07 

I/M/O National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐00072019  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  07 

I/M/O Public Service of New Mexico‐‐Electric  Community Action New Mexico  07‐00077‐UT  Low‐income programs  New Mexico  07 
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I/M/O Citizens Gas/NIPSCO/Vectren for Universal Service 

Program 

Citizens Gas & Coke 

Utility/Northern Indiana Public 

Service/Vectren Energy 

CASE 43077  Low‐income program design  Indiana  07 

I/M/O PPL Electric   Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00072155  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  07 

I/M/O Section 15 Challenge to NSPI Rates  Energy Affordability Coalition  P‐886  Discrimination in utility regulation  Nova Scotia 07

I/M/O Philadelphia Gas Works  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00049157  Low‐income and residential collections  Pennsylvania  07 

I/M/O Equitable Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐00061959  Low‐income program  Pennsylvania  07 

I/M/O Public Service Company of New Mexico  Community Action of New Mexico  Case No. 06‐000210‐UT  Late charges / winter moratorium / decoupling  New Mexico  06 

I/M?O Verizon Massachusetts  ABCD  Case NO. DTE 06‐26  Late charges  Massachusetts  06 

I/M/O Section 11 Proceeding, Energy Restructuring   Office of Peoples Counsel  PC9074  Low‐income needs and responses  Maryland  06 

I/M/O Citizens Gas/NIPSCO/Vectren for Univ. Svc. Program 

Citizens Gas & Coke 

Utility/Northern Indiana Public 

Service/Vectren Energy  

Case No. 43077  Low‐income program design  Indiana  06 

I/M/O Public Service Co. of North Carolina 
North Carolina Attorney 

General/Dept. of Justice 
G‐5,  Sub 481  Low‐income energy usage  North Carolina  06 

I/M/O Electric Assistance Program  New Hampshire Legal Assistance  DE 06‐079  Electric low‐income program design  New Hampshire  06 

I/M/O Verizon Petition for Alternative Regulation   New Hampshire Legal Assistance  DM‐06‐072  Basic local telephone service  New Hampshire  06 

I/M/O Pennsylvania Electric Co/Metropolitan Edison Co.  Office of Consumer Advocate  N/A  Universal service cost recovery  Pennsylvania  06 

I/M/O Duquesne Light Company  Office of Consumer Advocates  R‐00061346  Universal service cost recovery  Pennsylvania  06 

I/M/O Natural Gas DSM Planning  Low‐Income Energy Network  EB‐2006‐0021  Low‐income gas DSM program.  Ontario  06 

I/M/O Union Gas Co. 
Action Centre for Tenants Ontario 

(ACTO) 
EB‐2005‐0520  Low‐income program design   Ontario  06 

I/M/O Public Service of New Mexico merchant plant  Community Action New Mexico  05‐00275‐UT  Low‐income energy usage  New Mexico  06 

I/M/O Customer Assistance Program design and cost recovery  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐00051923  Low‐income program design  Pennsylvania  06 
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I/M/O NIPSCO Proposal to Extend Winter Warmth Program 
Northern Indiana Public Service 

Company 
Case 42927  Low‐income energy program evaluation  Indiana  05 

I/M/O Piedmont Natural Gas 
North Carolina Attorney 

General/Dept. of Justice 
G‐9, Sub 499  Low‐income energy usage  North Carolina  05 

I/M/O PSEG merger with Exelon Corp.  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  EM05020106  Low‐income issues  New Jersey  05 

Re. Philadelphia Water Department  Public Advocate  No docket number  Water collection factors  Philadelphia  05 

I/M/O statewide natural gas universal service program  New Hampshire Legal Assistance  N/A  Universal service  New Hampshire  05 

I/M/O Sub‐metering requirements for residential rental 

properties 

Tenants Advocacy Centre of 

Ontario 
EB‐2005‐0252  Sub‐metering consumer protections  Ontario  05 

I/M/O National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp.  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00049656  Universal service  Pennsylvania  05 

I/M/O Nova Scotia Power, Inc.  Dalhousie Legal Aid Service  NSUARB‐P‐881  Universal service  Nova Scotia  04 

I/M/O Lifeline Telephone Service 
National Ass’n State Consumer 

Advocates (NASUCA) 
WC 03‐109  Lifeline rate eligibility  FCC  04 

Mackay v. Verizon North  Office of Consumer Advocate  C20042544  Lifeline rates—vertical services  Pennsylvania  04 

I/M/O PECO Energy  Office of Consumer Advocate  N/A  Low‐income rates  Pennsylvania  04 

I/M/O Philadelphia Gas Works  Office of Consumer Advocate  P00042090  Credit and collections  Pennsylvania  04 

I/M/O Citizens Gas & Coke/Vectren  Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana  Case 42590  Universal service  Indiana  04 

I/M/O PPL Electric Corporation  Office of Consumer Advocate  R00049255  Universal service  Pennsylvania  04 

I/M/O Consumers New Jersey Water Company  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  N/A  Low‐income water rate  New Jersey  04 

I/M/O Washington Gas Light Company  Office of Peoples Counsel  Case 8982  Low‐income gas rate  Maryland  04 

I/M/O National Fuel Gas  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00038168  Low‐income program design  Pennsylvania  03 

I/M/O Washington Gas Light Company  Office of Peoples Counsel  Case 8959  Low‐income gas rate  Maryland  03 

Golden v. City of Columbus  Helen Golden  C2‐01‐710  ECOA disparate impacts  Ohio  02 
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Huegel v. City of Easton  Phyllis Huegel  00‐CV‐5077  Credit and collection  Pennsylvania  02 

I/M/O Universal Service Fund  Public Utility Commission staff  N/A  Universal service funding  New Hampshire  02 

I/M/O Philadelphia Gas Works  Office of Consumer Advocate  M‐00021612  Universal service  Pennsylvania  02 

I/M/O Washington Gas Light Company  Office of Peoples Counsel  Case 8920  Rate design  Maryland  02 

I/M/O Consumers Illinois Water Company  Illinois Citizens Utility Board  02‐155  Credit and collection  Illinois  02 

I/M/O Public Service Electric & Gas Rates  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  GR01050328  Universal service  New Jersey  01 

I/M/O Pennsylvania‐American Water Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00016339  Low‐income rates and water conservation  Pennsylvania  01 

I/M/O Louisville Gas & Electric Prepayment Meters 
Kentucky Community Action 

Association 
200‐548  Low‐income energy  Kentucky  01 

I/M/O NICOR Budget Billing Plan Interest Charge  Cook County State’s Attorney  01‐0175  Rate Design  Illinois  01 

I/M/O Rules Re. Payment Plans for High Natural Gas Prices  Cook County State’s Attorney  01‐0789  Budget Billing Plans  Illinois  01 

I/M/O Philadelphia Water Department  Office of  Public Advocate  No docket number  Credit and collections  Philadelphia  01 

I/M/O Missouri Gas Energy  Office of Peoples Counsel  GR‐2001‐292  Low‐income rate relief  Missouri  01 

I/M/O Bell Atlantic‐‐New Jersey Alternative Regulation  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  T001020095  Telecommunications universal service  New Jersey  01 

I/M/O Entergy Merger  Low‐Income Intervenors  2000‐UA925  Consumer protections  Mississippi  01 

I/M/O T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co.  Office of Consumer Advocate  R00994790  Ratemaking of universal service costs.  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O Peoples Natural Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994782  Ratemaking of universal service costs.  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O UGI Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994786  Ratemaking of universal service costs.  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O PFG Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R00994788  Ratemaking of universal service costs.  Pennsylvania  00 

Armstrong v. Gallia Metropolitan Housing Authority  Equal Justice Foundation  2:98‐CV‐373  Public housing utility allowances  Ohio 00

I/M/O Bell Atlantic‐‐New Jersey Alternative Regulation  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  T099120934  Telecommunications universal service  New Jersey  00 
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I/M/O Universal Service Fund for Gas and Electric Utilities  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  EX00200091  Design and funding of low‐income programs  New Jersey  00 

I/M/O Consolidated Edison Merger with Northeast Utilities  Save Our Homes Organization  DE 00‐009  Merger impacts on low‐income  New Hampshire  00 

I/M/O UtiliCorp Merger with St. Joseph Light & Power 
Missouri Dept. of Natural 

Resources 
EM2000‐292  Merger impacts on low‐income  Missouri  00 

I/M/O UtiliCorp Merger with Empire District Electric 
Missouri Dept. of Natural 

Resources 
EM2000‐369  Merger impacts on low‐income  Missouri  00 

I/M/O PacifiCorp  The Opportunity Council  UE‐991832  Low‐income energy affordability  Washington  00 

I/M/O Public Service Co. of Colorado 
Colorado Energy Assistance 

Foundation 
99S‐609G  Natural gas rate design  Colorado  00 

I/M/O Avista Energy Corp. 
Spokane Neighborhood Action 

Program 
UE9911606  Low‐income energy affordability  Washington  00 

I/M/O TW Phillips Energy Co.  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994790  Universal service  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O PECO Energy Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994787  Universal service  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp.  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994785  Universal service  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O PFG Gas Company/Northern Penn Gas  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00005277  Universal service  Pennsylvania  00 

I/M/O UGI Energy Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994786  Universal service  Pennsylvania  00 

Re. PSCO/NSP Merger 
Colorado Energy Assistance 

Foundation 
99A‐377EG  Merger impacts on low‐income  Colorado  99 ‐ 00 

I/M/O Peoples Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994782  Universal service  Pennsylvania  99 

I/M/O Columbia Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994781  Universal service  Pennsylvania  99 

I/M/O PG Energy Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994783  Universal service  Pennsylvania  99 

I/M/O Equitable Gas Company  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐00994784  Universal service  Pennsylvania  99 

Allerruzzo v. Klarchek  Barlow Allerruzzo  N/A  Mobile home fees and sales  Illinois  99 
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I/M/O Restructuring New Jersey's Natural Gas Industry  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  GO99030123  Universal service  New Jersey  99 

I/M/O Bell Atlantic Local Competition  Public Utility Law Project  P‐00991648  Lifeline telecommunications rates  Pennsylvania  99 

I/M/O Merger Application for SBC and Ameritech Ohio 
Edgemont Neighborhood 

Association 
N/A  Merger impacts on low‐income consumers  Ohio  98 ‐ 99 

Davis v. American General Finance  Thomas Davis  N/A  Damages in "loan flipping" case  Ohio  98 ‐ 99 

Griffin v. Associates Financial Service Corp.  Earlie Griffin  N/A  Damages in "loan flipping" case  Ohio  98 ‐ 99 

I/M/O Baltimore Gas and Electric Restructuring Plan 
Maryland Office of Peoples 

Counsel 
Case No. 8794  Consumer protection/basic generation service  Maryland  98 ‐ 99 

I/M/O Delmarva Power and Light Restructuring Plan 
Maryland Office of Peoples 

Counsel 
Case No. 8795  Consumer protection/basic generation service  Maryland  98 ‐ 99 

I/M/O Potomac Electric Power Co. Restructuring Plan 
Maryland Office of Peoples 

Counsel 
Case No. 8796  Consumer protection/basic generation service  Maryland  98 ‐ 99 

I/M/O Potomac Edison Restructuring Plan 
Maryland Office of Peoples 

Counsel 
Case No. 8797  Consumer protection/basic generation service  Maryland  98 ‐ 99 

VMHOA v. LaPierre 
Vermont Mobile Home Owners 

Association 

N/A
Mobile home tying  Vermont  98 

Re. Restructuring Plan of Virginia Electric Power  VMH Energy Services, Inc. 
PUE960296

Consumer protection/basic generation service  Virginia  98 

Mackey v. Spring Lake Mobile Home Estates  Timothy Mackey 
N/A

Mobile home fees  State ct: Illinois  98 

Re. Restructuring Plan of Atlantic City Electric 
New Jersey Division of Ratepayer 

Advocate 

E097070457
Low‐income issues  New Jersey  97‐98 

Re. Restructuring Plan of Jersey Central Power & Light 
New Jersey Division of Ratepayer 

Advocate 

E097070466
Low‐income issues  New Jersey  97‐98 

Re. Restructuring Plan of Public Service Electric & Gas 
New Jersey Division of Ratepayer 

Advocate 

E097070463
Low‐income issues  New Jersey  97‐98 

Re. Restructuring Plan of Rockland Electric  New Jersey Division of Ratepayer 
E09707466 

Low‐income issues  New Jersey  97‐98 
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Advocate 

Appleby v. Metropolitan Dade County Housing Agency  Legal Services of Greater Miami 
N/A

HUD utility allowances 
Fed. court: So. 

Florida 
97 ‐ 98 

Re. Restructuring Plan of PECO Energy Company 
Energy Coordinating Agency of 

Philadelphia 

R‐00973953
Universal service  Pennsylvania  97 

Re. IES Industries Merger 
Iowa Community Action 

Association 
SPU‐96‐6  Low‐income issues  Iowa  97 

Re. New Hampshire Electric Restructuring  NH Comm. Action Ass'n  N/A  Wires charge  New Hampshire  97 

Re. Merger of Atlantic City Electric and Connectiv  Division of Ratepayer Advocate  EM97020103  Low‐income  New Jersey  97 

Re. Connecticut Power and Light  City of Hartford  92‐11‐11  Low‐income  Connecticut  97 

Re. Comprehensive Review of RI Telecomm Industry  Consumer Intervenors  1997  Consumer protections  Rhode Island  97 

Re. Natural Gas Competition in Wisconsin 
Wisconsin Community Action 

Association 
N/A  Universal service  Wisconsin  96 

Re. Baltimore Gas and Electric Merger 
Maryland Office of Peoples 

Counsel 
CASE NO. 8725  Low‐income issues  Maryland  96 

Re. Northern States Power Merger  Energy Cents Coalition 
E‐002/PA‐95‐500

Low‐income issues  Minnesota  96 

Re. Public Service Co. of Colorado Merger 
Colorado Energy Assistance 

Foundation 

N/A
Low‐income issues  Colorado  96 

Re. Massachusetts Restructuring Regulations  Fisher, Sheehan & Colton 
DPU‐96‐100

Low‐income issues/energy efficiency  Massachusetts  96 

I/M/O PGW FY1996 Tariff Revisions   Philadelphia Public Advocate 
No Docket No. 

Credit and collection / customer service  Philadelphia  96 

Re. FERC Merger Guidelines 
National Coalition of Low‐Income 

Groups 

RM‐96‐6‐000
Low‐income interests in mergers  Washington D.C.  96 

Re. Joseph Keliikuli III  Joseph Keliikuli III 
N/A

Damages from lack of homestead  Honolulu  96 

Re. Theresa Mahaulu  Theresa Mahaulu 
N/A

Damages from lack of homestead  Honolulu  95 
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CASE NAME  CLIENT NAME  Docket No. (if available)  TOPIC  JURIS.  YEAR 

Re. Joseph Ching, Sr.  Re. Joseph Ching, Sr. 
N/A

Damages from lack of homestead  Honolulu  95 

Joseph Keaulana, Jr.  Joseph Keaulana, Jr. 
N/A

Damages from lack of homestead  Honolulu  95 

Re. Utility Allowances for Section 8 Housing 
National Coalition of Low‐Income 

Groups 

N/A
Fair Market Rent Setting  Washington D.C.  95 

Re. PGW Customer Service Tariff Revisions  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Credit and collection  Philadelphia  95 

Re. Customer Responsibility Program  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Low‐income rates  Philadelphia  95 

Re. Houston Lighting and Power Co.  Gulf Coast Legal Services  12065  Low‐Income Rates  Texas  95 

I/M/O Petition to Stay PGW’s Suspension of CRP customers 

who did Not Assign LIHEAP Grant to PGW 
Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Low‐Income rates  Philadelphia  95 

Re. PGW Tariff Changes, Programs and Information Systems  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Credit and collection  Philadelphia  95 

Re. Request for Modification of Winter Moratorium  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Credit and collection  Philadelphia  95 

Re. Dept of Hawaii Homelands Trust Homestead Production  Native Hawaiian Legal Corporation 
N/A

Prudence of trust management  Honolulu  94 

Re. SNET Request for Modified Shutoff Procedures  Office of Consumer Counsel 
94‐06‐73

Credit and collection  Connecticut  94 

Re. Central Light and Power Co.  United Farm Workers  128280  Low‐income rates/DSM  Texas  94 

Blackwell v. Philadelphia Electric Co.  Gloria Blackwell 
N/A

Role of shutoff regulations  Penn. courts  94 

U.S. West Request for Waiver of Rules 
Wash. Util. & Transp. Comm'n 

Staff 

UT‐930482 
Telecommunications regulation  Washington  94 

Re. U.S. West Request for Full Toll Denial 
Colorado Office of Consumer 

Counsel 
93A‐6113  Telecommunications regulation  Colorado  94 

Washington Gas Light Company  Community Family Life Services  Case 934  Low‐income rates & energy efficiency   Washington D.C.  94 

Clark v. Peterborough Electric Utility 
Peterborough Community Legal 

Centre 
6900/91  Discrimination of tenant deposits  Ontario, Canada  94 
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CASE NAME  CLIENT NAME  Docket No. (if available)  TOPIC  JURIS.  YEAR 

Dorsey v. Housing Auth. of Baltimore  Baltimore Legal Aide  N/A  Public housing utility allowances  Federal district court  93 

Penn Bell Telephone Co.  Penn. Utility Law Project  P00930715  Low‐income phone rates  Pennsylvania  93 

Philadelphia Gas Works  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Low‐income rates  Philadelphia  93 

Central Maine Power Co.  Maine Assn Ind. Neighborhoods  Docket No. 91‐151‐C  Low‐income rates  Maine  92 

New England Telephone Company  Mass Attorney General  92‐100  Low‐income phone rates  Massachusetts  92 

Philadelphia Gas Works  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Low‐income DSM  Philadelphia  92 

Philadelphia Water Dept.  Philadelphia Public Advocate  No Docket No.  Low‐income rates  Philadelphia  92 

Public Service Co. of Colorado  Land and Water Fund 
91A‐783EG

Low‐income DSM  Colorado  92 

Sierra Pacific Power Co. Washoe Legal Services
N/A

Low‐income DSM  Nevada  92 

Consumers Power Co.  Michigan Legal Services  No Docket No.  Low‐income rates  Michigan  92 

Columbia Gas 
Office of Consumer Advocate 

(OCA) 
R9013873  Energy Assurance Program  Pennsylvania  91 

Mass. Elec. Co.  Mass Elec Co.  N/A  Percentage of Income Plan  Massachusetts  91 

AT&T  TURN  90‐07‐5015  Inter‐LATA competition  California  91 

Generic Investigation into Uncollectibles  Office of Consumer Advocate  I‐900002  Controlling uncollectibles  Pennsylvania  91 

Union Heat Light & Power  Kentucky Legal Services (KLS)  90‐041  Energy Assurance Program  Kentucky  90 

Philadelphia Water  Philadelphia Public Advocate (PPA)  No Docket No.  Controlling accounts receivable  Philadelphia  90 

Philadelphia Gas Works  PPA  No Docket No.  Controlling accounts receivable  Philadelphia  90 

Mississippi Power Co. 
Southeast Mississippi Legal 

Services Corp. 
90‐UN‐0287  Formula ratemaking  Mississippi  90 

West Kentucky Gas  KLS  90‐013  Energy Assurance Program  Kentucky  90 
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CASE NAME  CLIENT NAME  Docket No. (if available)  TOPIC  JURIS.  YEAR 

Philadelphia Electric Co.  PPA 
N/A

Low‐income rate program  Philadelphia  90 

Montana Power Co. 
Montana Ass'n of Human Res. 

Council Directors 

N/A
Low‐income rate proposals  Montana  90 

Columbia Gas Co.  Office of Consumer Advocate  R‐891468  Energy Assurance Program  Pennsylvania  90 

Philadelphia Gas Works  PPA  No Docket No.  Energy Assurance Program  Philadelphia  89 

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.  SEMLSC  NF‐89749  Formula ratemaking  Mississippi  90 

Generic Investigation into Low‐income Programs 
Vermont State Department of 

Public Service 

Case No. 5308
Low‐income rate proposals  Vermont  89 

Generic Investigation into Dmnd Side Management Measures  Vermont DPS 
N/A

Low‐income conservation programs  Vermont  89 

National Fuel Gas  Office of Consumer Advocate 
N/A

Low‐income fuel funds  Pennsylvania  89 

Montana Power Co. 
Human Resource Develop. Council 

District XI 

N/A
Low‐income conservation  Montana  88 

Washington Water Power Co.  Idaho Legal Service Corp. 
N/A

Rate base, rate design, cost‐allocations  Idaho  88 
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Low‐Income Rate Affordability Assistance: 
25 Years of Independent Third Party Program Evaluations  

Compiled by: 

Roger Colton 
Fisher, Sheehan and Colton  

Public Finance and General Economics 
Belmont, MA 02478 

December 2014 (updated October 2015) 
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Reports	for	
which	

electronic	
copies	do	
not	exist:	

1986	 Minnesota	 State	 NCLC	 Evaluation	of	Minnesota	Fair	Share	Pilot	Program.	

1985	 Ohio	 State	 Tractell,	Inc.	

A	Study	of	the	Commission’s	Procedural	Determination	of	
Customer	Payment	Options	Pursuant	to	the	Investigation	
into	the	Long‐Term	Solutions	Concerning	Disconnection	of	
Gas	and	Electric	Service	in	Winter	Emergencies.	

1988	 Illinois	 State	 Brenda	Griffin	 IRAPP:	Preliminary	Evaluation	of	the	Illinois	Residential	
Affordable	Payment	Program.	

1989	 Montana	 State	 Thomas	
Schneider	

Evaluation	of	Ravalli	County	Percentage	of	Income	Payment	
Plan	(PIPP)	Pilot	Project.	

1992	 Pennsylvania	 State	

Pennsylvania	
PUC,	Bureau	of	
Consumer	
Services	

Final	Report	on	Investigation	into	the	Control	of	
Uncollectible	Balances	(Vol.	1	and	Vol.	2).	

1.	 Dec‐87	 Rhode	Island	 State	 Nora	Barnes	 A	Study	of	Client	Satisfaction:	Rhode	Island	Percentage	of	
Income	Payment	Plan	
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2	 Jan‐88	 Rhode	Island	 State	 Roger	Colton	 Evaluation	of	Warwick	(Rhode	Island)	Percentage	of	
Income	Payment	Plan	(PIPP)	Demonstration	Project	

3	 1990	 National	 Non‐program	 Roger	Colton	
Client	Consumption	Patterns	within	an	Income‐Based	
Energy	Assistance	Program,	Journal	of	Economic	Issues,	
Vol.	24,	Issue	4	(1990)	

4	 Jun‐91	 Philadelphia	 Non‐program	

Institute	for	
Public	Policy	
Studies,	Temple	
University	

An	Examination	of	the	Relationship	Between	Utility	
Terminations,	Housing	Abandonment	and	Homelessness	

5	 Jan‐93	 Philadelphia	 Philadelphia	Gas
Works	(PGW)	

Response	
Analysis	(now	
Apprise)	

Energy	Assurance	Program	Pilot:	Year	One	Report	

6	 Jan‐96	 NY	 National	Fuel	Gas	 Barakat	&	
Chamberlin	

Final	Report:	Process	and	Impact	Evaluation	of	National	
Fuel	Gas	Distribution’s	Low‐Income	Residential	Assistance	
Program	

7	 Dec‐96	 Colorado	 PSCO	 Steve	Brown	
Affordable	Rate	Pilot	Project:	Report	on	Two	Evaluations	of	
Public	Service	Company	of	/Colorado	Payment	Assistance	
Programs	

8	 1997	 Wisconsin	 Non‐program	 Ron	Grosse	 Win‐Win	Alternatives	for	Credit	and	Collection	

9	 Aug‐99	 Pennsylvania	 National	Fuel	Gas	 Barakat	&	
Chamberlin	

Final	Evaluation	Report:	Low‐Income	Residential	
Assistance	Program	

10	 Jun‐00	 Iowa	 Non‐program	 Mercier	
Associates	 Iowa’s	Cold	Winters:	LIHEAP	Recipient	Perspective	

11	 Feb‐02	 NY	 Niagara	Mohawk	 Apprise	 Low	Income	Customer	Assistance	Program:	Impact	on	
Payments	and	Arrearages	

12	 Jun‐02	 Penn	 PECO	 Gil	Peach	 Customers	with	Incomes	to	50%	of	the	Federal	Poverty	
Level	in	PECO	Energy’s	Customer	Assistance	Program	

13	 Jun‐02	 Penn	 PGW	 Gil	Peach	 Philadelphia	Gas	Works	Universal	Service	Programs:	
Pathways	to	Compliance.	

14	 Aug‐02	 NY	 Niagara	Mohawk	 Apprise	 LICAP	Program	Evaluation:	Final	Report	

15	 Jan‐03	 Oregon	 State	 quantec	 Oregon	Energy	Assistance	Program	Evaluation:	Final	
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15A	 Apr‐03	 National	 Non‐program	 NRRI	 Where	Consumers	Go	for	Help	Paying	Utility	Bills	

16	 Sep‐03	 California	 State	 quantec	 Evaluation	of	California	Alternate	Rates	for	Energy	(CARE)	
Program’s	Outreach	and	Administrative	Practices	

17	 Oct‐03	 Penn	 Allegheny	Power	 RETEC	Group	 Evaluation	of	LIPURP	and	Other	Allegheny	Power	Universal	
Service	Programs	

18	 Oct‐03	 Penn	 Duquesne	Light	 RETEC	Group	 Evaluation	of	CAP	and	Other	Duquesne	Light	Universal	
Service	Programs	

19	 Oct‐03	 Washington	 PacifiCorp	 quantec	 Final	Report:	Washington	Low‐Income	Bill	Assistance	
Program:	Phase	II	Impact	Analysis	

20	 Oct‐03	 Missouri	 Missouri	Gas	Energy	 Roger	Colton	
The	Impact	of	Missouri	Gas	Energy’s	Experimental	Low‐
Income	Rate	(ELIR)	on	Utility	Bill	Payments	by	Low‐Income	
Customers:	A	Preliminary	Assessment	

21	 Apr‐04	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 National	Energy	Assistance	Survey	Report:	2003	

22	 Jul‐04	 Penn	 Columbia	Gas	 Melanie	
Popovich	

Columbia	Gas of	PA,	Inc.:	Universal	Service	Program	Impact	
Evaluation	

23	 Oct‐04	 Penn	 First	Energy:	
Penelec	 Gil	Peach	 Impact	Assessment	of	the	First	Energy	Pennsylvania	

Universal	Service	Programs	(Pennelec	component)	

24	 Oct‐04	 Penn	 First	Energy:	Met	
Ed/Penn	Power	 Gil	Peach	

Impact	Assessment	of	the	First	Energy	Pennsylvania	
Universal	Service	Programs:	Met	Ed	and	Penn	Power	
components)	

25	 Nov‐04	 Penn	 TW	Phillips	 Apprise	 TW	Phillips	Energy	Help	Fund	Program	Evaluation:	Final	
Report	

26	 Nov‐04	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	
State	Fiscal	Year	2003	Evaluation	of	the	NRS	702:	Energy	
Assistance	Program	and	Weatherization	Assistance	
Program	

27	 Nov‐04	 Penn	 Dominion	Peoples	 Melanie	
Popovich	

Dominion	Peoples	Universal	Service	Program:	Impact	
Evaluation	

28	 Jan‐05	 Utah	 PacifiCorp	 quantec	 Utah	HELP:	Program	Evaluation	

29	 Apr‐05	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	
State	Fiscal	Year	2004	Evaluation	of	the	NRS	702:	Energy	
Assistance	Programs	and	Weatherization	Assistance	
Programs	
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30	 Jun‐05	 Ohio	 Non‐program	 Triad	Research	
Group	 Focus	Groups	with	PIP	Participants	

31	 Jul‐05	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 LIHEAP	Burden	Evaluation	Study:	Final	Report	

32	 Aug‐05	 Penn	 PG	Energy	 Apprise	 PG	Energy:	Universal	Services	and	Energy	Conservation	
Programs:	Final	Report	

33	 Sep‐05	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 National	Energy	Assistance	Survey	Report:	2005	

34	 Nov‐05	 NJ	 JCPL	 Apprise	
Evaluation	of	the	New	Jersey	Universal	Service	Fund:	Fresh	
Start	Program:	Jersey	Power	and	Light	Payment	Counseling	
Program	

35	 Feb‐06	 Penn	 PGW	 Apprise	 Philadelphia	Gas	Works	Customer	Responsibility	Program:	
Final	Evaluation	Report	

36	 Feb‐06	 Missouri	 Empire	District	
Electric	 Roger	Colton	 Experimental	Low‐Income	Program	(ELIP):	Empire	District	

Electric	Company	Final	Program	Evaluation	

37	 Apr‐06	 NJ	 NJ	BPU	 Apprise	 Impact	Evaluation	and	Concurrent	Process	Evaluation	of	
the	New	Jersey	Universal	Service	Fund:	Final	Report	

38	 Apr‐06	 Penn	 PECO	 Apprise	 PECO	Energy	Universal	Services	Program:	Final	Evaluation	
Report	

39	 Apr‐06	 Penn	 PPL	Electric	 Apprise	 PPL	Electric	Utilities:	Winter	Relief	Assistance	Program:	
Final	Evaluation	Report	

40	 May‐06	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	
State	Fiscal	Year	2005	Evaluation	of	the	NRS	702:	Energy	
Assistance	Program	and	Weatherization	Assistance	
Program	

41	 Oct‐06	 Penn	 PECO	 Apprise	 PECO	Energy	Customer	Assistance	Program	for	Customers	
Below	50	Percent	of	Poverty:	Final	Evaluation	Report	

41	 May‐07	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	
State	Fiscal	Year	2006	Evaluation	of	the	NRS	702:	Energy	
Assistance	Program	and	Weatherization	Assistance	
Program	

43	 May‐07	 MD	 MD	PSC	 PA	Consulting	
Group	

Electric	Universal	Service	Program	Evaluation:	Final	
Evaluation	Report	

44	 Jul‐07	 Indiana	 NIPSCO,	CGCU,	
Vectren	Energy		 Roger	Colton	 An	Outcome	Evaluation	of	Indiana’s	Low‐Income	Rate	

Affordability	Programs:	2007	Report	
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45	 Jun‐08	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 2008	Energy	Cost	Survey	

46	 Oct‐08	 Penn	 PPL	 Apprise	 PPL	Electric	Utilities:	Universal	Service	Programs:	Final	
Evaluation	Report	

47	 Dec‐08	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 National	Energy	Assistance	Survey	Report:	2008	

48	 Apr‐09	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 National	Energy	Assistance	Survey	Report:	2009	

49	 Aug‐09	 Indiana	 NIPSCO,	CGCU,	
Vectren	Energy		 Roger	Colton	 An	Outcome	Evaluation	of	Indiana’s	Low‐Income	Rate	

Affordability	Programs:	2008/2009	Report	
50	 Oct‐09	 Penn	 Duquesne	Light	 AECOM	 Evaluation	of	Duquesne	Universal	Service	Programs	

51	 Dec‐09	 IL	 State	 Apprise	 Illinois	PIP	Program	Impact	Evaluation:	Draft	Report	

52	 Feb‐10	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	
LIHEAP	Special	Study	of	the	2005	Residential	Energy	
Consumption	Survey:	Dimensions	of	Energy	Insecurity	for	
Low	Income	Households:	Final	Report	

53	 Jul‐10	 Penn	 Allegheny	Power	 Apprise	 Allegheny	Power	Universal	Service	Programs:	Final	
Evaluation	Report	

54	 Aug‐10	 Penn	 Peoples	Natural	Gas		 Melanie
Popovich	 Peoples:	Universal	Service	Impact	Evaluation	

55	 Oct‐10	 Penn	
First	Energy	(Met	
Ed,	Penelec,	
PennPower)	

Gill	Peach	
2010	Impact	Assessment	of	the	First	Energy	Pennsylvania	
Universal	Service	Programs:	Metropolitan	Edison,	
Pennsylvania	Electric	Co.,	PennPower	

56	 Nov‐10	 Penn	 Columbia	Gas	 Melanie	
Popovich	 Columbia	Gas:	Universal	Service	Impact	Evaluation§	

57	 Jan‐11	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	 SFY	2010	Evaluation:		Energy	and	Weatherization	
Assistance	Programs	

58	 May‐11	 Penn	 Equitable	Gas	 Melanie	
Popovich	 Equitable	Gas:	Universal	Service	Impact	Evaluation	

59	 Nov‐11	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	 SFY	2011	Evaluation:	Energy	and	Weatherization	
Assistance	Programs:	Executive	Summary	

60	 Dec‐12	 NV	 State	 Gil	Peach	 SFY	2012	Evaluation:	Energy	and	Weatherization	
Assistance	Programs	
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61	 Jun‐07	 Penn	 UGI	 Melanie	
Popovich	 UGI	Utilities	Inc.:	Universal	Service	Program	Evaluation	

62	 Aug‐06	 Penn	 NFG	 Melanie	
Popovich	

National	Fuel	Gas	Distribution	Corporation:	Universal	
Service	Program	Evaluation	

63	 Feb‐12	 CO	 Public	Service	Co.	
Colorado	 Roger	Colton	

Public	Service	Company	of	Colorado	Pilot	Energy	
Assistance	Program	(PEAP)	and	Electric	Assistance	
Program	(EAP):	2011	Final	Evaluation	Report	

64	 Mar‐12	 Mass	 State	 Roger	Colton	 Attributes	of	Massachusetts	Gas/Electric	“Arrearage	
Management	Programs”	(AMP);	2011	Program	Year	

65	 Oct‐12	 Penn	 PECO	 Apprise	 PECO	Energy	Universal	Services	Program:	Final	Evaluation	
Report	

66	 Nov‐11	 National	 Non‐program	 Apprise	 National	Energy	Assistance	Survey	Report:	2011	

67	 May‐11	 Kentucky	 Louisville	Gas	&	
Electric	 Roger	Colton	

The	Percentage	of	Income	Payment	Plan	in	Jefferson	
County,	Kentucky:	One	Alternative	to	Distributing	LIHEAP	
Benefits	

68	 Jul‐12	 Pennsylvania	 UGI	Utilities	 Apprise	 UGI	Utilities,	Inc.	(Gas	Division),	UGI	Penn	Natural	Gas	
Universal	Service	Program	Final	Report	

69	 Sept‐13	 Pennsylvania	 PECO	 PECO	 Alternative	Models	for	the	Delivery	of	Customer	Assistance	
Program	Benefits	

70	 Oct‐13	 Pennsylvania	 PECO	 Roger	Colton	 Review	of	PECO	Energy’s	Report	on	Alternative	Models	for	
the	Delivery	of	Customer	Assistance	Benefits	

71	 Nov‐11	 Maryland	 BGE	 Apprise	 Baltimore	Gas	and	Electric	Limited	Income	Pilot	Payment	
Program:	Final	Evaluation	Report	

72	 Mar‐95	 Colorado	 PSCO	 Steve	Brown	 Evaluation	of	Colorado	Arrearage	Management	Program	
(CAMP)	

73	 Nov‐12	 Pennsylvania	 PGW	 Apprise	 PGW	Universal	Service	Program:	Impact	Evaluation	Final	
Report	

74	 April‐10	 Pennsylvania	 PGW	 Apprise	 Philadelphia	Gas	Works:	Customer	Responsibility	Program,	
Analysis	and	Recommendations,	Final	Report	

75	 Feb.	04	 New	Jersey	 State	 Apprise	 New	Jersey	Comfort	Partners	Affordability	Evaluation:	
Final	Report	

76	 May	03	 New	Jersey	 State	 Apprise	 New	Jersey	Comfort	Partners	Participant	Survey	Findings:	
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Final	Report
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2016 LIEN Annual Conference

Donna Kinapen and Rachel Anderson, OEB March 23, 2016



Low-Income Energy Assistance 

Program



LEAP EFA is a grant 

program, funded by ratepayers, 

to provide emergency relief
to eligible low-income 

consumers who may be 

experiencing difficultly paying 

their bill

It is not intended to provide 

regular or ongoing bill 

payment assistance

What is LEAP EFA?

3



• 79 distributors participating in LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth:

– 74 Electricity distributors

– 5 Natural gas distributors

• 116 social service agencies participating in LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth

program delivery:

– 70 lead agencies delivering LEAP EFA in the electricity sector

– 46 agencies delivering LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth in the natural gas

sector

LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth
Results from January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

4



LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth – Results Overview
Results from January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

5

Electricity Distributors 2014 2013 Change % Change

LEAP Funds Available $ 5,536,646 $ 5,031,449 +$ 505,197 +10.0%

LEAP Funds Disbursed $ 4,762,007 $ 4,279,839 +$ 482,168 +11.2%

Applicants Assisted 9,656 9,293 +363 +3.9%

Average Grant $ 418 $ 399 +$ 19 +4.8%

Natural Gas Distributors * 2014 2013 Change % Change

LEAP and WW Funds Available $2,760,904 $ 2,314,018 +$ 446,886 +19.3%

LEAP and WW Funds Disbursed $2,632,808 $ 2,128,223 +$ 504,585 +23.7%

Applicants Assisted 6,135 4,971 +1,164 +23.4%

Average Grant $369 $ 364 +$ 5 +1.4%

* Utilities Kingston provides partial LEAP EFA data in their Utilities Kingston Annual Reports 2014 and 2013.



• 48 electricity distributors fully exhausted their LEAP funds

– These distributors have approximately 1,737,474 customers

– Overall, up 3 from 45 in 2013

• 7 electricity distributors have a surplus balance that is less than their

average grant, so effectively funds were exhausted

– These distributors have approximately 708,318 customers

• 19 electricity distributors have LEAP funds remaining

– These distributors have approximately 2,111,356 customers

– Overall, down 11 from 30 in 2013

LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth – Results Overview
Results from January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

6

LEAP EFA and Winter Warmth
2014 

Results

% of Total 

Funding

2013

Results
% Change

Total Unused Funds – Electricity Distributors $ 774,643 14.0% $ 751,609 +3.1%

Total Unused Funds – Natural Gas Distributors $128,095 4.9% $185,794 -31.1%
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Common Characteristics of a LEAP EFA Applicant

Average 
Arrears $550

Average 
Monthly 
Income 
$1,681

Family Type

Single - with 
children (32%)

Single – no 
children (32%)

Housing Type
Private Rental 

(58%)

Dwelling Type House (74%)
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LEAP and OESP are distinct programs 
that complement each other

Some changes were made to LEAP to 
align with OESP

Customers can receive both a LEAP 
grant and OESP credit at the same time

Comparisons between LEAP and OESP

9



• Definition of Low Income

– Income eligibility now based on Statistics Canada’s after-tax Low 

Income Measure (LIM) derived thresholds

– Previously, LEAP income eligibility was based on pre-tax income and 

Statistics Canada’s Low Income Cut-Off (LICO) + 15%

10

Updates to LEAP and Alignment with OESP

OESP & LEAP Income Eligibility Table Derived from Low Income Measure (LIM)

Total 
income

1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons 5 Persons 6 Persons 7+ Persons

Less than 
or equal to

$28,000
Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible

$28,001-
$39,000

- - Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible

$39,001-
$48,000

- - - - Eligible Eligible Eligible

$48,001-
$52,000

- - - - - - Eligible



• Exclusions from Income Eligibility Calculations

– Exclude the Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB), Canada Child Tax Benefit 
(CCTB) and Ontario Child Benefit (OCB)

– Exclude income from Registered Disability Savings Plans and Assistance for 
Children with Severe Disabilities

– These child benefits may be considered when assessing whether an applicant 
will be able to sustain utility service 

• Attendance 

– Only the utility account holder must attend the application interview for LEAP and 
the in-person application process for OESP (when this occurs)

• Transfer of funds:

– Requirement to remit cheques between agencies and utilities is eliminated 

– OEB is not prescribing the process; agencies and utilities should come to an 
arrangement that works best for them

• Utilities Contacting Applicants re: Energy Conservation

– The Consent to Disclosure of Personal Information form now includes consent to 
be contacted by a utility representative about participation in utility low-income 
energy conservation programs by default unless an applicant opts-out

Updates to LEAP and Alignment with OESP
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• Reporting

– Two types of 'monthly reporting‘: ongoing program operations and demographic 
information

– Ongoing program operations includes funds remaining, applications approved, 
etc.

• Continue monthly reporting so no impact on agency funding payments

– Demographic information includes sources of income, family composition, 
dwelling type, etc.

• Only needs to be collected and filed every three years

• OEB will provide advance notice when it expects this information to be 
collected and reported (next notice expected to be in 2017 for collection in 
2018)

– Annual Reporting Requirements - The number of LEAP applicants who received 
a grant in the prior calendar year will be reported annually by intake agencies to 
utilities, and by utilities to the OEB through the Reporting and Record Keeping 
Requirements (RRR)

Updates to LEAP and Alignment with OESP
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• Unlike LEAP, the OESP does not have a 2-tier structure for intake agencies

• Agency settlement for LEAP occurs via LEAP Lead Agencies, whereas agency 
settlement for OESP occurs directly with all OESP Intake Agencies

• LEAP Agencies work with applicants who are customers of specific utilities, OESP 
Intake Agencies can help any applicant in Ontario

• Both LEAP and OESP eligible customers qualify for low-income customer service 
rules, but they must contact their utility in order to take advantage of them

OEB Low-Income Energy Support Programs

LEAP EFA

LEAP Lead Agency LEAP Intake Agency

OESP

OESP Intake Agency

Comparisons between LEAP and OESP
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Ontario Electricity Support 

Program



https://youtu.be/aP7C4my8Ym0
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What is the Ontario Electricity Support Program?



What the OESP is: An ongoing, on-bill rate assistance program for 
low-income electricity consumers, with on-bill 
credits that began January 2016

Focus of the OESP: OESP provides targeted support to those 
low-income customers with the greatest need 
through a reduction on qualifying customer’s 
utility bills

Funding: The OESP is funded through a provincial 
charge

Expected to benefit more than 500,000 low-income households

What does the OESP provide?
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Who is eligible and for how long?

Who is eligible?

• Residential customers who receive 

a bill directly from an electricity 

distributor or a unit sub-meter 

provider and live at the address

• Household income falls below the 

level set in Stats Canada’s Low-

Income Measure (LIM)

• Eligible amount depends on the 

applicant’s total household income 

and number of people in the house

How long does eligibility last?

• Eligible consumers only need to re-

qualify every 2 years

The first eligibility period is 

staggered between 24-36 months

• Eligibility period is 5 years for some

– Seniors (65+ years old)

– CPP permanent disability pension 

recipients

• Consumers should reapply prior to 

the end of their eligibility period if 

their circumstances change

– E.g., total household income drops, 

new household members

17



• The OESP uses a targeted, sliding-scale fixed credit to deliver greater 

benefits to those in greater need

How much is the OESP credit?

18

OESP Credit ($/month) Household Size (Number of People in the Household) 

1  2  3  4 5 6  7 + 

T
o

ta
l 
In

c
o

m
e

 

≤$28,000 $30 $30 $34 $38 $42 $50 $50 

$28,001 - $39,000   $30 $34 $38 $42 $50 

$39,001 - $48,000     $30 $34 $38 

$48,001 - $52,000       $30 



• Those with unique needs get slightly more assistance to reflect their 

increased electricity use

– Consumers who use electric heat as their primary heating source

– Those that depend on medical equipment requiring significant electricity use 

(oxygen concentrator or mechanical ventilator)

– First Nation and Métis customers

How much is the OESP credit?
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OESP Energy Intensive 

Credit ($/month) 

Household Size (Number of People in the Household) 

1  2  3  4 5 6  7 + 

T
o

ta
l 
In

c
o

m
e

 

≤$28,000 $45 $45 $50 $55 $60 $75 $75 

$28,001 - $39,000   $45 $50 $55 $60 $75 

$39,001 - $48,000     $45 $50 $55 

$48,001 - $52,000       $45 



How has the OESP uptake been to date?

Over 131,000 applications received and over 67,000 acceptance letters 

sent (as of March 17, 2016)

– Reached 37 percent of applications anticipated by end of 2016

– Over 53,000 are energy intensive applications

123 contracted OESP intake agencies with coverage across 172 locations 

About 5.6 million page views to the OntarioElectricitySupport.ca website

First Nations and Métis enrollment is on target

– Of 115 communities, ONWAA has visited 69 and are working with 

another 16 to schedule a visit

– About 6 percent of applications received are from First Nation/Métis 

applicants which is consistent with OEB’s eligibility estimate
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• Averaging between 4,000 and 10,000 applications a week, and 1,000 

applications a day, since launch

• Spikes in mid-December due to program launch and mid-February due to 

2016 bills arriving

• Dips in late December, mid-February and mid-March due to holidays 

(Christmas, Family Day, March Break)

How has the OESP uptake been to date?



Application Process



Keep in mind:  

1. Intake agencies may choose to include a pre-screening step

2. Households can also complete a paper application

How do consumers apply?
Application intake began in October 2015
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All Application Types

• Current electricity bill

To verify the account number, account holder and service 

address

Automatic Income Verification Manual Income Verification

• SIN numbers for all tax-filers in the 

household or other temporary tax 

numbers 
Proof is not required

Note:  All household members between 

the ages of 18 and 74 must have filed 

taxes once in the last 2 years to be 

eligible for Automatic Income 

Verification

• Proof of income from all household

members
This may include one or more of the following:
- Recent pay cheque stub
- Recent letter from employer
- Recent income tax return
- Recent Ontario Works statement
- Employment Insurance
- Ontario Disability Support Program
- Canada Pension Plan
- Workplace Safety and Insurance Board
- Old Age Security Pension
- Rental Income
- RRSPs
- Recent bank statement

Required Documentation

24



Recent Updates to the OESP Application Process

Complete:

– Addition of OESP Contact Centre agents

– Contact centre agents able to correct utility account information errors

– Dedicated contact centre agents for intake agencies

– Improvements to paper application processes

– Ability to search for intake agency by postal code (through Google map)

– Interactive Voice Response (IVR) has been updated to improve efficiency

Upcoming:

– Allow applicants to apply regardless of self-assessment tool outcome

– Revisit timing and wording of applicant communications 

Ongoing:

– Continue discussions with CRA about “wet signature” consent requirement

25
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“Start Application” and 

“Find out if you’re eligible” 

both link to the Eligibility 

Self-Assessment Tool and 

Online Application

OESP Portal Home Page – Getting Started

English and French available
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Enter the number of 

household members

Enter the total household 

income after taxes (no 

commas, no cents)

Select “Get Results”

Applicants can proceed to 

fill out an application

Eligibility Self-Assessment Tool



When viewing the 

page for the first time, 

only one question is 

displayed; additional 

questions appear 

after answering the 

previous one

Depending on the 

answers, the 

“Continue” button 

may appear 

permitting the 

applicant to continue 

on their own

Or, the intake agency 

finder appears, as well 

as the intake agent 

login

Starting an Application
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The applicant’s First Name 

and Last Name will be verified 

with CRA (for AIV and AAIV 

applications); therefore, it 

must be spelled exactly as it 

appears on the tax filing

Utility Provider can be 

searched or selected from the 

drop-down list

Utility Account Number, 

Utility Account Holder’s Full 

Name(s) and Utility Account 

Holder’s Service Address 

must be entered exactly as it 

appears on the applicant’s 

electricity bill

Utility Account Information
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To help applicants find the 

required information on their 

electricity bill, a sample bill is 

provided once a Utility 

Provider is chosen

Sample bills include helpful 

instructions to assist applicants 

with data entry

Utility Account Information (continued)
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Mailing Address can be 

entered using the lookup or 

manually completing each 

field

If Email is selected as the 

preferred method of 

communication, a valid Email 

Address must be provided

If Mail is selected as the 

preferred method of 

communication, a valid 

Phone Number must be 

provided

Utility Account Information (continued)
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People in Your House

The first household member 

added must be the utility account 

holder. The account holder name 

pre-populates from the first page.

A SIN or Temporary Tax Number 

must be entered for each 

household member between the 

ages of 18 and 74, and for those 

that are 16, 17 or 75+ and have 

recently filed taxes

After adding a household 

member, the member’s 

information will display                 

in the table at the bottom of the            

page

The total number of household 

members automatically counts as 

members are added
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Missing data and data entry 

errors will be listed here and 

must be resolved before the 

application can be submitted

All consent statements must be 

checked off before the 

application can be submitted

The “Submit Application” 

button is greyed out if there are 

incomplete or erroneous fields

Review and Submit
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Next Steps

The OESP Consent Form 

must be printed, signed and 

mailed to the OESP Contact 

Centre (for AIV and AAIV 

applications)

Reference Number, User ID 

and Temporary Password are 

displayed

Links to “Applicant 

Dashboard” and “Change 

Your Password” are provided
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Logging-in takes an 

applicant to the 

Applicant Dashboard

“Forgot your 

password?” option to 

assist applicants whose 

preferred method of 

communication is Email

Check Status by entering 

Application Reference 

Number

OESP Portal Home Page – Application Features
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OESP Portal Home Page – Getting Help

Links to list of 

Frequently Asked 

Questions and 

Program Documents, 

including a copy of 

the paper application 

form and consent 

form

Email and Phone 

icons and text 

redirect to the OESP 

Contact Us page

Designated intake 

agencies are displayed 

by geographic region in 

the drop-down list or 

may be searched by 

postal code by clicking 

the link to the Google 

map

Contact information 

appears once an intake 

agency is selected
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OESP Portal Home Page – Getting Help

The Google map 

opens in a separate 

browser tab

Search using the 

magnifying glass icon 

at the top left hand 

corner of the page 

and zoom in/out to 

find the nearest one

Select an intake 

agency by clicking on 

the red dot in the 

map or the agency 

name in the list

Contact information 

appears once an 

intake agency is 

selected



• Initial intake period (October 2015 – March 2016) 

– 3 to 5 weeks (4 to 6 weeks for paper) upon receipt of all required 
information

– Once approved, the OESP credit will appear in 1 to 2 electricity 
utility bills starting in January 2016

• Program enrolment (April 2016 onwards)

– 2 to 3 weeks (up to 4 weeks for paper) upon receipt of all required 

information

– Once approved, the OESP credit will appear in 1 to 2 electricity utility 

bills 
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Anticipated Processing Times



• Utilities will alert customers receiving an OESP credit regarding

– Renewals (approx. 60 days in advance)

– Changes to the OESP credit (e.g., if the sliding scales change)

39

Event Communication

Application Saved Temporary Credentials

Application Submitted Welcome

Application Incomplete Completion Reminder

Consent Form Not Received Consent Reminder

Consent Form Incomplete Consent Form Not Complete Communication

Changes Required Action Required Communication

Lost Password
Password Reset Confirmation
Password Reset Communication

Eligibility Decision Made
Eligibility Communication (Accepted)
Eligibility Communication (Rejected)

Applicant Communications



OESP Outreach Activities



What communications are available for OESP?

Background Information

• Website content 

• Backgrounder & FAQs

• Newsletter article 

• Postcards

Marketing Collateral (MPP / MP Offices, 

councilors, agencies, etc.)

• Brochure

• Poster

Marketing Collateral (Utilities)

• Mandated: On-bill messaging for OESP 

recipients

• Required: Bill inserts

• Optional: Messaging for envelopes and 

other notices

Marketing Collateral (MCSS)

• Mail-out insert (OW, ODSP)

Digital Marketing

• Social media posts

• Informational YouTube video

• Web banners & portal link

Advertising

• Community newspaper ads

• Radio

• In-transit & transit shelter 

Media Launch

• Earned media strategy

• Media kit materials 
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Strategy

• Employ a broad awareness campaign while leveraging stakeholder and community channels 

• Use a variety of advertising and marketing tactics (targeted paid media, earned and owned channels)

Objective 

• Encourage strong enrollment 

• Inform all Ontarians and relevant stakeholders 

• Position OESP as part of OEB’s mandate to protect all consumers interests

Tactics

• Paid media included:

– 26,880 radio spots (:30 seconds – multi-lingual)

– Geo-targeted transit shelters (in 19 communities, over 275 locations, for 4 weeks)

– In-transit ads (in 15 communities for 13 weeks)

– Radio (French, English and 12 multi-lingual including 1 Aboriginal language and 4 First Nations stations)

– Community and in-language newspaper ads in 344 community papers, twice in November (French, English and 

11 multi-lingual including four First Nations publications)

– Two-minute video on OEB’s YouTube Channel (about 5000 views)

– Search Engine Marketing

– Social media ads on Facebook – 3922 shares and 1900 likes

Reaching Consumers – Broad Awareness Campaign

(Launch to date)
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Engagement Activity Progress and Milestones (to date)

Working Groups � Meet every two weeks to provide feedback on the OESP design and implementation

� Two working groups engaged:  Financial Assistance Working Group (FAWG), Implementation Working Group (IWG)

� Over 20 meetings held with each working group since April

Regional Meetings � Information and consultation meetings held across the province: Ottawa, Sudbury, Toronto, London & Thunder Bay

� Ontario LDCs, USMPs, EDA, LEAP agencies, interested social agencies, MP and MPP offices and municipalities invited

� 342 stakeholders attended

Webinars & Training � Seven webinars and 7 Q&A sessions hosted with Intake Agencies & 6 webinars and 5 Q&A sessions hosted with Utilities

� Four Utility training webinars, 17 face-to-face Intake Agency training sessions and 2 Intake Agency training webinars

Information Session

Webinars

� MCSS webinars on September 28th and October 14th – 124 participants in total

� MPP Offices webinars on October 8th and 15th – 46 participants in total

� 211 Ontario webinar on October 22nd

� United Ways of Ontario webinar on February 9th and 17th

� Salvation Army Ministry Units webinar to be held on March 31st and April 5th

Briefings � EDA Communicators Council in June and July 

� Ontario Municipal Social Services Association (OMSSA) Learning Symposium and AGM- June 23rd

� Northwestern Ontario Municipal Association (NOMA) Board Meeting- July 7th

� Federation of Northern Ontario Municipalities (FONOM) Board Meeting- July 16th

� Association of Municipalities Ontario (AMO) Conference- August 16-17th

� Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Team Lead Meeting- September 10th

� Poverty Reduction Strategy Communications Group- September 10th

� Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Managers Meeting (Eastern)- September17th

� Ontario Seniors Secretariat (OSS) Liaison Committee Meeting- September 24th

� Northern Ontario Service Deliverers Association (NOSDA) OW Manager’s Meeting- September 30th

� Enercare Client Briefing- September 30th

� Seniors Information and Active Living Fair (Scarborough)- October 1st

� Single Parent Support Fair Event- October 5th

� Ontario Non Profit Housing Association (ONPHA) Conference- October 16th

� Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Managers Meeting (Central)- October 21st

� South Riverdale Community Health Center- October 22nd

� Older Adult Centres’ Association of Ontario (OACAO) Conference- October 26th

� Willowdale Community Legal Services- October 27th

� Three webinars for Front Line Enablers in late October / early November

� Ontario Good Roads Association (ORGA) / Rural Ontario Municipal Association (ROMA) Combined Conference – February 21 – 24th

Stakeholder Engagement Activities
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Campaign Effectiveness – What is working best?

Utilities, working groups and agencies said:

– Word of Mouth (high trust)

– Radio

– Bill inserts / LDC buckslips

– Transit ads

Leger Consumer Awareness Survey (1,000 consumers) results showed:

– 41% awareness (knew OESP assists those with low incomes)

– 29% recalled hearing about OESP on the radio

– 27% recalled seeing transit or newspaper ad

– 26% heard through bill insert or utility newsletter

Campaign Effectiveness:

“…it is at least 5% to 10% higher than other advertising awareness studies I’ve done recently.”
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1. Which demographics need targeted outreach to increase

uptake? (e.g. seniors, ethnic communities)

2. How can we better reach these demographics?

3. What barriers prevent these demographics from applying?

4. How can we reduce the impact of these barriers?

Energy Assistance Panel – Guiding Questions
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Appendix D:  
Bibliography on Energy, Health and  

Low-Income Status

Direct Testimony of Roger Colton on behalf of BCOAPO et al.
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781
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Energy, Health and Low-Income Status 
By: Katherine Siegel, Fisher, Sheehan & Colton
September 2015 

Reference 
Journal 
Name 

Link  Brief Summary 

Analitis A, Katsouyanni K, Biggeri A et al. (2008) Effects of 
cold weather on mortality: results from 15 European cities 
within the PHEWE Preoject. American Journal of 
Epidemiology 168 (12): 1397‐1408 

American Journal 
of Epidemiology 

http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/co
ntent/168/12/1397.short

From 1990‐2000 in 15 European cities, wintertime temperature decreases 
of 1ºC were associated with a 1.35% increase in daily number of natural 
deaths. The effect was greater in older age groups and in warmer cities. 

Anderson BG, Bell ML (2009) Weather‐related mortality: 
how heat, cold, and heat waves affect mortality in the 
United States. Epidemiology 20(2): 205‐213. 

Epidemiology 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC3366558/

This study analyses temperature‐related mortality data for 107 US cities. 
Vulnerability is associated with age, socioeconomic conditions, urbanicity, 
and access to central air conditioning.  

Anderson W, White V, Finney A (2012) Coping with low 
incomes and cold homes. Energy Policy 49: 40‐52. 

Energy Policy 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0301421512
000055

A study of low‐income households in Great Britain finds that households 
deal with limited financial resources during the winter by reducing 
spending on essentials such as food and fuel. They tend to cut spending on 
food by decreasing the range and quality of food purchased and they 
reduce energy costs by cutting consumption. As a result, 47% of survyed 
households experienced cold homes. Improvements to home energy 
efficiency reduced but did not eliminate the risk of going cold. 

Aylin P, Morris S, Wakefield J et al. (2001) Temperature, 
housing, deprivation and their relationship to excess winter 
mortality in Great Britain, 1986‐1996. International Journal 
of Epidemiology 30(5): 1100‐1108. 

International 
Journal of 
Epidemiology 

http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/co
ntent/30/5/1100.abstract?ijkey
=ca5ea68109df479f7d5ecc8295
b25427e4a2d85a&keytype2=tf_
ipsecsha

Among people over the age of 65 in England from 1986‐1996, there was 
higher excess winter mortality with decreasing temperatures and 
increasing age across all disease categories. Lack of central heating was 
associated with a higher risk of dying in the winter. 

Ballester F, Michelozzi P, Iñiguez C (2003) Weather, climate, 
and public health. Journal of Epidemiology and Community 
Health 57: 759‐760. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://jech.bmj.com/content/57
/10/759.short

Seasonal variation in mortality is related to exposure to heat and cold. 
Housing conditions may explain the impact of cold weather on mortality. 

Barnett AG, Dobson AJ, McElduff P (2005) Cold periods and 
coronary events: an analysis of populations worldwide. 
Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 59: 551‐
557. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://jech.bmj.com/content/59
/7/551.short

An analysis of 24 populations worldwide found that rates of coronary 
events increased during cold periods, especially in warm climates and for 
women.  

Barton A, Basham M, Foy C, Buckingham K, Somerville M 
(2007) The Watcombe Housing Study: the short term effect 
of improved housing conditions on the health of residents. 
Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 61(9): 771‐
777. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC2659999/

Upgrading housing and improving energy efficiency in council houses in the 
UK led to a reduction in asthma symptoms in adults and other respiratory 
conditions in children and adults. Residents also reported improvements in 
general health and well‐being, self esteem, and family relationships. 
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Beatty TKM, Blow L, Crossley TF (2013) Is there a "heat‐or‐
eat" trade‐off in the UK?" Journal of the Royal Statistical 
Society: Series A (Statistics in Society) 177(1): 281‐294. 

Journal of the 
Royal Statistical 
Society: Series A 
(Statistics in 
Society) 

onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.
1111/rssa.12013/full 

The poorest older households in the UK cannot smooth fuel spending 
during the worst temperature shocks, leading to significant reductions in 
food spending. These temperature shocks occur about once every 40 
winter months. The largest reductions in food spending occur in the 
poorest households, which reduce their food spending by about 6.8%, 

Beatty TKM, Tuttle C (2012) The effect of energy price 
shocks on household food security. Agricultural and Applied 
Economics Associations 2012 Annual Meeting, Seattle, 
Washington, August 12‐14, 2012. 

N/A 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/b
itstream/124791/2/Tuttle.pdf

Price shocks in gas and natural gas increase the probability of food 
insecurity and food stress, especially in low‐income communities.Federal 
assistance programs that help with heating and food assistance help 
cushion against price or weather shocks, particularly in low income 
households in cold states. 

Beatty TKM, BLow L, Crossley T (2009) Heat or eat? An 
empirical analysis of U.K. cold weather income support. 
Agricultural and Applied Economics Association 2009 
Annual Meeting, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, July 26‐28, 2009. 

N/A 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/h
andle/51903

In the UK from 1974‐2007, low‐income households reduced their food 
expenditure during periods of colder than average weather, while wealthier 
households increased their food expenditures during the same periods.  

Bhattacharya J, DeLeire T, Haider S, Currie J (2003) Heat or 
eat? Cold‐weather shocks and nutrition in poor American 
families. American Journal of Public Health 93(7): 1149‐
1154. 

American Journal 
of Public Health 

http://ajph.aphapublications.or
g/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.93.7.11
49

Both poorer and wealthier American families increase fuel expenditures 
during periods of unusually cold weather. Poorer families also reduced 
their food expenditures by about the same amount as the increase in fuel 
expenditures, while wealthier families increased their food expenditures. In 
poorer families, a monthly temperature that was 10ºF colder than normal 
results in a reduction in food expenditures of $11 per month and increases 
in fuel expenditure of $37 per month, while adults and children reduce 
their caloric intakes by 10% during winter months. As a result, poorer 
families spend less on and eat less food during colder winters. 

Braga ALF, Zanobetti A, Schwartz J (2002) The effect of 
weather on respiratory and cardiovascular deaths in 12 U.S. 
cities. Environmental Health Perspectives 110(9): 859‐863. 

Environmental 
Health 
Perspectives 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1240983/

Analyses the effects of hot and cold days on mortality in 12 US cities in 
warm and cold climates. In cold cities, both heat and cold caused mortality, 
whereas in hot cities, only heat contributed to daily mortalities and the 
effect was smaller. 

Braubach H, Heinen D, Dame J (2008) Preliminary Results of 
the WHO Frankfurt Housing Intervention Project. 
Copenhagen, Denmark: World Health Organization. 

N/A 
http://www.euro.who.int/__dat
a/assets/pdf_file/0011/98696/E
91699.pdf

Thermal insulation of buildings in Germany improved thermal conditions 
and thermal comfort as reported by residents, as well as decreasing relative 
humidity inside homes. The direct effects of thermal insulation on health 
were weak, but there was a lower prevalence of resiratory diseases as 
compared to a control group of residents of uninsulated houses. Residents 
also reported increased satisfaction and living conditions. 

Cook JT, Ettinger de Cuba S, March EL et al. (2010) Energy 
insecurity is a major threat to child health. Children's 
Healthwatch Policy Action Brief, Boston. 
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http://www.childrenshealthwat
ch.org/publication/energy‐
insecurity‐is‐a‐major‐threat‐to‐
child‐healthfebruary201/

Young children in energy insecure homes are at high risk of food insecurity 
and poor health due to the "heat or eat" trade‐off. Increasing energy costs 
threaten young children's health. Energy assistance programs like LIHEAP 
help protect children's health and development from the impacts of energy 
insecurity. 

Cook JT, Frank DA, Casey PH (2008) A brief indicator of 
household energy security: associations with food security, 
child health, and child development in US infants and 
toddlers. Pediatrics 122(4): e867‐e875. 

Pediatrics 
http://pediatrics.aappublication
s.org/content/122/4/e867.short

A survey of caregivers found that children who experienced energy 
insecurity had a greater probability of experiencing food insecurity, 
fair/poor health, hospitalization since birth, and developmental risks. There 
was no significant association between energy security and child weight. 

Cook JT, Frank DA (2008) Food security, poverty, and human 
development in the United States. Annals of the New York 
Academy of Sciences 1136: 193–209. 

Annals of the New 
York Academy of 
Sciences 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/d
oi/10.1196/annals.1425.001/full

Children in households participating in the Low‐Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program (LIHEAP) had lower rprobabilities of being at nutritional 
risk for gorwth problems than children in non‐recipient households. The 
"heat or eat" tradeoff poses a threat to child health and development. 
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Cotter N, Monahan E, McAvoy H, Goodman P (2012) Coping 
with the cold: exploring relationship sbetween cold housing, 
health and social wellbeing in a sample of older people in 
Ireland. Quality in Ageing and Older Adults 13(1): 38‐47. 

Quality in Ageing 
and Older Adults 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com
/doi/abs/10.1108/14717791211
213607

A survey of elderly people in Ireland found that half of the sample went 
without other household necessities during cextreme cold weather due to 
the cost of home‐heating. 62% of respondents reported worrying about the 
cost of home‐heating. There were associations betwen living in a cold 
home andhigher levls of chronic illness, falls, loneliness, and fewer social 
activities. 

Cullen JB, Friedberg L, Wolfram C (2005) Do households
smooth small consumption shocks? Evidence from 
anticipated and unanticipated variation in home nergy 
costs. Center for the Study of Energy Markets. 
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http://escholarship.org/uc/item
/3qb650hh#page‐1

A study in the US finds that poorer households experience large 
consumption reactions to unanticipated changes in energy spending, such 
as those related to unusually cold winters. This results in reductions in the 
amount of disposable income available to households. 

Curriero FC, Heiner KS, Samet JM et al. (2001) Temperature 
and mortality in 11 cities of the eastern United States. 
American Journal of Epidemiology 155(1): 80‐87. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology 

http://aje.oxfordjournals.org/co
ntent/155/1/80.short

Looks at the relationship between temperature and mortality in 11 US 
cities from 1973‐1994. The effect of temperature varies by city, with more 
heat sensitivity in northern cities and more cold sensitivity in southern 
cities. The percentage of the population without a high school education 
and the percentage living in poverty, two socioeconomic indicators, were 
found to increase the risk of heat‐related mortality. 

Donaldson GC, Keatinge WR (2002) Excess winter mortality: 
influenza or cold stress? Observational study. BMJ: 324. 

British Medical 
Journal 

http://www.bmj.com/content/3
24/7329/89.1?lookupType=volp
age%252520=324%252520=89%
252520=short

Excess winter mortality in London is only partially explained by influenza 
(influenza accounts for 2.4% of the deaths). Indoor and outdoor cold stress 
likely contribute to the remaining mortality. 

EPA (2006) Excessive Heat Events Guidebook. pp. 52.  N/A 
http://www.epa.gov/heatisland
/about/heatguidebook.html

Excessive heat events (defined as summertime weather that is substantially 
hotter and/or more humid than average) increase the number of daily 
deaths and nonfatal adverse health outcomes. These events 
disproportionately affect the elderly, infants, the homeless, the poor, and 
people with mobility restrictions. 

Fisk WJ (2000) Health and productivity gains from better 
indoor environments and their relationship with building 
energy efficiency. Annual Review of Energy and the 
Environment 25: 537‐566. 

Annual Review of 
Energy and the 
Environment 

http://www.annualreviews.org/
doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.energ
y.25.1.537

Improved indoor heating conditions can lead to productivity gains through 
decreases in days off of work. This study estimates the potential annual 
savings and productivity gains in the United States at $17‐48 billion from 
reductions in respiratory disease, allergies and asthma, and sick building 
syndrome symptoms. 

Fletcher JM, Andreyeva T, Busch SH (2009) Assessing the 
effect of changes in housing costs on food insecurity. 
Journal of Children and Poverty 15(2): 79‐93. 

Journal of 
Children and 
Poverty 

http://www.tandfonline.com/d
oi/abs/10.1080/1079612090331
0541#.VFWQfdaBKtA

Increased housing costs between 2001 and 2003 increased the rates of 
food insecurity among families living near or at the povety level.  

Fox RH, MacGibbon R, Davies L, Woodward PM (1973) 
Problem of the old and the cold. British Medical Journal, 
1(5844): 21‐24. 

British Medical 
Journal 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1588553/

This study finds that people aged 65 or older have lower body 
temperatures and may be less aware of cold‐related discomfort, putting 
them at risk for developing hypothermia. Body temperature in this group is 
related to environmental temperature and living conditions. 

Frank DA, Neault NB, Skalicky A (2006) Heat or eat: the Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Program and nutritional 
and health risks among children less than 3 years of age. 
Pediatrics 118(5): e1293‐e1302. 

Pediatrics 
http://pediatrics.aappublication
s.org/content/118/5/e1293.sho
rt

A survey of children from households served by the Low Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program in the US found that recipient households 
reported more household food insecurity than non‐recipient households. 
Compared with nonrecipient households with similar socioeconomic 
conditions, the study found that children in recipient households had lower 
anthropometric evidence of undernutrition and lower odds of acute 
hospitalization. 
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Frank DA, Roose N, Meyers A et al. (1996) Seasonal 
variation in weight‐for‐age in a pediatric emergency room. 
Public Health Reports 111: 366‐371. 

Public Health 
Reports 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/8711106

This study found that children visiting an emergency room tended to be 
lower weight in the coldest months, indicating a relationship between 
economic stress and food insecurity that is related to heating costs. 
Families that were without heat or were struggling to pay their heating bills 
were more likely to report that their children were hungry or at risk of 
hunger. Cold stress in these families may have led to increased caloric 
needs. 

Gemmell I (2001) Indoor heating, house conditions, and 
health. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 55: 
928–929. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1731808/pdf/v
055p00928.pdf

In Scotland, inadequate home heating is associated with poor health in 
people between the ages of 55 and 60. While the association may not be 
causal, inadequate home heating may exacerbate existing health 
conditions. 

Gemmell I, McLoone P, Boddy F, et al. (2000) Seasonal 
variation in mortality in Scotland. International Journal of 
Epidemiology 29: 274–279. 

International 
Journal of 
Epidemiology 

http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/co
ntent/29/2/274.full 

In Scotland from 1982‐1993, seasonal variation in mortality was around 
30%, with peaks in the winter. There was no clear evidence of a link 
between socioeconomic conditions and seasonal mortality. 

Gorton D, Bullen CR, Mhurchu CN (2010) Environmental 
influences on food security in high‐income countries. 
Nutrition Reviews 68: 1–29. 
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http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/d
oi/10.1111/j.1753‐
4887.2009.00258.x/abstract?de
niedAccessCustomisedMessage
=&userIsAuthenticated=false

This article reviews the causes of food insecurity in high‐income countries, 
including physical, economic, sociocultural, political, and environmental 
factors. From 78 articles, the study finds that the primary factor associated 
with food insecurity is household financial resources, but the issue is 
complex. 

Green G, Gilbertson J (2008) Warm Front, Better Health: 
Health Impact Evaluation of the Warm Front Scheme. Warm 
Front Study Group, Centre for Regional, Economic and 
Social Research, Sheffield Hallam University, England. 
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The UK's Warm Front Scheme is a research project that looks at the impacts 
of improved household energy efficiency on health and well‐being. 
Installation of Warm Front measures improved energy efficiency and 
increased indoor temperatures, with the largest benefits for the coldest 
properties. Houses also experienced lower humidity and less dampness. As 
a result of the interventions, fewer residents reported difficulty paying fuel 
bills, but overall fuel consumption increased. Residents reported greater 
thermal comfort, improved mental health, less stress, fewer respiratory 
problems in children, and reduced deaths of elderly people. 

Hajat S, Kovats RS, Lachoqycz K (2007) Heat‐related and 
cold‐related deaths in England and Wales: who is at risk? 
Occupational and Environmental Medicine 64: 93‐100. 

Occupational and 
Environmental 
Medicine 

http://oem.bmj.com/content/6
4/2/93.short

In England, heat waves and cold weather both increase mortality, with 
elderly people in nursing homes at the highest risk. Vulnerability to heat 
and cold were not affected by poverty, except in rural populations.  

Healy JD, Clinch JP (2004) Quanitifying the severity of fuel 
poverty, its relationship to poor housing and reasons for 
non‐investment in energy‐saving measures in Ireland. 
Energy Policy 32(2): 207‐220. 

Energy Policy 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0301421502
002653

This article calculates the prevalence and severity of fuel poverty in Ireland 
and identifies at‐risk social groups. It also explores the relationship 
between fuel poverty and poor housing conditions such as cold and damp. 

Healy JD (2003) Excess winter mortality in Europe: a cross 
country analysis identifying key risks factors. Journal of 
Epidemiology and Community Health 57: 784–789. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
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http://jech.bmj.com/content/57
/10/784.full 

Variations in the excess winter mortality rates of different European 
countries are related to differences in winter temperatures and humidity 
levels, per capita income and health expenditures, poverty, inequality, 
deprivation, fuel poverty, and indicators of residential thermal standards. 
High wintern mortality rates in southern and western Europe could be 
reduced through more equitable income distributions, improved protection 
from the cold indoors, and increased spending on health care. 
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Hernández D, Bird (2010) Energy burden and the need for 
integrated low‐income housing and energy policy. Poverty 
& Public Policy 2: 5–25. 

Poverty & Public 
Policy 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/d
oi/10.2202/1944‐
2858.1095/abstract

This study demonstrates that fuel poverty is more widespread than many 
policymakers assume, and it results in a glarge energy burden for low‐
income tenants.  

Hopton J, Hunt S (1996) The health effects of improvements 
to housing: a longitudinal study. Housing Studies 11(2): 271‐
286. 

Housing Studies 
http://www.tandfonline.com/d
oi/abs/10.1080/0267303960872
0856#preview

An intervention to improve the heating systems in low income households 
found that children's health did not improve following the interventions, 
but the elimination of dampness and mold prevented further 
deteriorations in their health.The article suggests that other factors 
influencing health may have offset the benefits of the new heating systems. 

Howden‐Chapman P, Signal L, Crane J. Housing and health 
in older people: ageing in place. 

http://www.healthyhousing.org.
nz/wp‐
content/uploads/2010/01/Housi
ng‐and‐health‐in‐older‐people‐
aging‐in‐place.pdf 

In New Zealand, inadequately heated homes lead to increased mortality in 
elderly people. New Zealand is currently piloting a program to measure the 
health impacts of insulating pensioners' homes.  

Howden‐Chapman P, Viggers H, Chapman R et al. (2012) 
Tackling cold housing and fuel pverty in New Zealand: a 
review of policies, research, and health impacts. Energy 
Policy 49: 134‐142. 

Energy Policy 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0301421511
007336

About 25% of New Zealand homes are in fuel poverty; occupants report 
that they are cold inside their homes because they cannot afford their 
heating bills. Fuel poverty is believed to contribute to New Zealand's high 
rate of excess winter mortality and winter hospitalizations. 

Howden‐Chapman P, Viggers H, Chapman R, O'Dea D, Free 
S, O'Sullivan K (2009) Warm homes: drivers of the demand 
for heating in the residential sector in New Zealand. Energy 
Policy 37(9): 3387‐3399. 

Energy Policy 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0301421508
007647

A study of home heating improvements in New Zealand finds that many 
households use the gains infrom insulation and heating improvements to 
heat their homes to higher temperatures rather than increasing their 
energy savings. 

Howden‐Chapman P, Pierse N, Nicholls S et al. (2008) 
Effects of improved home heating on asthma in community 
dwelling children: randomised controlled trial. BMJ 337: 
a1411. 
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http://www.bmj.com/content/3
37/bmj.a1411

An intervention to install more effective, non‐polluting heating systems in 
the homes of children with asthma in New Zealand did not significantly 
improve lung function, but it did significantly reduce the symptoms of 
asthma. In addition, it led to a reduction in days off of school, healthcare 
utilization, and visits to a pharmacist. 

Howden‐Chapman P, Matheson A, Crane J et al. (2007) 
Effect of insulating existing houses on health inequality: 
cluster randomised study in the community. BMJ 
334(7591): 460. 

British Medical 
Journal 

http://www.bmj.com/content/3
34/7591/460

An intervention to insulate homes in New Zealand led to increased indoor 
temperatures and reduced humidity even with decreased energy 
consumption. Residents of insulated homes reported better health, fewer 
days off school or work, and fewer visits to the doctor or hospital for 
respiratory conditions. 

Huynen MM, Martens P, Schram D, et al. (2001) The impact 
of heat waves and cold spells on mortality rates in the 
Dutch population. Environmental Health Perspectives 109: 
463–70. 

Environmental 
Health 
Perspectives 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/11401757

In the Netherlands from 1979‐1997, mortality increased during both heat 
waves and cold spells. Both heat waves and cold spells caused increased 
mortality rates of around 12%, especially for the elderly. 

Iverson M, Bach E, Lundqvist GR (1986) Health and comfort 
changes among tenants after retrofitting of their housing. 
Environment International 12(1‐4): 161‐166. 

Environmental 
International 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/01604120869
00267

A study of resident's self‐reported heath status following energy efficiency 
improvements in Denmark found that residents reported less drafty 
housing following the improvements. 

Keatinge WR (1986) Seasonal mortality among elderly 
people with unrestricted home heating. BMJ 293: 732‐733. 
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Journal 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1341451/pdf/b
mjcred00252‐0026b.pdf

Elderly people with unlimited access to home heating reported a higher 
quality of life but this was counteracted by increased time spent outside, 
resulting in similar winter mortality rates to the general elderly population. 

Kirkpatrick SI, Tarasuk V (2007) Adequacy of food spending 
is relaed to housing expenditures among lower‐income 
Canadian households. Public Health Nutrition 10(12): 1464‐
1473. 

Public Health 
Nutrition 

http://journals.cambridge.org/a
ction/displayAbstract?fromPage
=online&aid=1427968&fileId=S1
36898000700081X

A study in Canada found that as the proportion of income allocated to 
housing costs increased, the adequacy of food expenditures declined in 
households in the three lowest income quintiles.Housing subsidies helped 
improve the adequacy of food spending, but mean food spending was still 
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below the cost of a nutritious diet.

Knowlton K, Rotkin‐Ellman M, King G et al. (2009) The 2006 
California heat wave: impacts on hospitalizations and 
emergency department visits. Environmental Health 
Perspectives 117(1), 61‐67. 

Environmental 
Health 
Perspectives 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/19165388

During a heatwave in California in 2006, there were increased 
hospitalizations and emergency room visits. Children and the elderly were 
at the greatest risk, even in areas with relatively modest temperature 
increases. 

Kovats RS, Hajat S (2008) Heat stress and public health: a 
critical review. Annual Review of Public Health, 29: 41‐55. 

Annual Review of 
Public Health 

http://www.annualreviews.org/
doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.publh
ealth.29.020907.090843

Vulnerability to heat‐related mortality varies with climate, culture, 
infrastructure and housing, and other factors. As climate change increases 
the frequency and intensity of heat waves, policy responses such as 
housing improvements need to be developed. 

Lawlor DA, Harvey D, Dews H (2000) Investigation of the 
association between excess winter mortality and socio‐
economic deprivation. Journal of Public Health & Medicine 
22: 176–181. 

Journal of Public 
Health & Medicine 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/10912556

In England, increased rates of excess winter mortality are not associated 
with higher levels of socioeconomic deprivation. 

Lawlor DA, Maxwell R, Wheeler BW (2002) Rurality, 
deprivation, and excess winter mortality: an ecological 
study. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 56: 
373–374. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1732151/pdf/v
056p00373.pdf

In England, excess winter mortality is not related to deprivation or rurality. 

Lawrence RJ (2004) Housing and health: from 
interdisciplinary principles to transdisciplinary research and 
practice. Futures 36(4): 487‐502. 

Futures 
www.sciencedirect.com/science
/article/pii/S0016328703001848

This article suggests an interdisciplinary approach to the study of the 
linkages between housing and health. 

Liddell C, Morris C (2010) Fuel poverty and human health: a 
review of recent evidence. Energy Policy, 38(6): 2987‐2997. 

Energy Policy 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0301421510
000625

A review of the health impacts of addressing fuel poverty finds that physical 
health effects for adults are modest but caregivers and children perceive 
improvements in children's respiratory health. There are significant positive 
effects on the physical health of infants, especially on weight gain and 
susceptibility to illness. Mental health impacts on adults and adolescents 
are also significant. 

Lloyd EL, McCormack C, McKeever M, Syme M (2008) The 
effects of improving the thermal quality of cold housing on 
blood pressure and general health: a research note. Journal 
of Epidemiology and Community Health 62(9): 793‐797. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/18701729

Home heating improvements in Glasgow led to lowered blood pressure for 
residents and improvements in general health as reported by residents and 
indicated by reduced use of medications and fewer hospital admissions. 
Residents also experienced reduced fuel expenditures. 

Luber G, McGeehin M (2008) Climate change and extreme 
heat events. American Journal of Preventative Medicine 
35(5), 429‐435. 

American Journal 
of Preventative 
Medicine 

http://www.ajpmonline.org/arti
cle/S0749‐
3797%2808%2900686‐
7/abstract

Climate change is expected to increase the frequency and intensity of 
extreme heat events, especially in higher latitudes. Extreme heat is the 
primary cause of weather‐related mortality in the US. The urban heat island 
effect and an aging population increase the US's vulnerability to mortality 
and morbidity from extreme heat events. 

Marsh A, Gordon D, Heslop P, Pantazis C (2010) Housing 
deprivation and health: a longitudinal analysis. Housing 
Studies 15(3): 411‐428. 

Housing Studies 
http://www.tandfonline.com/d
oi/abs/10.1080/0267303005000
9258?src=recsys#.VFur69aBKtA

This longitudinal study looks at the long‐term health impacts of poor 
housing. The study finds that both current and past poor housing 
conditions are associated with greater likelihood of poor health. Adults 
living in higher quality housing who experienced housing deprivation earlier 
in life are more likely to report ill health than those who did not. 

Matthies F, Bickler G, Cardeñosa Marín N, Hales S (2008) 
Heat‐health action plans: guidance. World Health 
Organization Europe. Copenhagen, Denmark. pp. 45 

N/A 
http://www.euro.who.int/__dat
a/assets/pdf_file/0006/95919/E
91347.pdf

Climate change is increasing the frequency of heat waves in Europe, leading 
to preventable increases in mortality. Preventing heat‐related mortalities 
relies on early warning systems, timely public advice, and improvements to 
housing and urban planning. 
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McGeehin MA, Mirabelli M (2001) The potential impacts of 
climate variability adn change on temperature‐related 
morbidity adn mortality in the United States. Evironmental 
Health Perspectives 109(S2): 185‐189. 

Environmental 
Health 
Perspectives 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1240665/

Climate change is likely to drive increases in heat‐related mortality in 
northeastern and midwestern US cities. WIthin the urban population, 
certain groups are at higher risk of heat‐related mortality: the elderly, 
young children, the poor, and people who are bedridden or using certain 
medications. There are behavioral adaptations to reduce heat‐related 
mortality, including the use of air conditioning. 

McMichael AJ, Woodruff RE, Hales S (2006) Climate change 
and human health: present and future risks. The Lancet 
367(9513): 859‐869. 

The Lancet 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0140673606
680793

Summarizes the impacts of climate change on human health. 

Mercer JB (2003) Cold: an underrated risk factor for health. 
Environmental Research 92(1): 8‐13. 

Environmental 
Research 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0013935102
000099

Cardiovascular disease accounts for up to 70% of excess winter mortality 
worldwide, with a greater effect during cold spells in milder winters. The 
link between cold climate and mortality may be related to indoor 
conditions and other factors including health status, age, and 
socioeconomic factors. 

Mitchell R (2001) Short days, shorter lives: studying winter 
mortality to get solutions. International Journal of 
Epidemiology 30(5): 1116‐1118. 

International 
Journal of 
Epidemiology 

http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/co
ntent/30/5/1116.full?ijkey=233c
69d5fe1d9537f85e496c8b36205
61eb1cdc0&keytype2=tf_ipsecs
ha

Contemporary work finds weak or absent relationships between poor 
socioeconomic conditions and risk of winter mortality. 

Nayha S (2002) Cold and the risk of cardiovascular diseases: 
a review. International Journal of Circumpolar Health 61(4). 

Journal of 
Circumpolar 
Health 

http://www.circumpolarhealthj
ournal.net/index.php/ijch/articl
e/view/17495

The relationship between coronary heart disease and temperature is U‐
shaped, with the lowest levels of mortality in the range of 15‐20ºC and 
increases on either side. The increase in mortality below 15ºC is about 1% 
per 1º decrease in temperature, but the increase in mortality at higher 
temperatures can be much steeper.  

Nord M, Kantor LS (2006) Seasonal variation in food 
insecurity is associated with heating adn cooling costs 
among low‐income elderly Americans. Journal of Nutrition 
136(11): 2939‐2944. 

Journal of 
Nutrition 

http://jn.nutrition.org/content/
136/11/2939.full

Low‐income households, especially those consisting entirely of elderly 
people, experienced significant seasonal variation in the incidence of very 
low food security in areas with high winter heating costs and high summer 
cooling costs. Food insecurity is associated with poor nutritional status and 
negative health outcomes. The effect of high home cooling costs in the 
summer is almost as strong as the effect of high home heating costs on 
food spending. 

O'Neill T, Jinks C, Squire A (2008) "Heating is more 
important than food": older women's perceptions of fuel 
poverty. Journal of Housing for the Elderly, 20(3): 

Journal of Housing 
for the Elderly 

http://www.tandfonline.com/d
oi/abs/10.1300/J081v20n03_07
#.VFBDd1uBKtA

Fuel poverty is an important health and financial concern for older women 
in the UK. [Could not access full article] 

Olsen ND (2001) Prescribing warmer, healthier homes. BMJ 
322: 748–749. 

British Medical 
Journal 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1119941/#B6 

A British policy allows doctors to prescribe home energy efficiency 
improvements in order to reduce home heating costs and increase the use 
of heating systems. This allows patients to access grants to help pay for 
upgrades in their homes. 

Platt S, Mitchell R, Pettricrew M et al. (2007) The Scottish 
Executive Central Heating Programme: assessing impacts on 
health. Edinburgh, Scotland: Social Research Development 
Department, Scottish Executive. 

N/A 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Pu
blications/2007/02/15132708/0

A Scottish government program that provided central heating for 
households led to reduced condensation, dampness and cold. There was 
little evidence of a clear, direct impact on residents' health from 2002‐
2006, but it was associated with a reduced probability of self‐reported 
heart and blood pressure issues.  
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Rudge J, Gilchrist R (2005) Excess winter mordibity among 
older people at risk of cold homes: a population‐based 
study in a London borough. Journal of Public Health 27(4): 
353‐358. 

Journal of Public 
Health 

http://jpubhealth.oxfordjournal
s.org/content/27/4/353.short

Fuel Poverty Risk is a predictor of excess winter mortality among 
populations over the age of 65 in London. Factors contributing to Fuel 
Poverty Risk include inefficient housing, income level, householder age, and 
unemployment. 

Sakka A, Santamouris M, Livada I, Nicol F, Wilson M (2012) 
On the thermal performance of low income housing during 
heat waves. Energy and Buildings 49: 69‐77. 

Energy & Buildings 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0378778812
000382

This study analyzes the indoor thermal conditions in low income houses in 
Athens, Greece, during the summer of 2007. It finds that residents were 
exposed to temperatures as high as 40ºC, with minimum temperatures of 
more than 28ºC at all times. The exposure to heat threatened residents' 
health. 

Semenza JC, McCullough JE, Flanders WD, McGeehin MA, 
Lumpkin JR (1999) Excess hospital admissions during the 
July 1995 heat wave in Chicago. American Journal of 
Preventative Medicine 16(4): 269‐277. 

American Journal 
of Preventative 
Medicine 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/10493281

This study compared hospitalizations during a heat wave to other times and 
found an 11% increase in hospital admissions during the heat wave. Most 
of the excess hospitalizations were for dehydration, heat stroke, and heat 
exhaustion. Ensuring access to air conditioning and adequate hydration 
could decrease hospitalization during heat waves. 

Shah S, Peacock J (1999) Deprivation and excess winter 
mortality. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 
53: 499–502. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
mc/articles/PMC1756939/pdf/v
053p00499.pdf

In Croydon, London, in 1990‐1995, there was no relationship between 
deprivation and excess winter mortality. Behavioral responses to cold 
weather may play an important role. 

Shaw M (2003) Housing and public health. Annual Review of 
Public Health, 25, 397‐418. 

Annual Review of 
Public Health 

http://www.annualreviews.org/
doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.publh
ealth.25.101802.123036

This article argues that because of the impacts of housing on health, 
housing is a key social determinant of health. It argues that housing 
improvements are key to improving public health and reducing poverty. 

Shortt N, Rugkasa J (2007) "The walls were so damp and 
cold": fuel poverty and ill health in Northern Ireland: results 
from a housing intervention. Health & Place 13(1): 99‐110.  

Health & Place 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S1353829205
000821

A fuel poverty intervention program in a rural community in Northern 
Ireland found that energy efficiency measures and central heating systmes 
led to improvements in health and well‐being and a reduction in the use of 
health services. 

Smith LA, Flacks J, Harrison E (2007) Unhealthy 
consequences: energy costs and child health: A child health 
impact assessment of energy costs and the Low Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program. The Child Health Impact 
Working Group, Boston. 

N/A 

http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/~
/media/Assets/External‐
Sites/Health‐Impact‐
Project/massachusettslowincom
eenergyassistanceprogram.pdf

Unaffordable home energy has important and preventable consequences 
for child health. More than 400,000 children in low‐income Massachusetts 
households may be affected by the negative impacts of unaffordable home 
energy. Unafforable energy costs lead to seasonal food insecurity, housing 
instability, the use of unhealthy heat sources such as kerosene space 
heaters, and utility disconnection. Current assistance programs, such as 
LIHEAP, are not enough to protect children from the consequences of high 
home energy costs. 

Snyder LP (?) Affordable home energy and health: making 
the connections.   

N/A 

Somerville M, Mackenzie I, Owen P, Miles D (2000) Housing 
and health: does installing heating in their homes improve 
the health of children with asthma? Public Health 114(6): 
434‐439. 

Public Health 
http://www.nchh.org/Portals/0/
Contents/Article0864.pdf

An intervention to install central heating in houses with asthmatic children 
in England found a reduction in asthma symptoms and days off school 
following improved home heating. 

Srinivasan S, O’Fallon LR, Dearry A (2003) Creating healthy 
communities, healthy homes, healthy people: initiating a 
research agenda on the built environment and public 
health. American Journal of Public Health 93(9): 1446‐1450. 

American Journal 
of Public Health 

http://ajph.aphapublications.or
g/doi/abs/10.2105/AJPH.93.9.1
446

This article reviews the links between the quality of the built environment 
and human health. Substandard housing has been linked to a range of 
physical and mental health issues, including anxiety, depression, ADD, 
asthma, heart disease, and obesity. 
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Strengers Y, Maller C (2011) Integrating health, housing and 
energy policies: social practices of cooling. Building 
Research & Information 39(2): 154‐168. 

Building Research 
& Information 

http://www.tandfonline.com/d
oi/abs/10.1080/09613218.2011.
562720#.VFqfbNaBKtA

A household's capacity to respond to heatwaves depends on several 
factors, including understandings of air‐conditioners, practical knowledge, 
and avaialble infrastructure. Health, housing, and energy policies to address 
hot weather need to consider both technical and behavioral strategies for 
coping with hot weather. 

Thomas H, Thomas S, Sellstrom E, Petticrew M (2009) The 
health impacts of housing improvement: a systematic 
review of intervention studies from 1887 to 2007. American 
Journal of Public Health 99(S3): S681‐S692. 

American Journal 
of Public Health 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/p
ubmed/19890174

A systematic review of 19 studies looking at health impacts of 
improvements in warmth or energy efficiency finds that improvements in 
home heating correlate with improvements in general, respiratory, and 
mental health.  

Thomson H, Petticrew M, Douglas M (2003) Health impact 
assessment of housing improvements: incorporating 
research evidence. Journal of Epidemiology and Community 
Health 57: 11‐16. 

Journal of 
Epidemiology and 
Community Health 

http://jech.bmj.com/content/57
/1/11.short

This systematic review of the impacts of improved housing on health finds 
that there is little research evidence of improved health. There are some 
improvements in general health and well‐being, although these 
improvements are not evident in every study. 

Thomson H, Petticrew M, Morrison D (2001) Health effects 
of housing improvement: systematic review of interention 
studies. BMJ 323: 187. 

British Medical 
Journal 

http://www.bmj.com/content/3
23/7306/187.abstract

Many studies showed health gains after interventions to improve home 
heating and energy efficiency, but the small study populations and poor 
experimental design limit conclusions. 

Wilkinson P, Landon M, Armstrong B, et al. (2001) Cold 
comfort: the social and environmental determinants of 
excess winter deaths in England, 1986–96. London: The 
Policy Press. 

N/A 
http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files
/jrf/jr101‐determinants‐winter‐
deaths.pdf

In England, winter mortality is related to lower indoor temperatures, which 
in turn correlate with the age of the property, lack of central heating, cost 
of heating, small household size, and low net income. 

Wilkinson P, Pattenden S, Armstrong B et al (2004) 
Vulnerability to winter mortality in elderly people in Britain: 
population based study. BMJ 329(7467): 647. 

British Medical 
Journal 

http://www.bmj.com/content/3
29/7467/647.abstract?ijkey=5c0
603df8a41d04a076628ea28d1e
4eccad9d91f&keytype2=tf_ipse
csha

Among people over the age of 75 in Great Britain, there was little evidence 
for a link between socioeconomic deprivation or financial worries and 
increased risk of winter mortality. Women and people with pre‐existing 
respiratory illnesses were more vulnerable to cold stress. 

Winder R, Armstrong D (2003) The Lambeth Study: Heating 
and Well‐Being in Older People (Final Report). London, 
England: King's College. 

N/A 

Zota A, Adamkiewicz G, Levy JI, Spengler JD (2005) 
Ventilation in public housing: implications for indoor 
nitrogen dioxide concentrations. Indoor Air 15: 393‐401. 

Indoor Air 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/d
oi/10.1111/j.1600‐
0668.2005.00375.x/abstract?de
niedAccessCustomisedMessage
=&userIsAuthenticated=false

This study found higher concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in low‐income 
urban housing than in average US households during the winter. The 
elevated levels of nitrogen dioxide corresponded to poor ventilation, small 
apartment size, and behavioral responses such as supplemental heating 
with a gas stove. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
Q1. Please state your name and business address.  
 
A1.  My name is Seth Klein.  My business address is 1400 – 207 West Hastings 

Street, Vancouver, BC V6B 1H7.  
 
Q2. By whom are you employed and in what position?  
 
A2. I am the Director of the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, British 

Columbia Office. 
 
Q3. On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?  
 
A3. I am testifying on behalf of the British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ 

Organization, Active Support Against Poverty, BC Poverty Reduction 
Coalition, Council of Senior Citizens’ Organizations of BC, Disability Alliance 
BC, Together Against Poverty Society, and the Tenant Resource and Advisory 
Centre, known collectively in regulatory processes as “BCOAPO et al.” 

 
Q4. Please describe your professional background.  
 
A4. I have been the Director of the BC Office of the Canadian Centre for Policy 

Alternatives since 1996. Under my direction, CCPA-BC has grown to 14 
employees, has over 6,000 supporters across the province, and has published 
regular research reports on numerous public policy issues. Between 2004 
and 2009, I was co-director of the Economic Security Project, a major five-
year research project funded primarily by the Social Science and Humanities 
Research Council of Canada (SSHRC), led by the CCPA-BC and Simon Fraser 
University. The project brought together a research alliance of 20 academic 
collaborators and 24 community partner organizations, with the goal of 
examining how public policy changes in BC affect the economic security of 
vulnerable populations. I served on the Executive and Steering Committees 
for CCPA-BC’s Climate Justice Project, a five-year research partnership with 
University of British Columbia, also funded primarily by SSHRC.  My own 
research deals primarily with fiscal policy, taxation, welfare policy, poverty, 
inequality and economic security.  A brief description of my professional 
background is provided in Appendix A.  
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Q5. Please describe your educational background. 
 
A5. I have a BA in international relations and a B.Ed from the University of 

Toronto, and an MA in political science from Simon Fraser University. 
 
Q6. Have you ever published on poverty issues in BC?  
 
A6.  Yes. I have published 14 peer reviewed studies and reports in the areas of 

fiscal policy, taxation, welfare policy, poverty, inequality and economic 
security, 11 of which deal with poverty-related issues directly. As the 
founding Director of CCPA-BC, for the past 19 years, I have edited all the 
studies, policy briefs and publications produced by the CCPA–BC 
(approximately 12 publications per year), coordinated and given direction to 
numerous research projects, and supervised all the research work of the 
CCPA–BC’s three staff researchers. 

 
Q7. Have you ever testified before this or other utility commissions?  
 
A7.  I have not previously testified before the BC Utilities Commission (“BCUC”).  I 

have testified once before as an expert witness in a BC Supreme Court case 
related to the extension of Aboriginal status to the children of women who 
had previously lost their status.  My testimony was accepted by the Court. 
The citation for the case in which I testified is McIvor v. Canada (Registrar, 
Indian and Northern Affairs), [2007] 3 C.N.L.R. 72 (BCSC). 

 
Q8. Please explain the purpose of your direct testimony.  
 
A8. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is to demonstrate the extent and profile 

of poverty in BC, and why many low-income British Columbians experience 
energy poverty. I was asked whether rising BC Hydro rates represent a 
hardship for low-income British Columbians, and my testimony seeks to 
answer this question by marshaling the latest data and analysis.  

 
2. POVERTY LEVELS IN BC 

 
Q9. Why does poverty matter?  
 
A9. Poverty causes harm to human dignity. Poverty manifests itself first and 

foremost in the lives of thousands of real people, who face extremely difficult 
choices as they struggle to make ends meet, care for their children, 
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participate in the lives of their communities, and fulfill their aspirations. 
Many in our province are not able to meet basic needs, and consequently 
must resort to desperate measures. 

 
• Redressing poverty is just and ethical. Combating poverty is not an act 

of charity, but rather required by our commitment to justice and 
individual dignity. Indeed, it is required by our international obligations; 
the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, for 
example, asserts the right of all individuals to “social security” and the 
right of every individual to an adequate standard of living “including 
adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement 
of living conditions.” 

 
• Fighting poverty is fair. A surprising number of Canadians are just a 

step away from the poverty that can arise from the loss of a job, the loss 
of a spouse or the loss of good health. The people who helped plan 
Canada’s social programs many years ago realized the often fragile and 
contingent nature of economic wellbeing and the importance of programs 
to help people in need. Our nation has been built on principles of 
collective responsibility for one another. 

 
• We all pay for poverty. Study after study links poverty with poorer 

health, more young people in trouble with the law, higher rates of 
incarceration and higher justice system costs, more demands on 
numerous social and community services, increased stress on family 
members, and diminished chances of success at school. Poverty also 
comes with huge costs associated with reduced productivity and foregone 
economic activity 

 
In 2011, the CCPA’s BC Office sought to calculate the costs of poverty in 
British Columbia, using a methodology that had been developed in 
Ontario and has since been employed in other Canadian provinces. That 
study,1 authored by CCPA-BC senior economist Iglika Ivanova, 
conservatively calculated the costs of poverty to the health care system, 
the justice system, and in foregone economic activity. It found that 
poverty in BC costs society between $8.1 and $9.2 billion a year, or 
between 4.1% and 4.7% of provincial GDP.  

                                                        
1 See Iglika Ivanova (2011), The Cost of Poverty in BC, Vancouver: Canadian Centre for Policy 
Alternatives, Public Health Association of BC, and Social Planning and Research Council of BC. 
Available here: https://www.policyalternatives.ca/costofpovertybc 
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It is well-established that poverty among children in particular has tremendous 
costs over the long run because it affects children’s cognitive development and 
future life chances. Children who live in poor families are at a higher risk of 
becoming involved in crime, dropping out of school, and relying on more income 
supports and social services over their lifetime. 

 
• According to the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth,2 

parents in households with low incomes are more than twice as likely as 
parents in either middle- or high-income families to be chronically 
stressed. Not having enough money to buy household essentials and 
feeling that unrealistic expectations were being placed on their time are 
two of the primary sources of stress identified in this research. These 
parents are more likely to suffer from poor health and to be higher users 
of health care services. Adolescents living with chronically stressed 
parents are more likely than other youth to have a tough time socially and 
in school. 

 
• For those on social assistance (officially known as “income 

assistance” and more commonly as “welfare”), much of day-to-day 
life is about survival. This was a core finding of a 2008 CCPA report I co-
authored that followed 60 people on social assistance over a two-year 
period.3 Living on welfare means living well below the poverty line. It is a 
constant and frequently unsuccessful struggle to look after basic needs 
for food, shelter, health, and personal safety – making the task of seeking 
employment very difficult if not impossible for many. We have a welfare 
system that is structurally dependent on food banks and other charities in 
order for people to meet basic needs. In our 2008 study, even those who 
were “upgraded” to some form of disability status (known in BC as PWD) 
continued to use food banks/soup kitchens an average of four times per 
month. A disturbing number of women in our study either returned to or 
remained in abusive relationships or engaged in prostitution to make 
ends meet. 

 
Social assistance in BC is administered by the Ministry of Social 
Development and Social Innovation (MSDSI), and benefits are divided 

                                                        
2 The survey was conducted every two years by Statistics Canada, but was ended in 2009: 
http://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=4450 
3 See Seth Klein and Jane Pulkingham (2008), Living on Welfare in BC: Experiences of Longer-Term 
“Expected to Work” Recipients, Vancouver: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives. 



Direct Testimony of Seth Klein on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 

 8 

into basic income assistance (for those who are “expected to work” and 
those considered to be “Persons with Persistent Multiple Barriers”, PPMB, 
to employment yet are nonetheless categorized as on “temporary 
assistance”) and disability assistance (known as Persons With a 
Disability, or PWD, which is understood to be long-term assistance).  The 
current basic income assistance benefit rate for a single person is 
$610/month, of which $375 is designated for rent. But it has become 
virtually impossible to find rent at that amount,4 leaving people with even 
less than $235/month to pay for all other needs. For a single parent with 
one child on basic assistance, the rate is $946/month. And for a single 
person on PWD, the rate is $983/month (as of September 2016).5   

 
For too long, BC governments have hoped that economic growth and a lower 
unemployment rate would, in time, “solve” the poverty problem. But that has 
not happened. As will be discussed below, many poor people in BC are 
gainfully employed (sometimes with more than one job), yet given the nature 
of our polarized labour market, they remain poor nonetheless. Overall, 
poverty remains deep and persistent. 

 
Q10. How is poverty measured?  
 
A10.  There is much debate about the efficacy of different poverty measures. There 

is no official “poverty line” in Canada. Instead, Statistics Canada produces a 
number of annual low-income measures – the Low-Income Cut-Off (LICO), 
the Low-Income Measure (LIM), and the Market Basket Measure (MBM).  

 
For years, the most commonly used measure, the primary one BC Hydro and 
the BCUC cite in their own documents,6 and the one treated as the unofficial 
poverty line by many, was the LICO.  

                                                        
4 For example, according to the 2015 survey of Downtown Eastside single room occupancy (SRO) 
hotels, conducted annually by the Carnegie Community Action Project, between 2009 and 2015 the 
average lowest rents in hotels surveyed increased from $398 to $517. The vast majority of privately 
owned and run hotels now charge more than $425 a month for rent. See J Swanson, K Chan and M 
Wallstam, Our Homes Can't Wait: Carnegie Community Action Project Hotel Survey and Housing Report 
2015, https://ccapvancouver.files.wordpress.com/2008/11/2015hotelreport.pdf 
5 Income assistance and disability benefits rate for people who live on reserves in BC generally 
mirror the income assistance and disability benefits rates for recipients of benefits from the Ministry 
of Social Development and Social Innovation.  
6 I note, however, that BC Hydro has commissioned their own report on the pros and cons of various 
measures from Sampson Research, which they include in their Rate Design 2015 Exhibit B-14, 
starting on page 115. See:   
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2016/DOC_45707_B-14_BCH_G-12-
16_Compliance.pdf 

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2016/DOC_45707_B-14_BCH_G-12-16_Compliance.pdf
http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2016/DOC_45707_B-14_BCH_G-12-16_Compliance.pdf
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The LICO is a hybrid of both an absolute and a relative measure. It references 
both expenditures on basic items and the distribution of income, as it is an 
income threshold below which a family spends a larger proportion of its 
income than the average family on the basic necessities of shelter, food, and 
clothing. According to the most recent base, the 1992 Family Expenditures 
Survey, the average family spent 43 per cent of its after-tax income on shelter, 
food, and clothing. A family spending greater than 20 per cent more of its 
income than the average family on these three necessities (i.e. 63 per cent or 
more of their income in 1992) is considered to be in “straitened 
circumstances” and below the LICO. LICOs for subsequent years are 
calculated by applying the Consumer Price Index (CPI) to the base year cut-
offs. LICOs are derived for seven family sizes and five community sizes, and 
produced in relation to both before-tax and after-tax incomes.7 

 
However, the fact that the LICO has not been re-based since 1992 makes it an 
increasingly unreliable metric. Given rising housing costs, and the fact that 
the costs of other necessities have tended to rise faster than the general CPI, 
the LICO base is becoming increasingly dated; much has changed in family 
expenditures since 1992. The LICO is particularly problematic in BC, as it 
fails to capture the higher cost of housing in this province. For this reason, 
the CCPA’s economists no longer recommend using the LICO, and instead our 
tracking of poverty rates is done using the more reliable low-income 
measure (LIM) and market basket measure (MBM). 

 
The LIM is a purely relative low-income measure. It is set at 50% of adjusted 
median household income, and produced for various family sizes. One of its 
benefits is that it allows for easy international comparisons, as the same 
measure is produced for most countries. Some jurisdictions, notably Ontario, 
have officially moved towards using the LIM rather than the LICO as its 
preferred low-income measure. Practically speaking, as shown below, the 
LIM does not produce poverty rates for BC that are substantially different 
from the LICO-BT (which seems to be BC Hydro’s preferred measure.) 

 
The MBM, in contrast, is an absolute measure based on actual costs of a 
specified and modest basket of goods and services. The MBM includes five 
types of expenditures – shelter, food, clothing and footwear, transportation, 

                                                        
7 In both cases, the cut-offs are based on income after government transfers, such as the Canada Child 
Tax Benefit, Old Age Security Program, GST Credit, Employment Insurance benefits, and provincial or 
territorial welfare payments. 
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and other basic household needs (such as personal care, furniture, basic 
telephone service, school supplies, and a modest level of reading material, 
recreation and entertainment) – for a reference family of two adults and two 
children. With this measure, a family is considered to have a low income if 
they are unable to purchase this basket of essential goods in their community. 
The income compared to the MBM is not gross income, but rather the actual 
income available to purchase these necessities. As such, deductions are made 
for items such as child care expenses, income taxes, and all mandatory 
payroll deductions before comparing the family income to the cost of the 
basket.8 In addition, the MBM, unlike any of the other measures, is sensitive 
to local costs (such as housing), which are particularly high in BC.  

 
In my opinion, the MBM is the best measure of poverty.  It is most easily 
understood, it is not relative, it is the least arbitrary, and it is specific to local 
cost realities. The CCPA uses the MBM as a reference for key items when 
calculating the Living Wage for Families. 

 
Inevitably, there is a time lag between available poverty data and the present 
day, but this problem plagues all research relying on these poverty measures, 
and should not be used as an excuse for inaction. The latest low-income 
statistics available are for 2013. 

 
One limitation of all these poverty measures is that they consider income in 
annual terms, and people’s income (whether via social assistance or 
employment) tends to come in relatively even monthly installments. The 
problem, however, is that in people’s real lived experiences, many 
expenditures (particularly unexpected or emergency ones), do not follow 
such an even and predictable cash flow. Given that many low-income 
households find it virtually impossible to save income (and indeed, for those 
on basic social assistance, the rules prohibit anything beyond minimal 
assets9), the consequence is often debt, additional interest costs, and 
heightened stress. 

 
The following tables list the 2013 income thresholds for the various poverty 
lines (for various family sizes and communities). 

 

                                                        
8 For more on the MBM methodology, see Human Resources and Social Development Canada. “Low 
Income in Canada: 2000–2004 Using the Market Basket Measure.” 
9 In BC, a single person on basic income assistance can only have cash assets up to $2,000, while a 
single parent with one child is entitled to cash assets of $4,000, and a single person on PWD $5,000.  
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Table 1: 2013 LICO-Before Tax Income Thresholds (1992 base) 

Family size 
Rural 
areas 

Population 
under 
30,000 

Population 
30,000 to 
99,999 

Population 
100,000 to 
499,999 

Population 
500,000 
and over 

1 person $16,426 $18,688 $20,423 $20,550 $23,861 
2 persons $20,449 $23,263 $25,424 $25,582 $29,706 
3 persons $25,139 $28,599 $31,256 $31,450 $36,520 
4 persons $30,523 $34,725 $37,950 $38,185 $44,340 
5 persons $34,618 $39,384 $43,041 $43,307 $50,290 
6 persons $39,045 $44,419 $48,544 $48,845 $56,718 
7 persons or 
more $43,470 $49,453 $54,047 $54,381 $63,147 

Source: Statistics Canada, Income Statistics Division. Cansim Table 206-0091.  
 
 
Table 2: 2013 LICO-After Tax Income Thresholds (1992 Base) 

Family size 
Rural 
areas 

Population 
under 
30,000 

Population 
30,000 to 
99,999 

Population 
100,000 to 
499,999 

Population 
500,000 and 
over 

1 person $12,935 $14,803 $16,514 $16,723 $19,774 
2 persons $15,743 $18,018 $20,100 $20,353 $24,066 
3 persons $19,604 $22,434 $25,028 $25,344 $29,968 
4 persons $24,456 $27,990 $31,225 $31,618 $37,387 
5 persons $27,849 $31,872 $35,556 $36,004 $42,572 
6 persons $30,886 $35,347 $39,433 $39,929 $47,214 
7 persons or 
more $33,922 $38,822 $43,309 $43,854 $51,855 

Source: Statistics Canada, Income Statistics Division. Cansim Table 206-0091. 
 
Table 3: 2013 LIM–After Tax Income Thresholds 
1 person $20,933 
2 persons $29,604 
3 persons $36,257 
4 persons $41,866 
5 persons $46,808 
6 persons $51,275 
7 persons $55,384 

Source: Statistics Canada, Income Statistics Division. Cansim Table 206-0091. 
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Table 4: 2013 MBM Income Thresholds 

Geography 
Family 
of 1 

Family 
of 2 

Family 
of 3 

Family 
of 4 

British Columbia, rural $18,610 $26,319 $32,233 $37,220 
British Columbia, population under 30,000 $18,618 $26,329 $32,246 $37,235 
British Columbia, population 30,000 to 99,999 $17,335 $24,515 $30,025 $34,670 
British Columbia, population 100,000 to 
499,999 $19,081 $26,984 $33,048 $38,161 
Vancouver, British Columbia $19,359 $27,377 $33,530 $38,717 

Source: Statistics Canada, Income Statistics Division. Cansim Table 206-0093. 
 
Q11. What are BC’s poverty rates? 
 
A11.  By any measure, there was a rise in poverty rates in Canada and BC 

immediately following the onset of the 2008 recession. Whether rates have 
since returned to pre-recession levels, however, depends on the measure 
used. 

 
The overall poverty rate in BC (for all persons) in 2013 using the LICO-AT 
was 9.9%, a low not seen since 1980. However, using the LIM-AT the poverty 
rate was 14.4%, which is still higher than the pre-recession rate of 13.6% in 
2008 and well higher than LIM rates that prevailed in the 1970’s, 80’s and 
90’s. Using the MBM, the 2013 BC poverty rate was 13.1%, marginally below 
the pre-recession low of 13.4% in 2008 (note that Statistics Canada only 
started to produce the MBM in 2002).  

 
To put these rates into hard numbers, depending on the measure used, 
between 451,000 and 663,000 British Columbians lived below the poverty 
line in 2013. 
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Source: Statistics Canada. Cansim Table 206-0041 (unless otherwise noted, this is 
the source for all the LICO, LIM and MBM stats and charts to follow). 
 

The poverty rates vary by age group, as seen in the two charts below, with 
child poverty rates tending to be marginally higher than for working age 
adults, and seniors’ poverty rates lower. Notably, however, seniors’ poverty 
using the LIM has been climbing in recent years, and if one isolates single 
seniors (mostly women), the poverty rate is much higher. 
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Table 5: 2013 BC Poverty Rates and Numbers for Various Measures and Ages 
 LICO-BT LICO-AT LIM-AT MBM 
Overall Rate 14.6% 9.9% 14.4% 13.1% 
Children Under 18 15.2% 9.1% 15.5% 14.9% 
Persons 18-64 15.0% 11.5% 14.6% 14.5% 
Persons 65 and over 12.3% 4.3% 12.5% 5.4% 

 
 
Q12. How do BC’s poverty rates compare to the rest of Canada? 
 
A12. BC’s overall poverty rate used to fairly closely track the national poverty rate. 

Then, between the mid 1990’s and about 2011, BC consistently had among 
the highest poverty rates in the country. As of 2013, our interprovincial 
ranking, with the exception of the LICO-BT, has returned closer to the middle 
of the pack, as seen in the table below (although for adults of working age, 
BC’s poverty rate continues to rank among the worst, across all poverty 
measures).  

 
 
Table 6: Inter-Provincial Poverty Rates 
2013 Poverty rates for all persons   Rankings (highest=1) 

  LIM-AT MBM 
LICO-

BT 
LICO-AT 

 
LIM-
AT 

MBM 
LICO-

BT 
LICO-

AT 
Canada 13.5 12.1 13.5 9.7          
Newfoundland 
& Labrador 

13.4 12.4 7.9 5.1   8 6 10 10 

PEI 16.1 15.8 10.9 7.2   1 1 5 5 
Nova Scotia 14.6 13.1 10.9 7.1   4 4 5 6 
New Brunswick 15 13.2 9.7 6.7   2 3 7 7 
Quebec 14 10.8 14.4 10   7 8 3 3 
Ontario 14.4 14 15.3 11.4   5 2 1 1 
Manitoba 14.8 11.6 13.3 10.3   3 7 4 2 
Saskatchewan 12.7 10.1 9.7 6.5   9 9 7 8 
Alberta 7.6 7.4 8.0 5.6   10 10 9 9 
British 
Columbia 

14.4 13.1 14.6 9.9   5 4 2 4 
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Q13. Who are the poor in BC? 
 
A.13 By Source of Income 
 

There is a common perception that the poor are virtually all on social 
assistance.  This is not correct. Notably, while the 2013 poverty rate in BC 
ranges from 9.9% to 14.4% depending on the measure used, a much smaller 
share of British Columbians rely on social assistance at any given time. The 
average monthly number of social assistance recipients in the 2013/14 fiscal 
year was 176,944, or approximately 3.8% of BC’s population.10  

 
Among those on social assistance, a majority (59% in 2013/14) are on long-
term disability assistance (PWD). Meaning, these are people who cannot nor 
are they expected to earn a living through paid employment. Rather, they 
have gone through an exhaustive process of being formally recognized as 
having a disability that precludes full-time work. (And importantly, many of 
those on basic income assistance without formal PWD designation 
nevertheless face significant barriers to employment).11 

 
Importantly, while deep poverty in BC is primarily a story of inadequate 
welfare rates (as people on social assistance live on thousands of 
dollars below the poverty line; see more below), the breadth of poverty 
in BC is mainly a low-wage story – we have a labour market in which many 
people work full-time and full-year yet remain below the poverty line. As 
noted above, fewer than 4% of British Columbians rely on social assistance at 
any time. Given that seniors make up a small share of the overall poverty rate 
(between 7-14% of those in poverty, depending on the measure), it is 
therefore reasonable to assume that about half of those below the poverty 
line are either the working poor or the children of the working poor.  

 
In 2011 (the last year for which we have data), one out of every three poor 
children (32 per cent) lived in families where at least one adult had a full-
time, full-year job, and a majority lived in families with some paid work 
(part-year or part-time).12 

                                                        
10 Welfare caseload data from Caledon Institute of Social Policy (2016), Canada Social Report: Social 
Assistance Summaries, British Columbia, 2015. The social assistance figures do not include First 
Nations people on reserve.  
11 This reality was explored in considerable detail in a 2008 report I co-authored. See Seth Klein and 
Jane Pulkingham (2008), Living on Welfare in BC: Experiences of Longer-Term “Expected to Work” 
Recipients, Vancouver: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives. 
12 Source: First Call, 2015. 2015 BC Child Poverty Report Card. p. 25.  
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A recent report by the Metcalf Foundation shows that Vancouver has the 
second-highest rate of working poverty among Canada’s largest cities, after 
Toronto.13  

 
Figure 4:  

Source: John Stapleton and Jasmin Key. 2015.  
 
 

Noting the level of working poverty is important, as it refutes the common 
response that the poor should simply “get a job,” or governmental responses 
that their preferred strategy to address poverty is to create more jobs. In fact, 
most poor people have already taken such advice – they are employed in the 
paid labour market, yet remain in poverty nonetheless. 

 
By Family Type and Demographic Differences 

 
The age distribution of British Columbians living in poverty is shown in the 
charts below. 

                                                        
13 Stapleton, John with Jasmin Kay. 2015. The Working Poor in the Toronto Region: Mapping working 
poverty in Canada’s richest city. Metcalf Foundation. 
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Figure 5: Age Distribution of BC's Poor (MBM) 
 

 
Figure 6: Age Distribution of BC's Poor (LIM-AT) 

 
Approximately one-fifth of the poor in BC are children (or between 122,000 
and 126,000 children, depending on the measure used). While, as noted 
earlier, between 7-14% of BC’s poor are seniors (between 32,000 and 92,000 
people). 

20% 

73% 

7% 

Children

Non-senior adults

Seniors

19% 

67% 

14% 

Children

Non-senior adults

Seniors



Direct Testimony of Seth Klein on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 

 19 

 
The make-up of the poor in BC can be further broken down by family type, as 
seen below. 
 

Figure 7: BC's Poor by Family Type (MBM) 
 

 
 

Figure 8: BC's Poor by Family Type (LIM-AT) 
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But the break-downs above mask some deeper demographic differences. 

 
Poverty in our society is gendered – the overall BC poverty rate for women is 
higher than for men (for example, the 2013 MBM rate was 12.5% for men 
and 13.7% for women; while the LIM-AT rate was 13.4% for men and 15.3% 
for women). But this reality is, in particular, reflected in very high poverty 
rates for single-mother led households and for unattached senior women.  

 
For example, while the overall poverty rate among seniors tends to be 
comparatively low and seniors make-up a relatively small share of the 
overall poor, the 2013 poverty rate among single senior women was a 
disturbingly high 28.6% (based on the LIM-AT).  

 
Similarly, while a majority of poor children live in households with two 
parents, the overall poverty rate among such households is relatively low. In 
contrast, the poverty rate for children in single mother-led households is a 
shockingly high 45.3% (based on the LIM-AT). Indeed, in general, those living 
in households with only one adult tend to have a much higher poverty rate 
than those living as couples (in economic families). 

 
Poverty rates are also especially acute for certain demographic groups, 
particularly Indigenous people, people with disabilities, various racialized 
groups, and recent immigrants and refugees. 

 
Recent data, however, with respect to these demographic groups is hard to 
come by. This is because the only Statistics Canada source that collects 
information on both income and these demographic characteristics is the 
Census, which is only done once every five years, and in particular, the long-
form Census, which the Harper Government discontinued for 2011 
(replacing it with the National Household Survey).14 Consequently, there is a 
dearth of such demographic data since 2006 (a situation that should be 
rectified with the re-introduction of the Long-Form Census this year).   

 
That said, national-level data can provide a useful glimpse into these 
demographic differences. For example, while the overall national female 

                                                        
14 The National Household Survey is, unlike the Census, a voluntary survey that failed to capture as 
many people in the lower and higher income groups. Consequently, much of the data in the NHS is 
considered unreliable, particularly as the data are disaggregated by province, income group, and 
other demographic characteristics. 
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poverty rate was 13.3% in 2011 (using after-tax LIM), that rate for 
Indigenous women and single mothers was 30% and 36% respectively.15 

 
Similarly, based on the 2011 National Household Survey, and using the after-tax 
LIM as our measure of poverty, the following national poverty stats emerge:16 

• 18.3% for immigrants versus 14.6% for non-immigrants. 
• 38.1% for non-permanent residents. 
• 21.5% for visible minorities versus 13.3% for non–visible minorities. 
• 25.3% for Indigenous identity versus 14.5% for non-Indigenous identity. 

 
A further important gap in the data is with respect to on-reserve First 
Nations people. Not only is Census/NHS coverage on reserve weak, but 
Statistics Canada does not apply poverty lines (the LIM or LICO or MBM) on 
reserve, as it is felt that the collective provision of certain goods (such as 
housing) makes such lines non-applicable. That may be. But there is no 
denying that poverty rates in many First Nations communities are very high, 
despite the fact that these communities are excluded from the calculation of 
the poverty rates presented earlier.   

 
Q14. What are other indicators of poverty, hardship and low-income? 
 
A14. Beyond poverty rates, other indicators speak to the scope of low-income and 

its associated hardships. 
 

Food Bank Use: According to the annual Hungercount report produced by 
Food Banks Canada, an estimated 100,086 individuals turned to food banks 
across British Columbia in March of 2015, up 2.8% from the previous year, 
and 28.1% more people than before the recession hit in 2008 (a slightly 
higher increase than the national average of 26%). Of those relying in food 
banks in BC, 31.5% were children.17 

 
Food Insecurity: Food bank usage is widely viewed as under-representing 
the level of food insecurity (meaning, households reducing food consumption 
or failing to eat a balanced diet because of lack of money). A much higher 

                                                        
15 See Progress on Women’s Rights: Missing in Action. A Shadow Report on Canada’s Implementation of 
the Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action. (2014). Ottawa: CCPA. 
16 Statistics Canada. Cansim Table 202-0802 - Persons in low-income families; and Table 202-0804 - 
Persons in low-income, by economic family type. 

17 Hungercount 2015. Toronto: Food Banks Canada. 2015. 
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percentage of Canadians and British Columbians report food insecurity in 
national surveys. For example, in the 2012 Statistics Canada Canadian 
Community Health Survey, 12.7% of British Columbians reported food 
insecurity at some point in the year. And notably, a majority of those who 
reported food insecurity (63%) were reliant on employment income, not 
social assistance or other forms of income support.18  
 
Homelessness:19 Metro Vancouver's 2014 homeless count (conducted every 
three years) found 2,777 homeless people, although this is widely regarded 
as an under-estimate.20 The count includes people in shelters (66%) and 
unsheltered (34%), and acknowledges there are likely to be many more who 
are "hidden homeless" (sleeping in cars or couch-surfing) not captured by 
the survey. More than one in five people included in the count identified as 
Aboriginal (compared to just 2% in the general population), and 410 were 
children and youth (15% of the total).   

 
Recent BC-wide homelessness data is harder to come by. However, a 2008 
study by Simon Fraser University's Centre For Applied Research in Mental 
Health and Addiction estimated that 11,750 people in BC with severe 
addictions and/or mental illness were "absolutely homeless," while another 
18,750 were at imminent risk of homelessness.21 

 
Wait-lists for social housing: About one-third of households in Metro 
Vancouver were renters in 2010. Of these, 15% rent specifically within the 
social housing realm (housing that is owned by the state or non-profits or as 
co-operatives).22 But many more would like to move into social or coop 

                                                        
18 Drawn from presentation by Valerie Tarasuk and Catherine Mah of the University of Toronto, 
prepared for PROOF: Research to Identify Policy Options to Reduce Food Insecurity, “Household 
Food Insecurity in Canada in 2012” (January 2014). The PROOF researchers have produced more a 
recent report (latest data is for 2013), but British Columbia chose not to participate in the Canadian 
Community Health Survey in the following year. 
19 The homeless and housing statistics assembled here are drawn from a forthcoming CCPA report on 
Affordable Housing in Metro Vancouver by Marc Lee. 
20 The count was done the evening of March 11 and during the day of March 12, 2014. Greater 
Vancouver Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness. Results of the 2014 Homeless Count in the 
Metro Vancouver Region, http://stophomelessness.ca/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/Results-of-the-
2014-Metro-Vancouver-Homeless-Count.pdf. 
21 M Patterson et al, Housing and Support for Adults with Severe Addictions and/or Mental Illness in 
British Columbia, 2008, http://www.sfu.ca/content/dam/sfu/carmha/resources/hsami/Housing-
SAMI-BC-FINAL-PD.pdf 
22 Metro Vancouver, Housing Data Book, November 2015 edition, 
http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-
planning/PlanningPublications/MV_Housing_Data_Book.pdf 
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housing. Current waiting list for social housing in Metro Vancouver alone is 
about 10,000 applicants.23 

 
Core Housing Need: The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) 
measures "core housing need," defined as the share of the population living 
in housing that is overcrowded, in need of major repairs, or that costs more 
than 30% of pre-tax income. 144,720 households in Metro Vancouver (or 
17.7%) were in core housing need in 2011, the highest by far of any Canadian 
city.24 The rate is much higher for renters (almost one in three) than for 
those who own their home (one in nine). 

 
The share of households in “core housing need” for British Columbia as a 
whole was slightly lower than in Metro Vancouver (15.4%, or 247,280 
households). 
 

Figure 9: BC Households in Core Housing Need 
 

 
Source: CMHC, Characteristics of Households in Core Housing Need, British 
Columbia, 2011 
                                                        
23 Received from BC Housing. Total number of applicants in the housing registry as of Dec 31, 2015, 
and includes families (3,228), singles (772), people with disabilities (2,111), wheelchair modified 
(403), seniors (3,442).  
24 CMHC, Households in Core Housing Need, Canada, Provinces, Territories and Metropolitan Areas, 
1991-2011. 2011 is the last year for which data is available, as these statistics are drawn from the 
2011 National Household Survey. This data does not include First Nations reserves. 
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Certain household types experience a greater incidence of core housing need: 
lone seniors and single-parent families; Aboriginal households; and recent 
immigrants. Combining these factors, more than half of renters who are lone 
seniors or single-parent households are in core housing need, as are 40% of 
renters who are Aboriginal and 35% of immigrant households who rent. 

 
A new data project, the Rental Housing Index (developed by the BC Non-
Profit Housing Association), suggests the rental market crisis is even more 
severe.25 The RHI also draws on the 2011 National Household Survey and 
has more comprehensive coverage of the rental market, including secondary 
suites. They estimate that 45% of renter households (136,025) in Metro 
Vancouver spend more than 30% of total income on rent plus utilities, and 
24% (73,540) spend more than half of their income on rent plus utilities. 
Arguably this affordability crisis has only worsened since given rising 
housing prices. 

 
Q15. How do welfare benefit rates and minimum wage incomes compare to 

the poverty line?  
 
A15. Welfare 
 

Importantly, people on social assistance do not have an income just below 
the poverty line, but rather, thousands of dollars below the poverty line. 
Moreover, as welfare benefit rates have been consistently frozen for years at 
a time, the real (after-inflation) value of a social assistance cheque has 
eroded over time.   
 
The following charts are from the Caledon Institute of Social Policy’s annual 
report Welfare in Canada.26 They capture income in constant dollars from 
social assistance, as well as federal and provincial child and tax benefits such 
as the Canada Child Tax Benefit and the GST credit. 
 
As the charts show, for all four household types (a single person on basic 
income assistance, a single person on disability assistance, a single parent 
with one child on income assistance, and a couple with two children on 

                                                        
25 Available at http://rentalhousingindex.ca 
26 All of the following charts can be found in Anne Tweddle, Ken Battle and Sherri Torjman (2015), 
Canada Social Report: Welfare In Canada, 2014, Toronto: Caledon Institute of Social Policy. 



Direct Testimony of Seth Klein on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 

 25 

income assistance), the real value of a welfare cheque in BC peaked in 1994. 
There was a modest lift in 2007/08, and real incomes have declined again 
since. 

 

 

 

....... 

........ 

...... 

•• 

- - -

- - -
- - -

-
-

- - -

- - -

FiQure 1 Oa 
TuU:d w~lh:u e in t,;on~s. s iny le ~•npluyc~l.Jit! J.H:H s on. 

Bli t ish Columbia. iro <.:uros l<lrt l 2014 doll<1rs . 1986-2014 

Figu re 10b 
Tota l welfare incomes, person with a disability, 

British Columbia, in constant 2014 dollars, 1989-2014 

- -

-

-

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

-

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- -
- - - -
- - - -

- - - - - -

- - - - - -

- - - -

- - - - - -
lNt lttO 11tt 1tt2 1ft) '"" t MS 19 96 1997 1998 1999 2000 200t 2002 2003 200ot :zoos 2006 2007 .:001 ~ ZO'tO 2011 201l 20U 2014 



Direct Testimony of Seth Klein on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 

 26 

 
 
 

 
Source for all 4 charts above: Caledon Institute of Social Policy, Welfare in Canada, 
2014. 
 

Notably, for the first three household types, over the 20-year period between 
1994 and 2014, the real value of an annual welfare income fell by over 
$2,000, while for the family of four the drop was $4,000. 
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As of the last year for which we have data, 2014, here is how BC welfare 
incomes compare to the poverty lines. Significantly, depending on the 
household type, welfare incomes only reach a little less or a little more 
than half the poverty line. The point being that people relying on social 
assistance are not merely in poverty – they are in deep poverty. 

 
Table 7: Comparison of 2014 BC Welfare Incomes to 2014 After-Tax Low 
Income Cut-Offs (LICO)   
 Total 

welfare 
incomes 

2014 LICO  (for 
a city over 
500k) 

Poverty 
Gap 

Welfare 
Incomes as % 
of LICO 

Single employable $7,813 $20,160 – $12,347 38.8% 
Person with a 
disability 

$11,415 $20,160 – $8,745 56.6%* 

Single parent with 
one child 

$17,277 $24,536 – $7,259 70.4% 

Couple with two 
children 

$21,924 $38,117 – $16,193 57.5% 

* Note that a person with a disability would face additional costs for therapies, 
medications, equipment, etc. that are not included in the calculation of LICO. 
 
Table 8: Comparison of 2014 BC Welfare Incomes to Market Basket Measure 
(MBM) for Vancouver 
 Total 

welfare 
incomes 

Estimated 
2014 MBM 

Poverty Gap Welfare 
Incomes as % 
of MBM 

Single employable $7,813 $19,472 – $11,659 40.1% 
Person with a 
disability 

$11,415 $19,472 – $8,057 58.6% 

Single parent with 
one child 

$17,277 $27,538 – $10,261 62.7% 

Couple with two 
children 

$21,924 $38,944 – $17,020 56.3% 

Source: Caledon Institute of Social Policy, Welfare in Canada, 2014 
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Minimum wage27 
 
With respect to the minimum wage, a similar pattern exists, albeit less 
extreme; namely, rates that are frozen for years at a time (during which the 
real value declines), and a total income that fails to reach the poverty line. 
 
BC currently has the lowest minimum wage in Canada (a distinction held for 
many of the years since the early 2000’s), despite BC’s high cost of living. 
Between 2002 and 2010, BC’s minimum wage was frozen at $8/hour. 
Between 2011 and 2013, it rose quickly in a series of steps to $10.25/hour, 
and was then again frozen for two years. In September 2015, it rose to 
$10.45/hour (liquor servers and farm workers are paid less),28 which as of 
April 1, 2016, is once again the lowest rate in Canada. 
 
At BC’s current minimum wage of $10.45/hour, a single person working full-
time and full-year (meaning 35 hours of paid work for 52 weeks) would earn 
$19,019 a year. By comparison, the LICO Before-Tax (the most appropriate 
comparator given that the minimum wage earner will have to pay tax) will be 
approximately $25,000 in 2016 (once inflation is applied to the LICO-BT for 
Vancouver for 2013, as shown on p. 5 above). Meaning, a full-time minimum 
wage worker is earning about $6,000 a year less than the poverty line (or 
about 76% of the poverty line).29 Even if we assume a minimum wage 
worker is being paid for 40 hours per week (which is generally not the case), 
the total annual income only comes to $21,736, still more than $3,000 below 
the LICO-BT. 

 
Living Wage for Families 
 
Of course if minimum wage workers are not single, but rather are supporting 
a family and children on their income, they are then much further below the 
poverty line. This was the reasoning behind the CCPA developing the Living 

                                                        
27 For more on the minimum wage in BC, its connection to poverty, and who minimum wage workers 
are, see Professor David Green’s 2015 CCPA paper “The Case for Increasing the Minimum Wage,” 
here: https://www.policyalternatives.ca/publications/reports/case-increasing-minimum-wage   
28 Liquor servers are paid a minimum wage of $9.20/hour, and farm workers are often paid on a 
piece rate basis, which frequently results in a wage below the minimum wage.  
29 It was recently announced that in September 2016, BC’s minimum wage will increase to 
$10.85/hour. But even at this higher rate, the annual income of a full-time worker will only rise to 
$19,747, still more than $5,000 below the poverty line. 
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Wage for Families methodology, first published in 2008.30 The Living Wage 
sets out to achieve a higher goal, namely, to determine what a family of four 
(with two parents, both working full-time, and two young children) needs to 
earn to: 

• escape severe financial stress; 
• ensure healthy childhood development; and 
• participate in the social, civic and cultural lives in their communities. 

 
The Living Wage is nonetheless a conservative measure. It calculates the 
hourly pay rate needed for the family to meet a bare-bones budget with 
virtually no financial wiggle-room. It incorporates what the family pays in 
various taxes, and also what it receives in federal and provincial benefits. 
And it is a unique calculation for each community, based on the actual costs 
of items such as housing, child care and food in that community. 
 
The following is a listing of recent Living Wage calculations from across BC 
(in brackets is the year of the calculation): 

• Metro Vancouver $20.64 (2016) 
• Greater Victoria $20.02 (2016) 
• Kamloops $17.21 (2016) 
• Parksville/Qualicum $16.76 (2016) 
• Prince George $16.52 (2016) 
• Fraser Valley $16.28 (2016) 
• Powell River $21.30 (2015) 
• Nanaimo $17.99 (2015) 
• Cowichan Region $17.55 (2015) 
• Port Alberni/Huu-ay-aht First Nation $17.22 (2014) 
• Kitimat $20.61 (2014) 
• Golden $20.46 (2014) 
• Revelstoke $18.87 (2014) 
• Regional District of Central Okanagan $18.42 (2014)  
• Terrace $18.17 (2014)  
• Lower Columbia Region $18.15 (2014) 

 

                                                        
30 For more on the living wage methodology, see the inaugural living wage report here: 
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/livingwage2008 
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In Metro Vancouver, with a $20.64/hour living wage, each parent working 
full-time would then earn $37,565 annually, or a total annual family income 
of $75,130. This represents an important reality check on what it actually 
costs to live and raise children in BC’s Lower Mainland.   

 
3. ENERGY POVERTY IN BC 

 
Q16. Does BC have an energy poverty problem?  
 
A16. Yes.  
 

The CCPA explored the issue of energy poverty in a 2011 report under our 
Climate Justice Project, led by senior economist Marc Lee.31   

 
Energy poverty is understood as “a situation where a household's quality of 
life is compromised by the high cost of energy needed for heating, hot water, 
lighting and appliances.” The most common definition of energy poverty is 
when a household spends more than 10% of its after-tax income on home 
energy. It covers more than what a family spends on electricity, however, as 
shown below, electricity represents over half of total energy costs for 
households. As Lee et al. write: 

 
“Households faced with a disproportionate energy burden – the 
percentage of income spent on household energy costs – are 
compromised in their ability to afford other essential elements of a 
healthy and decent lifestyle in order to heat their homes to a 
comfortable temperature. This problem is amplified by the fact that 
low-income households are the least able to alter their use of energy 
or pay for energy efficiency improvements, while occupying the 
greatest proportion of older homes with low efficiency insulation and 
appliances. Higher energy prices will thus exacerbate poverty at 
the bottom of the income ladder, unless mitigating features are 
deliberately built into the design of policies.” 

 
They report further: 

                                                        
31 See Marc Lee, Eugene Kung and Jason Owen (2011), Fighting Energy Poverty in the Transition to 
Zero-Emission Housing: A Framework for BC, Vancouver: CCPA. Available at: 
https://www.policyalternatives.ca/energy-poverty 
Their work also drew on L. Kelly (2007), Affordable Energy, Diversifying DSM Programs in BC: A 
discussion paper, Eaga Canada on behalf of the Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum, BC. 

https://www.policyalternatives.ca/energy-poverty
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“A report for the Ministry of Energy, Mines and Resources estimated 
that around 292,000 BC households (18% of total households) were 
living in energy poverty in 2005 [meaning, a household that spent 
10% or more of its after-tax income on home energy].32 An update of 
energy poverty by the University of Victoria's Environmental Law 
Centre for 2007 estimated between 297,000 (17%) and 349,000 
(20%) households living in energy poverty.33 Thus, the extent of 
energy poverty in BC is significant.”  

 
While the reports just mentioned place the rate of energy poverty in BC 
between 17-20%, a recent report from the Fraser Institute (while 
acknowledging that energy poverty is a real and growing issue) places BC’s 
2013 energy poverty rate at only 5.3%.34 The difference stems from the fact 
that the Fraser Institute calculates energy poverty as households spending 
more than 10% of their expenditures going towards energy goods (and this 
includes expenditures on taxes), rather than 10% of after-tax income. This 
methodological difference may appear minor, but it is in fact significant, and I 
would argue that calculating energy poverty as a share of expenditures is a 
mistake. This is because many upper income households do not spend all 
their income (they save and invest much of it), therefore this approach 
overstates upper-income energy spending. Conversely, many lower and 
modest-income households spend more than their income – they are over-
leveraged and in debt – therefore this methodology understates their energy 
spending as a share of income.35   

 
Lee et al. note as well that:  

 
“Energy poverty is more prevalent among certain types of households, 
including single parents (mostly female), seniors, and young adults, all 
of whom are more likely to be renters and live in older and less 

                                                        
32 Kelly, supra.  
33 M McEachern and J Vivian (2010), Conserving the Planet without hurting Low-Income Families: 
Options for Fair Energy-Efficient Programs for Low-Income Households, report from University of 
Victoria Environmental Law Centre in support of the Climate Justice Project. 
http://www.elc.uvic.ca/press/energy-poverty-report-May2010.html 
34 Kenneth Green, Taylor Jackson, Ian Herzog and Milagros Palacios (2016), Energy Costs and 
Canadian Households: How Much Are We Spending? Vancouver: Fraser Institute. 
35 Notably, most of the literature cited in Green et al.’s report uses the methodology of calculating 
energy poverty as energy spending as a share of income. Thus, the Fraser Institute’s choice 
calculating energy as a share of expenditures is unusual. 
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energy-efficient housing stock. Certain groups, such as immigrant 
communities and First Nations, are also at greater risk due to a higher 
prevalence of low-income as compared to the rest of the population. 
Geography will also play a role; for example, households in BC's 
Interior living in poor quality housing stock will face additional 
challenges due to extreme cold in winter and heat in summer.” 

 
The distribution of energy costs is highly regressive – meaning, rising BC 
Hydro bills do not impact everyone equally. As shown in the chart below, 
while the poorest 20% of BC households spend 4.6% of their income on 
electricity, the richest 20% spend less than 0.8% of their income on 
electricity (even though they are spending more in absolute dollars). And this 
trend seems to be worsening. In 2009, the poorest 20% of BC households 
only spent 3% of their income on electricity, while the richest 20% spent 
0.75% of their income on electricity.36 
 

Figure 11: BC Household Energy as a Share of Income, quintiles, 2013 

 

                                                        
36 Lee et al. 2011 
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Note: The income in this chart is total income, so while the poorest 20% show total energy 
spending of 7.3% of their income, in after-tax terms, most if not all of these households may 
be over the energy poverty threshold of spending more than 10% of their after-tax income 
on energy.  
Source: Calculated by Marc Lee, based on Statistics Canada’s Survey of Household Spending 
and Survey of Consumer Finances, Cansim tables 203-0022, 206-0031, and 202-0703 
 

This reality has profound implications for rising BC Hydro rates. It means 
that if BC Hydro rates go up for all households by the same percent, the 
impact on the budgets of lower income households will be felt much more 
acutely. Each across-the board rate increase exacerbates the 
regressivity seen above, and places additional hardship on the finances 
of lower income residents.37 In contrast, BC Hydro’s introduction of two-
tier pricing in 2008 clearly helped to mitigate what would otherwise have 
been an even more regressive distribution of electricity costs. 

 
While home retrofits, smart meters, and the purchase of newer energy-
efficient appliances can reduce energy and electricity consumption, thus 
reducing costs, this is often not an option for lower-income households. As 
Lee et al. note: 

 
“Because low-income households are more likely to rely on less 
efficient appliances and live in energy inefficient homes, they may be 
faced with insurmountable barriers to adjusting their energy use 
patterns. A single parent, for example, has little choice but to consume 
electricity for cooking, cleaning, laundry, etc. before or after regular 
work and school hours. Renters living in apartment buildings may 
face the additional barrier of restricted hours of operation of shared 
laundry facilities.  

 
Purchasing new devices that could enable personal benefit from smart 
metering may be out of the question. Although the burden of capital 
expenditures is equally distributed among residential customers, it is 
less likely to be offset by conservation potential and reduced peak 
energy consumption for the low-income households. Thus, high 
electricity users will tend to benefit more than low users.” 

                                                        
37 I appreciate this consideration of Hydro costs by household income may run contrary to what the 
BCUC and BC Hydro traditional viewed as “an unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory or unduly 
preferential rate for a service by it.” But to ignore the regressive distributional impact of electricity 
costs given the realities presented in this paper hardly seems just. Failure to appreciate these 
differential impacts is to confuse formal versus substantive equality. 
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High-income households have much greater capacity to invest in home and 
appliance upgrades that will reduce future energy consumption and save 
them money. 

 
Of particular note, as the province moves to take more action on climate 
change, households will need to slowly shift away from natural gas 
heating and onto electricity. This means that, over time, electricity will 
constitute a growing share of household energy consumption. If the 
payment of those electricity bills is not made more progressive, both 
energy poverty and the regressivity of energy costs will worsen. As Lee 
et al. note, we want “to ensure a smooth [climate action] transition for all 
households, so that growing numbers of British Columbians do not 
experience energy poverty as a side-effect of a green agenda.” 

 
Q17. Why is energy poverty a problem in BC given relatively low BC Hydro 

rates?  
 
A17. Some (including the Minister responsible for BC Hydro) have rejected the 

proposition that BC Hydro rates pose an energy poverty challenge, given that 
BC Hydro’s rates are among the lowest in North America. While it is true that 
BC Hydro rates remain relatively low compared to other jurisdictions, the 
problem with this response is that it views electricity in isolation from other 
costs.  

 
As is widely known, housing costs in BC (particularly the Lower Mainland) 
rank among the highest in Canada. Rising sale prices for housing (far 
surpassing the rate of inflation or income growth) also have an effect on the 
rental market, keeping tenants in rental housing longer and pushing down 
vacancy rates.38  

 
A tight rental market is showing up in higher average rents. As Lee notes in 
his forthcoming paper: 
 

“Between 2010 and 2014, typical one and two bedroom apartments 
have had rent increases of 3.3% per year, compared to overall 
inflation of 1.3%. Average rent in Metro Vancouver jumped to $1,144 

                                                        
38 For more on this, see Marc Lee’s forthcoming CCPA report on Affordable Housing in Metro 
Vancouver. 
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in 2015, up 4.3% over the previous year.39 A core problem with BC’s 
Residential Tenancy Act is that provincial rent controls are tied to the 
tenant, not the unit. Landlords are constrained by provincial 
legislation in their ability to raise rents to a maximum of 2 percentage 
points per year above the rate of inflation (which itself means rents 
escalate faster than many people’s incomes). However, rents on 
vacated units can be increased without constraint, which creates an 
incentive for landlords to turn over tenants.” 

 
Similarly, child care fees (another core expense for young families) have been 
increasing at a rate steadily outstripping CPI (the overall inflation rate). In 
the Living Wage for Families calculation, child care fees represent the second 
largest expense after housing for a family in Metro Vancouver. In the 2016 
living wage calculation for Metro Vancouver, child care fees for the children 
(age four and seven) combined are $1,356 per month, a 2.4% increase over 
the previous year. 

 
The comparatively high cost of living in BC for low and modest-income 
families is captured in the calculation of the Living Wage for Families – which 
can serve as a valuable proxy measure for a basic cost of living calculation. 
Notably, as our office has updated the Metro Vancouver Living Wage 
calculation each year since 2008, one of the striking observations has been 
that the Living Wage has been increasing by considerably more than CPI. 
This is because the cost of necessities such as housing and child care have 
been going up my more than general inflation, which has been moderated by 
the cost of non-necessities (such as electronics), which have tended to see 
smaller price increases or even decreases. The challenge for low-income 
families is that they cannot avoid basic necessities.40   

 

                                                        
39 Purpose-built rental only. CMHC, Rental Market Report: Vancouver and Abbotsford-Mission CMAs, 
Fall 2015, http://www.cmhc-
schl.gc.ca/odpub/esub/64467/64467_2015_A01.pdf?fr=1453828317938 
40 Interestingly, in 2016, for the first time since developing the methodology for calculating the Living 
Wage for Families, the living wage in Metro Vancouver and other cities will be going down. That is 
because of the introduction of the new Canada Child Benefit by the federal Trudeau government; the 
living wage calculation incorporates the impact of various taxes and tax credits, and because the new 
CCB will substantially boost the incomes of low and middle-income families with children, the living 
wage drops in 2016. The new federal government’s boost to the Guaranteed Income Supplement for 
low-income single seniors will also result in a notable drop in the seniors’ poverty rate.  These 
positive new federal measures are not a reason for complacency. But they do drive home the value of 
good policy, showing that well-designed and targeted policies can make a real difference in the lives 
and affordability of low-income households. 
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Because the overall cost of living is comparatively high in British Columbia, 
lower-income households have less room in their budgets for energy costs, 
and are consequently more sensitive to rising energy and electricity bills 
(particularly when such increases outstrip inflation and income growth). 

 
Q18. Are BC Hydro rates rising faster than incomes?  
 
A18. Yes, by a considerable margin.  
 

Between 2008 and 2013, BC Hydro rates increased by 34.4%. After inflation, 
this represents an increase of 25.6%. (And of course they have continued to 
increase in 2014, 2015 and 2016.) 

 
However, as shown in the chart below, average after-tax incomes in British 
Columbia only grew by 4.1% over the same period. Moreover, this average 
income growth was pulled up by higher income growth in the top four 
income deciles. In contrast, the poorest 10% (combining individuals persons 
and economic families) actually saw a drop in real incomes of 25%, the 
second decile saw an increase of 3.7%, the third decile of 1%, and the fourth 
decile a rise of only 2.4%. Thus, for all these families, BC Hydro rate increases 
in recent years have far out-stripped income growth.  
 

Figure 12: Total Percent Change 2008-2013, Incomes vs BC Hydro Rates 
(2013 constant dollars) 
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Source: Income calculated from Statistics Canada, Cansim Table 206-0031. BC Hydro 
rates adjusted using CPI for British Columbia. 
 

And of course, BC Hydro rates have been going up considerably faster that 
welfare.41  

 
As noted in the earlier charts, welfare incomes have historically failed to 
keep pace with inflation. Basic welfare rates have been frozen since 2007 
(therefore inflation has significantly eroded the real value of a welfare 
cheque since then). The latest BC Budget announced a very small monthly 
increase in disability assistance (PWD) rates of $77/month (the first since 
2007), although, as has been widely reported, the government also clawed 
back two transportations subsidies it provided to over half the people on 
PWD, making the increase for such people a mere $11 to $25 a month. 

 
Q19. Beyond the LICO, LIM or MBM, are there other useful proxy measures 

for low income?  
 
A19. Yes, and a number of these may be worth the BCUC considering as an 

alternate threshold for determining who needs assistance with paying their 
BC Hydro bills. 

 
For example, the BC Government uses a number of different income 
thresholds for various forms of benefits and assistance. 

 
• The BC Government offers MSP premium assistance to individuals and 

families it believes need help paying for medical services plan premiums. 
As of January 2017, the threshold for full premium assistance for a single 
person will be $24,000, with partial assistance offered up to an income of 
$42,000. For couples with two children, the income threshold for full 
premium assistance will be $33,000, with partial premium assistance up 
to an income of $51,000.42 
 

                                                        
41 Comparing minimum wage increases to BC Hydro rates is somewhat more challenging, as much 
changes depending on range of years chosen. The minimum wage rose by $2.25 between 2008 and 
2013, which is a total increase of 28% before inflation – only slightly lower than BC Hydro rates. But 
if one takes a longer view, the failure of minimum wage to keep up with rising Hydro rates becomes 
more acute. 
42 For more detailed information on MSP premium assistance, see the 2016 BC Budget and Fiscal Plan, 
p. 52. 
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The MSP premium assistance thresholds may well be a good threshold for 
the BCUC to use in determining need, as the BC Government has already 
recognized that below these income levels, families struggle to pay their 
bills and wrestle with income hardships. 

• The BC Government offers a Rental Assistance Program grant for renters 
with a family income below $35,000 (this threshold has not been adjusted 
since the program was introduced in 2006). Notably though, the RAP 
grants are only available to families with children under 18, and are not 
available to people on social assistance, making it a poorer proxy measure. 
The BCUC regulations already note that receipt of the rental assistance 
program for seniors (or SAFER) fits the definition of “low-income.” 
 

• The BC Government also offers a low-income carbon action tax credit 
(designed to mitigate the costs of the BC carbon tax). The credit currently 
provides a maximum of $115.50 per qualified adult plus $34.50 per child, 
and costs the BC government $192 million in foregone revenues.43 
Delivery of BC’s low-income carbon tax credit piggy-backs on the federal 
GST credit (with cheques issued quarterly). The credit currently phases 
out after an individual’s income exceeds $32,737, and for families with 
children after $38,193 a year.44 This is a particularly useful proxy 
measure for low-income, as it goes to everyone who qualifies based on 
their tax returns, unlike MSP premium assistance and the rental 
assistance program, which require people to apply (and many do not). 
Additionally, the income threshold for qualification is adjusted for 
inflation each year. 
 

I note that under the BCUC Demand-Side Measures Regulation, the definition 
used for a “low-income household” is the LICO-Before Tax or qualification for 
various other benefits. Oddly, income thresholds to qualify for some of the 
benefits noted exceed the LICO. For example, many who are eligible for the 
Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) for lower-income seniors have 
incomes above the LICO. And one of the benefits listed is being phased out; 
the National Child Benefit Supplement (which will be replaced by the new 
Canada Child Benefit). I also note that some of the BCUC documents related 
to this rate review ponder using social assistance stats as a proxy measure, 
but as noted above, social assistance benefit rates fall far below all the 
poverty lines, and thus MSDSI data is unlikely to serve as a useful measure. 

                                                        
43 Ibid, p. 56. 
44 For more on the low-income carbon credit see: 
http://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/taxes/income-taxes/personal/credits/climate-action 
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4. CONCLUSION 
 
Q20. What do you conclude? 
 
A20. There is ample evidence that thousands of British Columbians struggle in 

poverty; with its associated hardships of homelessness, housing insecurity, 
hunger and food insecurity; and with the reality of energy poverty. Poverty is 
not limited to those who rely on social assistance, although deep poverty is 
experienced most acutely by those households.   

 
In summary it is my view that rising BC Hydro rates represent a 
substantial hardship for low-income British Columbians and that some 
forms of mitigation are required. 

 
Looking forward, the reality of energy poverty and the inevitable need for 
significant climate action raise a cautionary flag. As governments take 
greater climate action, most of the policies they enact, in and of themselves, 
will have the effect of raising the cost of energy, and of pushing consumers to 
switch from fossil fuels to hydro and other renewable electricity. Without 
mitigating measures, these necessary actions will have a regressive 
distributional impact, worsening already entrenched inequalities. The reality 
of climate change requires that our governments take bold actions. But it is 
vital that public institutions also adopt offsetting policies to ensure climate 
action unfolds in an equitable manner.  

 
Lee et al. note: 

 
“[Climate action] measures that increase the price of necessities will 
have a disproportionate impact on low-income households, who 
spend a much larger share of their incomes on energy to begin with. 
While low-income households are already highly motivated to 
conserve energy, BC's biggest energy consumers, those most likely to 
be of a higher income group, experience cost increases that are 
relatively insignificant in proportion to income. 

 
The BC Utilities Commission should actively consider 
distributional impacts as part of its rate approval decisions. 
While we find that BC Hydro's RIB rate has a limited but progressive 
distributional impact, the ongoing increase in electricity prices, as 
currently proposed, will adversely impact low-income households.” 
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Poverty and energy poverty in BC are serious problems. And in the absence 
of mitigating policy and regulatory measures, energy poverty in BC can be 
expected to worsen as BC Hydro rates go up.  
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As the Co-Director of the CCPA/SFU Economic Security Project (ESP), Seth oversaw a student 
training program that employed a total of 54 student researchers in various ESP studies and 
ensured that students gained as many diverse skills as possible and received meaningful training 
during their placements. As a research lead in some of the studies under the ESP, he directly 
supervised six student research assistants over the 2004-2009. 
 
He has also supervised the work of eight student interns at CCPA. 
 
Seth is one of the founders, advisors, and instructors for Next Up, a youth leadership program 
focused on skills-building for the next generation of civil society leaders. This successful 
program has over 120 graduates from BC and is in its ninth year. The program’s model has also 
expanded to Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ottawa. Seth plays a mentorship role to 
young leaders involved in this program. 
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1. What is your job description? 

I am a Constituency Assistant for Scott Fraser, MLA (Alberni-Pacific Rim), and my office 

is in Port Alberni on Vancouver Island.  I am generally responsible for the administration 

of Mr. Fraser’s Constituency Office, and providing constituents with information, advice 

and advocacy services on issues concerning provincial government programs and 

services, or issues falling under provincial jurisdiction.  There is another constituency 

assistant in our office that handles the majority of the administrative tasks, while I mainly 

focus on advocacy work. For example, I provide advocacy services to constituents on 

issues concerning landlords/tenancy, welfare and disability benefits, and child support, 

among other things. I also do outreach work in the community, and will go to 

surrounding communities on demand to assist clients. Prior to my current job, I worked 

as an advocate in the community with several non-profit organizations, so I am seen by 

members of the community as the “go-to” person when they have an issue.   

2. What is your client demographic? 

Our office serves the Alberni-Pacific Rim constituency.  Alberni-Pacific Rim 

encompasses the communities of Arrowsmith (Errington, Coombs, Hilliers, Whiskey 

Creek), Dashwood through Lighthouse Country (Horne Lake, Spider Lake, Qualicum 

Bay, Bowser, Deep Bay), and the Alberni Valley through to the west coast.  This 

includes the territory of the Nuu-chah-nulth First Nation.   
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Unlike Nanaimo or Victoria, there is no advocacy office here other than the Friendship 

Centre, so we get a very high volume of clients for our advocacy services.  We serve 

everyone who comes into our office, but our advocacy cases are mostly with clients who 

are low income and/or seniors.  A lot of my clients are First Nations as well. 

People often come in because they need help with forms, or do not understand what to 

do with a letter or bill they have received.  There is a low literacy rate in Port Alberni. 

Seniors in particular have difficulty with online applications, online accounts, etc.  There 

is also a high percentage of people on disability benefits here – I would estimate I assist 

3-4 clients per week with Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation 

(“Ministry”) disability benefits applications.  

3. What is the reason for your familiarity with bill affordability issues for low 

income BC Hydro ratepayers? 

Part of my job is to assist clients with issues concerning Crown Corporations, like BC 

Hydro and ICBC.   

Sometimes people come in specifically to talk to me about an issue with BC Hydro.  

People also come in with tenancy problems, and often BC Hydro is a part of that bigger 

picture – for example, the person’s electricity bill is included in their rent and something 

goes sideways, or it is not included in their rent and they are facing disconnection.  

Our office has a liaison Customer Relations contact at BC Hydro that is designated for 

MLA offices, which helps a lot. Some of my clients have told me that BC Hydro call 

centre workers are not always helpful.  

4. How long have you worked on BC Hydro low income issues? 

I have been doing advocacy work in Port Alberni for about 25 years – I have not really 

seen BC Hydro issues until the last 10 years. These problems seem to be coming up 

more and more now. 

I would estimate that we provide direct assistance to someone with a BC Hydro issue 

about once per week, but those are just the really bad ones. We provide a lot of 

assistance to other people without getting directly involved as well, as we get a really 

high volume of people calling or coming into our office with BC Hydro issues.   

Our clients tend to be really frustrated with high BC Hydro bills. We also tend to get 

contacted about some really bad cases involving people that are very low income, and 

those that are really low functioning, do not have a phone, and/or cannot navigate 
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complicated phone and computer systems.  For these reasons, they really need 

assistance when contacting BC Hydro.  

5. What types of BC Hydro issues you have dealt with?  

We tend to hear from constituents when there is a problem with their meter/billing, when 

they receive a large bill they cannot pay, or when they receive a disconnection notice. 

A lot of people just cannot afford the big BC Hydro bills they are receiving. Many of my 

clients are making their monthly payments and just getting by, and when BC Hydro 

rates go up, they can’t keep up. 

Low income people are mostly renters, and often have to move a lot. I often see clients 

that have moved into a new place and did not realize it was poorly insulated.  There are 

lots of pre-war houses in this area that are poorly insulated and hard to heat – people 

move in because the rent is cheaper, and are blindsided when they get a massive bill.   

I recently assisted an elderly client with mental and physical disabilities who relies on 

provincial disability benefits for income. The client is on an Equal Payment Plan with BC 

Hydro, and the Ministry pays the BC Hydro bill directly. The client arranged to have the 

Ministry pay the BC Hydro bills directly as the client is unable to cope with bills.  His 

electricity was disconnected, and he didn’t understand why.  It turned out his actual 

usage was out of step with his EPP amount, likely because his home is poorly insulated 

– when the annual “true-up” of the EPP happened, he was hit with a very large bill, 

which my client was unable to pay.  Even though the client had never missed a 

payment, he was cut off.  BC Hydro said the client should have told the Ministry that the 

bills were showing his EPP payments were inadequate and needed to be adjusted – but 

with his disability, there is no way he would have been able to look at his bills and know 

that.   He applied for a crisis grant through the Ministry and was denied – his power was 

off for around six months. He had no light or heat; I took him candles to use for lighting 

at one point, and a neighbour gave him an extension cord to their house so he could 

use his oven and fridge. Someone in the community eventually paid his outstanding bill 

so he could get reconnected. His EPP is now $200/month, which is deducted directly 

from his disability benefits – from a total monthly income of $906, that is a lot.   

Another recent case involved a woman who has been living in the same apartment 

building for more than 10 years – it is an older building, but not run down. She is on 

disability assistance.  She is on an EPP, and her monthly payment was almost $120 

(paid directly by the Ministry out of her disability benefits); this was not enough to cover 

her actual usage in the winter, but she did not realize that at first because she does not 

use much electricity. She ended up getting a disconnection notice, and BC Hydro 
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wanted her to pay more than $400, plus a huge security deposit of more than $400.  I 

assisted her with a crisis supplement request and a security deposit request to the 

Ministry, and was eventually successful in securing Ministry assistance for both, but we 

had to fight right up to the Tribunal level to get that assistance. She will have to pay the 

Ministry back for the security deposit through monthly deductions from her disability 

assistance. This whole process took a long time, and really exacerbated her disabilities. 

Even the Tribunal member in that case could not figure out how to read the BC Hydro 

bill.    

More generally, I deal with a lot of clients that think something is wrong with their meter 

or billing when their bills are much higher than their neighbours – they are afraid to get 

the meter tested, because BC Hydro says they will be stuck with paying a fee for meter 

testing if the meter turns out to be accurate.  People don’t want or can’t afford to take 

that gamble.   

Another situation is where there is one BC Hydro meter for two units – the account and 

bills are in one tenant’s name, and that person is expected to collect an amount from 

the other tenant(s) who may or may not pay.   

6. What is the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on your clients?   

People need electricity here – it gets extremely hot in summer (30-35 degrees Celsius), 

and very cold in winter.  

Those who cannot afford their BC Hydro bills get so beaten down and disheartened.   

The stress can exacerbate their disabilities, and for those that end up getting 

disconnected, living without electricity has huge health impacts. 

Welfare rates have not changed in almost a decade. With shelter rates from the welfare 

Ministry being $375 (which is supposed to cover both rent and utilities), and with 

housing and electricity costs going up so much, people are really struggling.  It is too 

cold to tent here in the winter; if people can find a place where they can afford the rent, 

they need to take it – if the rent does not include utilities, utility payments come out of 

the food budget.   

It is such a juggling act, low income people are constantly having to make impossible 

decisions between food, medications, and heating.  There is a huge demand on the 

food bank here.   

Once BC Hydro disconnects someone’s electricity, it is really difficult for them to get 

reconnected, because BC Hydro will require them to pay the outstanding amount in full 
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plus a reconnection fee. Where is that money supposed to come from?  Low income 

people have no ability to go get a loan, and we do not have a rent bank here.  I know 

that reconnection fees are lower now, but on top of a bill that you already cannot afford 

to pay, it is just one more thing. People are just doing without electricity if they cannot 

afford to get reconnected.   

7. Are you and your clients aware of upcoming BC Hydro rate increases? 

I do not think my clients are aware of upcoming rate increases. Many cannot read their 

bills, and do not understand what impacts consumption. As I said earlier, there is low 

literacy in this area, and low financial literacy as well. People will definitely notice when 

bills increase again though. Many of my clients are at their financial breaking point.   

8. What have you heard about BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand-Side Measures 

(Energy Efficiency) Programs? 

I only know of one person that has taken part in one of BC Hydro’s low income energy 

efficiency programs, and that person was a homeowner who was receiving disability 

benefits. 

I am aware of the programs and share the information, but most renters assume this 

kind of upgrades are the landlord’s responsibility, and feel like it is overstepping their 

role to ask their landlord to participate. They are afraid to “rock the boat”.  Also, many 

low income people move frequently. 

9. Are there any sources of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills? 

For people on income assistance or disability assistance, they may be able to apply for 

a crisis grant from the Ministry to help avoid disconnection.  My clients used to be able 

to get crisis grants fairly easily – as long as the problem, any health issues, and other 

attempts to find funding were clearly documented, the Ministry would generally approve 

these requests. Ever since the Ministry has increasingly centralized its services over the 

past several years, it has become harder to get crisis grants. Requests for crisis grants 

are often turned down because the Ministry will say the issue is not life-threatening, and 

that it is not unexpected to have your electricity cut off if you do not pay your bill. 

Workers do not have the same regional understanding, and are not familiar with issues 

that are specific to Port Alberni – they just tell people to watch their bills more closely.   

In my experience, crisis grants are not a reliable source of funding for people facing BC 

Hydro disconnection.   
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Aside from the Ministry, there are some non-profits that will occasionally help with bills 

in emergency circumstance, but will not pay reconnection fees.  This funding is very 

discretionary, and not a consistent source.  I have seen people go public with their BC 

Hydro bill emergencies by making a public plea for help through the media – I do not 

think people should have to ask for charity in order to pay for an essential service like 

electricity.  
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1. What is your job description? 

I am the Social Work Team Lead for Vancouver Coastal Health’s STOP HIV/AIDS 

Program (STOP Program). I have worked with the STOP Program as the team leader 

since December, 2014. The STOP Program provides free HIV, STI and hepatitis testing 

through mobile clinics in community settings. We also provide treatment, connection to 

housing, public health follow-up and education to our target clientele.   

Prior to this, I was a front line social worker in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside for 10 

years.  I am a registered Social Worker.  

2. What is your client demographic? 

We provide services to Aboriginal people, LGBTQ2S (lesbian, gay, bisexual, 

transgender, queer/questioning and two-spirited) communities, youth, immigrant and 

refugee communities, and people with mental health and/or addictions issues.  

We work with people who are HIV positive, and the majority of our clients struggle with 

addictions and mental health issues and have low incomes and live in unstable housing. 

Our clients tend to have complicated mental and physical health issues, and we try to 

connect our clients to services.   
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3. What is the reason for your familiarity with bill affordability issues for low 

income BC Hydro ratepayers? 

The majority of our clients live in single room occupancy residences where their 

electricity is included in their rent. We do have some clients who pay BC Hydro directly 

for their electricity; I have noticed that these clients run into problems with paying their 

bills, not getting any leeway to pay their outstanding accounts, and having their power 

cut off or receiving threats of disconnection.  

These BC Hydro issues relate to the social determinants of health, and interfere with 

our ability to provide services to our clients. For example, if someone is cut off by BC 

Hydro, then their lack of electricity becomes a priority. If our clients do not have 

electricity, this can derail treatment plans for other health issues. As residential 

electricity is an essential service, we try to assist our clients who have payment issues 

with BC Hydro.   

4. What types of BC Hydro issues have you dealt with? 

We have seen clients who have arrears with BC Hydro and have to apply to the Ministry 

of Social Development and Social Innovation (MSDSI) for crisis supplements in order to 

pay their BC Hydro bills. Sometimes MSDSI does not provide enough of a crisis 

supplement to pay off the bills, and BC Hydro requires the client to pay off the remaining 

arrears through large deductions from their disability benefits cheques.  

The following are some examples of cases where social workers connected with our 

program have assisted clients with BC Hydro-related issues:  

 Clients being required to pay between $200 and $300 a month from their $906 

PWD cheque towards their BC Hydro arrears.  

 Client who was about to get an electric scooter to assist with mobility, and that 

client was very concerned about losing electricity as they would not be able to 

charge their scooter.  

 Client who was living in market rental housing, had worked in a low wage job, and 

was disconnected by BC Hydro for several days while we were in the process of 

applying for EI for the client. The client had temporary assistance from MSDSI. 

During this time, BC Hydro was very inflexible, and would not waive or reduce the 

reconnection fee and arrears, and would only discuss repayment terms with 

MSDSI.  



Direct Testimony of Emma Gauvin on behalf of BCOAPO et al. 
BC Hydro 2015 Rate Design Application before the BC Utilities Commission – BCUC Project No. 3698781 

 
 

3 

 Two single parent refugee families with children, in which the families were 

disconnected by BC Hydro despite that they were MSDSI clients. The clients had 

difficulty trying to navigate both the BC Hydro and MSDSI systems.   

 A client who was having difficulty paying their BC Hydro bills and was told by BC 

Hydro that the client’s reliance on an oxygen tank (or any electricity-powered 

medical equipment) was not a consideration in deciding whether to disconnect BC 

Hydro service. 

 Clients who have successfully negotiated payment arrangements with BC Hydro in 

order to avoid disconnection.  

Each of these cases required significant work on the part of the social workers, and 

significant stress for the clients. They also demonstrate that without assistance from 

social workers, things could have gone very badly.  

In my experience, clients have difficulties dealing with BC Hydro payment and billing 

issues on their own. Most of our clients are living far below Statistics Canada’s Low 

Income Cut Off.  Most of our clients have long histories of dealing with systems and 

institutions, have lower education and literacy levels, including life skills literacy, which 

is why they are involved in our programs. Some of our clients do not open bills they 

receive, including bills from BC Hydro, or do not recognize the consequences of their 

bills. They often do not know how to read a BC Hydro bill, or understand how Equal 

Payment Plans work. Some of our clients feel that there’s nothing they can do about the 

bills they receive.     

MSDSI clients generally do not know that they can apply to MSDSI for a utility crisis 

supplement, and even if they do, it can be very difficult to navigate MSDSI customer 

service on their own, as it can take an hour to get through to MSDSI’s 1-800 line.  Our 

clients generally cannot afford telephones, so they cannot give a callback number.  I 

have found that with increasing bureaucracy, low income and marginalized people feel 

increasingly helpless and require assistance to navigate the systems.    

The STOP Program has one of the last MSDSI liaison workers, allowing us to address 

issues such as BC Hydro billing issues with the liaison worker directly.  

5. What is the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on your clients?   

Most of our clients have HIV and many also have Hepatitis C. If our clients lose 

electricity at their homes, they no longer have a working fridge, and their refrigerated 

and frozen food will spoil. Many of our clients are prone to opportunistic infections, so 
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not having access to proper nutrition can affect their health. In addition, two of the HIV-

specific medications that our clients sometimes have to take must be refrigerated, such 

as Tipranavir and Ritonavir.  

Clients are generally referred to our program because they are on the cusp of a crisis, 

for example, they are close to being evicted or are not managing independently.  If they 

are also dealing with BC Hydro issues, this increases the clients’ anxiety and stress. 

The stress can be heightened for clients who are struggling to overcome addictions.  

Also, our clients are often hospitalized, sometimes for a long time. Clients who do not 

have their BC Hydro bills paid directly by MSDSI are at risk of being disconnected for 

not paying their bills. It would be useful for BC Hydro to notify third parties connected 

with the clients if clients are going to be disconnected, so that the third party can try to 

arrange for payments to be made to BC Hydro. 

6. Are you and your clients aware of upcoming BC Hydro rate increases? 

I do not know whether any of my clients are aware of BC Hydro’s current and future rate 

increases. 

7. What have you heard about BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand-Side Measures 

(Energy Efficiency) Programs? 

I do not know whether any of my clients are aware of BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand-

Side Measures (Energy Efficiency) Programs. I doubt that they are aware of such 

programs. Even if they are, the existence of such programs is likely the last thing on 

their minds.  

8. Are there any sources of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills? 

The main source of financial assistance of which I am aware are utility crisis 

supplements through MSDSI. We are lucky as we have an MSDSI liaison worker who 

assists us to resolve our clients’ issues with BC Hydro. If we did not have this worker to 

call, it would be much more difficult to resolve issues as we would have to call MSDSI’s 

1-800 line in order to try to resolve issues. Our clients generally do not trust MSDSI. We 

also do not have an office space where our clients can come to in order for us to try to 

resolve their issues. We would have to call the 1-800 line from our clients’ homes on our 

cell phones. It can also be difficult to explain our clients’ situations to MSDSI workers, 

as our clients can be volatile and MSDSI workers on the 1-800 line might not have the 

time or patience to be able to assist. I understand that when our clients go to MSDSI 
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offices on their own to explain their situations in person, they are often told that they 

need to leave and call phone the 1-800 line instead. 

I am not aware of whether there are any other sources of financial assistance for clients 

with BC Hydro payment issues.  I did contact AIDS Vancouver to see whether they 

provide financial assistance to clients who are having difficulty paying their BC Hydro 

bills, and was advised that they do not do so.   
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1. Please provide your name, location, and background personal information.  

My name is Christopher Shay. I am 43 years old and I live in Coquitlam, British 

Columbia. I have been Deaf since birth and my first language is American Sign 

Language. 

2. Are you a BC Hydro account holder? 

Yes.   

3. What is your monthly and annual household income?   

I have “Person with Disability” (“PWD”) status and I receive provincial disability 

assistance from the Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation (“MSDSI” or 

the “Ministry”). I receive $906 per month in disability assistance.  

In about July 2015, I started working as an on-call employee of a moving company. I 

earn on average between $200 and $300 per month in employment income, which is 

below my annualized earnings exemption of $9600 while receiving disability assistance. 

My hours are not dependable and I do not have any job security. On April 15, 2016, I 

also got a job working with a flower company separating flowers into boxes. This job is 

full time for only one month, and will end on May 15th. I earn $10.45 an hour at this job. 

Having this job has made my income increase, but it will end very soon. I am disclosing 
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my employment income to MSDSI. I want to work full-time, I do not want to be on 

disability assistance. But I haven’t been able to find ongoing, full-time employment.  

I do not have any assets or savings.  I have debt, including student loans. 

4. What are your monthly expenses? 

I rent a one bedroom apartment in Coquitlam. The rent is currently $821, and will go up 

on June 1, 2016 to $845. My heat is included in my rent. My landlord has been 

increasing the rent every year. I have been on the waitlist for BC Housing for more than 

a year.  

My BC Hydro bill is approximately $20 per month, I pay this bill directly on an equal 

payment plan. 

I currently pay approximately $135 per month for cell phone and internet services. For 

several months in late 2014 and 2015, I was not able to afford my cell phone and 

internet expenses. This was very challenging because as a Deaf person, I rely on my 

cell phone and internet services for communication and accessibility purposes.  

5. Please describe your housing and the type of heating used (i.e. gas or 

electric).  

As described above, I live in a one-bedroom apartment. I have electric heating. 

6. What is your average monthly BC Hydro cost?  

As described above, my average BC Hydro bill is approximately $20 per month. 

7. Are you having difficulty paying your BC Hydro bill? If so, please describe.   

I manage to pay my BC Hydro bill by cutting back on other essential expenses, 

particularly in months where I have no or little employment income.  

Aside from rent, I prioritize paying my BC Hydro and cell phone and internet bills, 

because, as described above, I rely on my cell phone and internet for communication 

and accessibility purposes and I need electricity to power my cell phone and internet. I 

also need to use lights, the fridge and stove. I do not know for sure, but it may be that 

my landlord is increasing my rent because of increasing BC Hydro heating costs.  

My rent, BC Hydro, and cell phone and internet expenses total approximately $976 per 

month. This leaves me approximately $0 to $210 per month (more this month because 
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of my other job) to cover the rest of my expenses, which are necessarily restricted to 

food, household supplies, toiletries, and laundry.  

I do not have enough money left over each month to feed myself a healthy diet, 

especially when I get fewer hours from my employer. I am 6 feet tall and I am often 

hungry. I pretty much eat the same thing every day—toast, simple sandwiches and 

spaghetti. In the past, I got food from food banks, but the food made me sick so I 

stopped using food banks.  

8. Are you currently in arrears with BC Hydro? 

No. 

9. Has your electricity ever been disconnected?  If so, how did you get 

reconnected? 

No, it has not been disconnected. 

10. What is the impact of BC Hydro affordability issues on you and your 

household? 

Please see my response to question 7 above. 

11. What have you heard about BC Hydro rates increasing? 

I have heard they are increasing.  

12. Are you aware of BC Hydro’s energy efficiency programs? 

No. 
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1. Please provide your name, location, and background personal information.  

My name is Conrad Dennis.  I live in Williams Lake, BC.  I am 46 years old, and am 

First Nations. 

2. Are you a BC Hydro account holder? 

Yes.   

3. What is your monthly and annual household income?   

I am on provincial income assistance from the Ministry of Social Development and 

Social Innovation (“MSDSI” or the “Ministry”) – my income is $610 per month ($7320 per 

year). 

I live with my mum, who is in her late 70s. My mum’s income is from her pension, which 

I think is about $1000/month. I live with my mum as she has health problems, and I 

want to help her out.  

We also live with one other person, who does not want to be named.   

I do not have any assets or savings.  I also have quite a bit of debt.   
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4. What are your monthly expenses? 

My regular monthly expenses include my rent ($350) and my BC Hydro bill ($86). The 

Ministry pays both my rent and my BC Hydro bill directly.  I also give my mum $100 per 

month for food.   

Once my regular monthly expenses are paid, I am left with less than $100 for the 

month.  My mum pays our phone bill. 

5. Please describe your housing and the type of heating used (i.e. gas or 

electric).  

We rent an older house in Williams Lake.   

Our house is heated using electric baseboard heating, and we occasionally use 

additional electric space heaters. The house used to be heated with natural gas, but my 

landlord took this out before we moved in.   

6. What is your average monthly BC Hydro cost?  

We are on an Equal Payment Plan, and our monthly payment amount is around $200.  

My portion of this is $86, which the Ministry pays directly to BC Hydro. 

7. Are you having difficulty paying your BC Hydro bill? If so, please describe.   

We have difficulty paying the BC Hydro bill because rates keep going up, and our 

income stays the same.  I am right against the wall in terms of expenses.  I have less 

than $100 left once I pay all my bills and my share of groceries each month.   

I find my BC Hydro bills confusing.  Sometimes the amount I owe goes up and 

sometimes it goes down, and I don’t understand why. At one point I had a credit from a 

security deposit, and BC Hydro never gave it back to me – I didn’t even know it was 

there until much later.   

8. Are you currently in arrears with BC Hydro? 

I don’t think I’m currently in debt with BC Hydro. As described in my answer to the next 

question, my mum recently paid off our debt with BC Hydro.   
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9. Has your electricity ever been disconnected?  If so, how did you get 

reconnected? 

Yes, our electricity has been disconnected a couple of times. The first time was about 

two years ago – the account was in my name, and I could not keep up with payments 

because I wasn’t always getting contributions from the other people in the house in 

time. My mum managed to get us reconnected.    

The most recent disconnection was about two weeks ago.  We had a $600 bill we 

couldn’t pay.  BC Hydro phoned and said we owed $700, but I got a letter after that that 

said that $400 was past due. I didn’t understand how much we owed.  I also didn’t 

understand how we had a debt because the Ministry was still paying my monthly 

amount directly.   

I applied for a crisis grant from the Ministry, but it was denied. My advocate helped me 

apply for a reconsideration of the Ministry’s decision, but the reconsideration decision 

took too long, and our power was disconnected before we had the Ministry’s decision.  

My mum ended up paying BC Hydro out of her pension to get our power reconnected.  

Now we owe BC Hydro $30 for the reconnection fee as well.   

10. What is the impact of BC Hydro affordability issues on you and your 

household? 

It is really cold in Williams Lake in the winter.  My mum is older, and she gets cold 

easily. She turns up the heat, and uses space heaters for a couple of hours each 

morning to heat up the house – sometimes she forgets to turn them off. The space 

heaters really affect the electricity bills.  Our house is really old and drafty, and it loses 

heat easily. All the cold air comes in where the vents used to be, when the house used 

to be heated by natural gas. 

We can’t really turn the heat down or off to save money, because my mom has a bad 

heart and brittle bones. I find it so stressful, and I get worried.  I don’t care so much 

about phone or lights, but we need heat – and my mom really needs a phone, lights, a 

fridge, and heat.   

11. What have you heard about BC Hydro rates increasing? 

BC Hydro rates just keep going up.  I am right against the wall when it comes to 

expenses; I can’t afford to pay any more for electricity.   
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12. Are you aware of BC Hydro’s energy efficiency programs? 

I was not aware of that kind of thing; I would be willing to participate though.  I have 

never had an energy audit done on my home.  I saw a flyer from BC Hydro about 

upgrades, but I thought I had to buy and install things myself.  I did put in some energy 

efficient lightbulbs, but they don’t seem to do anything to make my BC Hydro bills go 

down. 

13. If you are on provincial income assistance, have you ever requested a crisis 

grant from MSDSI?   

As I said earlier, I applied for a crisis grant from the Ministry when we got a 

disconnection notice a couple of weeks ago, but it was denied.  My advocate helped me 

apply for a reconsideration of the Ministry’s decision, but we didn’t get an answer in 

time, and my power was disconnected.  We still don’t have the Ministry’s 

reconsideration decision.   
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1. Please provide your name, location, and background personal information.  

My name is Curtis Barton.  I live in Prince Rupert, British Columbia.  I am 57 years old 

and First Nations. 

2. Are you a BC Hydro account holder? 

Yes.   

3. What is your monthly and annual household income?   

I am on provincial income assistance from the Ministry of Social Development and 

Social Innovation (“MSDSI” or the “Ministry”). My income is $610 per month ($7320 per 

year). 

I live alone with my dog.   

I do not have any assets or savings.  I have quite a bit of debt and I have tapped out my 

friends and family for borrowing more money.   
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4. What are your monthly expenses? 

My rent is $500 per month, which leaves me $110 per month to spend on other 

expenses. My BC Hydro bill is $133 every two months.  

5. Please describe your housing and the type of heating used (i.e. gas or 

electric).  

I live in an older trailer, which is not well insulated. It uses gas heating.  The gas has 

been cut off for about ten months now.   

6. What is your average monthly BC Hydro cost?  

I am on an equal payment plan, and my BC Hydro bill is $133 every two months. 

7. Are you having difficulty paying your BC Hydro bill? If so, please describe.   

I have had great difficulty paying my BC Hydro bill since going on income assistance. I 

used to be a heavy equipment operator. However, I have been unemployed for a couple 

of years. There is a high rate of unemployment in Prince Rupert right now. 

After I pay my rent, I have $110 per month to spend on other expenses. I have to 

choose between utilities and food. I have given up other expenses, including gas 

heating and internet in my home, and owning a car. 

I have received several disconnection notices from BC Hydro and Pacific Northern Gas 

since going on income assistance, both have been disconnected, but my electricity is 

currently connected. I am expecting to receive another disconnection notice from BC 

Hydro in the mail any day now, as I owe more than $500 to BC Hydro because of an 

Equal Payment Plan true up.  

The Ministry has on two occasions assisted me with my BC Hydro bill in response to a 

disconnection notice. On one of those occasions, the Ministry did not assist me quickly 
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enough and my electricity was disconnected. I went several days without electricity 

before it was reconnected.  

The Ministry has told me that it will not assist me again to prevent a utilities 

disconnection. I also cannot borrow money to pay my BC Hydro arrears because I have 

tapped out my friends and family. 

It has been difficult to resolve issues with BC Hydro, including my concern that my BC 

Hydro bill is too high compared to my actual electricity usage, because BC Hydro asks 

me to access my online account. I do not have internet at home. I have requested paper 

copies of my month to month usage, but BC Hydro has not sent them. 

8. Are you currently in arrears with BC Hydro? 

I owe more than $500 to BC Hydro, as described above in my response to question 7.  

9. Has your electricity ever been disconnected?  If so, how did you get 

reconnected? 

My electricity was disconnected once, as described above in my response to question 

7. I expect that it will be disconnected again soon. 

10. What is the impact of BC Hydro affordability issues on you and your 

household? 

I often do not have enough to eat. I use food banks to supplement my diet. My friends 

and family also give me food. 

I gave up gas heating in my home because I could not afford to pay both my BC Hydro 

and PNG bills. I currently use an electric heater and blankets to stay warm. Although I 

have a wood burning stove, I cannot get firewood because I do not have a car. 

I am lucky that Prince Rupert has mild winters, because if I lived somewhere colder I 

would be in trouble.   
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If my electricity gets cut off, I don’t know what I am going to do for food – without 

refrigeration, what little I have will go bad in a couple of days.   

11. What have you heard about BC Hydro rates increasing? 

Yes, I realize they will increase. There is no way I could pay higher bills.    

12. Are you aware of BC Hydro’s energy efficiency programs? 

No, I have not heard about those.  

13. If you are on provincial income assistance, have you ever requested a crisis 

grant from MSDSI?   

As described above, the Ministry has assisted me on two occasions after I received a 

disconnection notice. However, the Ministry has advised me that it will not assist me 

again to prevent a disconnection.  
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1. What is your job description? 

I am the Executive Director of Active Support Against Poverty (ASAP) in Prince George, 

BC, and have worked there since 1987.  ASAP provides general advocacy services to 

low income people in the Prince George area with matters such as welfare and disability 

benefits, tenancy and housing, CPP, and utility issues.  We also have a low barrier 

emergency shelter, a message service, and a free cl 

othing room. As Executive Director, I am responsible for all aspects of our office, 

including financial matters, human resources, and supervising advocates.  ASAP has 

two advocates, one support staff person, and approximately 30 staff members in our 

shelter and housing projects. 

2. What is your client demographic? 

Our clients are very low income, and may be homeless or at risk of homelessness.  In 

terms of sources of income for our clients, we assist people with no income, people with 

limited income through employment (i.e. the working poor), and people who receive 

their income through the social safety net (income assistance, disability assistance, 

employment insurance, pension, etc.) 

We primarily serve Prince George and the surrounding region, but if we are contacted 

by someone farther away from a place without an advocacy organization, we will try to 

assist them. 
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Although we do not have services targeted specifically to First Nations, we provide all of 

our services to First Nations people, whether they live on or off reserve. However, living 

on reserve means that different laws apply, so providing services to on-reserve First 

Nations people is challenging.   I would estimate that about 43% of our advocacy 

services clients and about 79% of our tenancy and housing clients are First Nations, 

and that about 70% of the people using our emergency shelter on an average night are 

First Nations.   

3. What is the reason for your familiarity with bill affordability issues for low 

income BC Hydro ratepayers? 

ASAP sees clients with BC Hydro issues all the time, and it is almost always due to 

inability to pay their bills.  ASAP has been around since 1986 – in Prince George, it is 

seen as the place to go when you have a problem. 

Someone might come in specifically to see us about a BC Hydro issue, they might be 

referred to us from another agency, or we might find out about a BC Hydro issue when 

someone comes in to see us about something else (e.g. a tenancy issue). 

4. How long have you been working on BC Hydro low income issues? 

I have worked at ASAP since 1987, and have worked with clients on BC Hydro issues 

regularly throughout that time as part of our housing work.  Contacts about BC Hydro 

issues have definitely increased in recent years.   

5. What types of BC Hydro issues have you dealt with? 

We mostly hear from people that cannot pay their bills.  We rarely see people about BC 

Hydro issues before they receive a disconnection notice—by the time they come in to 

see us, they are in dire straits.  We also see people who are on Equal Payment Plans, 

and are hit with huge bills when BC Hydro reviews their actual usage.  

6. What is the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on your clients?   

The cost of electricity means that low income people often cannot pay their bills and 

they are disconnected. Low income people do not have a financial cushion that allows 

them to pay huge bills in a way that will actually make the problem go away – even if 

they manage to avoid disconnection one month, the rates mean they could be in the 

same place with the next bill. For our clients with electric heating, this is a life and death 

crisis.   
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I think a person could potentially go without electricity for a couple of days if they didn’t 

have electric heating, but if it is connected to your heat source, this is a serious 

problem. You cannot survive in the winter here without heat. Some “lower rent” housing 

in Prince George, including a large group of townhouses, is electrically heated. This 

creates problems because low income people move in because the rent is cheaper, and 

they don’t realize until they move in that electricity costs can be $300 per month. Often 

times, this ends up being low income single parent families – they cannot afford to pay 

this much for electricity.   

Facing large bills and disconnection because you cannot pay your bills is so stressful for 

people – and our clients are people who are stressed to begin with, given their lack of 

financial stability. Every penny counts.  Worrying about making ends meet completely 

consumes them.  I cannot imagine how single parents deal with figuring out how to pay 

for these increasing costs, and still manage to sit down and help their children with their 

schoolwork.   

On top of that, it is so difficult for our clients to get reconnected once they are 

disconnected. BC Hydro seems unwilling to negotiate workable payment plans, and is 

unwilling or unable to waive the reconnection fee once someone is disconnected.  

These conversations with the call centre can be so time-consuming and frustrating – 

and clients who are working cannot deal with this during business hours. 

Finally, online payments also do not work for a lot of low income customers. In order to 

be able to use those, you need to have a bank account (and have registered your 

payees with the bank), and have regular access to a computer. It is wrong to assume 

that method works for everyone.    

7. Are you and your clients aware of upcoming BC Hydro rate increases? 

I am aware of the upcoming BC Hydro rate increases. Our clients seem to be somewhat 

aware of rate increases, but I do not think they know what this means in a concrete 

sense – they will be very stressed when the higher bills start to arrive. Increased BC 

Hydro bills will just be one more thing to deal with.  

8. What have you heard about BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand-Side Measures 

(Energy Efficiency) Programs? 

I do not know much about these programs, and I do not think my clients are really 

aware of them.  Our clients would only think of accessing these programs if they owned 

their own homes.   
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9. Are there any sources of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills? 

Clients who are on provincial income assistance or disability assistance may apply for a 

crisis supplement from the Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation to 

avoid disconnection, but this is not a reliable source of funding. Let’s just say there is an 

advocacy office here for a reason.  Crisis supplements are so difficult to get. The 

Ministry usually turns down requests for crisis assistance with BC Hydro bills, because it 

says that it is not unexpected that you would be disconnected if you don’t pay your 

electricity bill, and in order to be eligible for a crisis supplement, the “need” must be 

unexpected.   

If someone is ineligible for a crisis supplement, they can apply for emergency 

assistance through the Homelessness Prevention Program (HPP).  The HPP is a finite 

pool of money for emergency housing and utility needs, and it usually runs out early in 

the month. ASAP helps determine who receives these funds for the Prince George 

region.  People can generally apply for a maximum amount of $450 for a particular 

need. In order to be eligible for assistance through the HPP, the applicant must be 

ineligible for a crisis supplement through the Ministry, must provide three months of 

bank statements, and must meet certain criteria – essentially, the applicant must be one 

of the following: First Nations, being discharged from a hospital, leaving corrections, 

fleeing violence, or at imminent risk of homelessness.  An applicant will only receive a 

grant if it will help them remain housed moving forward. We need to talk to the person’s 

landlord prior to approving an application. 

Neither the crisis supplements nor the HPP are a reliable source of assistance for BC 

Hydro bills. 
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1. What is your job description? 

I am the Coordinating Minister at Duncan United Church in Duncan, BC. I work with a 

staff of 8 other people, including one staff member (Social Justice Coordinator) who 

regularly works directly with low income people, and a couple of others who assist with 

people who are engaged with government services. I am also the Chair of the BC 

Conference of the United Church of Canada.   

As our church is located downtown, I regularly personally interact with people who come 

through our door – this includes a lot of people who rely on government services.  

2. What is your client demographic? 

Our “client” demographic could include basically anyone in the community; however, our 

outreach services are targeted at marginalized, low income people—often people who 

are homeless or on verge of homelessness. Of those who are housed, the majority are 

renters, and some are homeowners. 

Most of our clients rely on income assistance or persons with disabilities benefits from 

the BC Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation (MSDSI) or social 

assistance on reserve as their sole source of income. Others are low income workers. 

We also work with seniors and with families – we see a lot of single mothers.   
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Our services extend well beyond members of the church—the vast majority of the 

people we assist are not congregants. 

3. What is the reason for your familiarity with bill affordability issues for low 

income BC Hydro ratepayers? 

I am familiar with bill affordability issues for low income BC Hydro ratepayers because 

we regularly receive direct requests for help from people with BC Hydro issues.   

Our church has always had a tradition to try to help people, and I am well aware that the 

amount provided by provincial welfare and social assistance on reserve is not enough to 

cover bills, including utility bills. 

Duncan United Church is also a receiving agency for people who make applications for 

assistance with Social Planning Cowichan.  Social Planning Cowichan provides limited 

one-time grants for people who need help paying their rent and utility bills. I will 

elaborate on these grants below.   

4. How long have you been working on BC Hydro low income issues? 

I have been in my current capacity for 2.5 years, and have seen BC Hydro bill 

affordability issues throughout that time. I have been a minister since 2009; prior to my 

current role, I was a minister in Trail, BC. Part of my work has always been with 

marginalized, low income people.    

I would estimate that I see about 10-15 people with BC Hydro-related issues per month.  

Our Social Justice Coordinator sees someone almost every day concerning BC Hydro 

issues. It is part of our mandate to help people with these problems.   

Over the past year and a half, contacts about BC Hydro have increased—especially 

contacts from people who cannot afford to pay their Hydro bills. Since I spoke out in a 

local newspaper (Cowichan Valley Citizen) about increasing BC Hydro rates and the 

hardships these increases are causing low income people and families, more people 

have been getting in touch with us about their BC Hydro issues. The article based on 

the letter I wrote can be found at Attachment A.   

5. What types of BCH issues have you dealt with? 

We tend to hear from people when they have been disconnected or are facing 

disconnection.  We also hear from people who have received large BC Hydro bills that 

they cannot pay—for example, people who are facing a large and unexpected bill 

following an Equal Payment Plan true-up. 
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6. What is the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on your clients?   

Inability to pay rising Hydro costs has a huge impact on low income people.  Many 

people have to choose between paying rent, purchasing food, and paying their BC 

Hydro bill.  Seniors with pensions that seemed adequate in the past cannot afford 

current BC Hydro rates, nor can those living on provincial and on reserve welfare rates 

that have been frozen since 2007. I am aware of people being evicted because they 

were not able to pay for heat in their rented accommodation.  Affordable rental housing 

is often also the least energy efficient, and the hardest to heat.  Affordable rental 

accommodation in our area can be poorly insulated, drafty, and heated by older, 

inefficient baseboards that either fail or need to be supplemented by portable heat 

sources. Some people have even told me they use oven elements to help heat their 

homes. 

We also see parents who fear their children may be taken into care because they 

cannot afford electricity to heat their home or refrigerate food.  In the region where I live 

and work, a particularly high number of kids are apprehended by the Ministry of 

Children and Family Development (MCFD). I understand that lack of electricity could 

lead MCFD to consider removing children from a home if the weather is cold for a 

longer period of time and the children’s parents or guardians could not afford to pay 

their electricity bill. 

Another issue is that people around here live in rural areas where housing is more 

affordable and wood heat is more of an option—those people often use electric pumps 

for drinking water.  When BC Hydro disconnects these households, people are left 

without drinking water.  

One case we recently saw involved a woman who is on income assistance and could 

not afford her BC Hydro bill.  MSDSI would not assist her with a crisis supplement, and 

Cowichan Social Planning had no funds available to assist her. She would risk eviction 

from her rental housing if her electricity was disconnected. She found a new place to 

rent, but MSDSI would not assist her with a security deposit as she was still housed at 

the time of request.  

In my experience, once a low income person’s power is disconnected, it is very difficult 

for them to get reconnected.  Not only do they have to deal with the outstanding bill, but 

they have to find a way to pay the reconnection fee and potentially a security deposit on 

top of that. 
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I wrote a letter to the Honourable Bill Bennett, Minister of Energy and Mines, outlining 

the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on the low income people in my 

community. A copy of my letter to Minister Bennett can be found at Attachment B.   

7. Are you and your clients aware of upcoming BC Hydro rate increases? 

I am aware of the upcoming BC Hydro rate increases. The clients we work with are 

vaguely aware, but it is difficult to keep on top of that kind of thing when your immediate 

concerns are feeding and housing yourself and your family.   

Low income people we see will absolutely be unable to cope with increases in BC 

Hydro rates without receiving a discount on their electricity bills or a corresponding 

increase in income (income assistance and disability assistance, and minimum wage).  

8. What have you heard about BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand Side Measures 

(Energy Efficiency) Programs? 

I have heard of the Energy Savings Kits, but they are not something we hear a lot about 

from clients. I do not think most people are aware of them, and the savings BC Hydro 

suggests the items could provide seem like an overstatement.  I spoke to one person 

who received an energy savings kit and installed all of the items, and he said it made no 

difference to his bill.  

I have not really heard about the Energy Conservation Assistance Program.  

9. Are there any sources of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills? 

In terms of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills, people who are on income 

assistance or disability assistance can request crisis supplements from MSDSI, but this 

is not a reliable source of funding – many requests are denied. The Ministry often tells 

people they are not having a crisis—imagine being a single mom and being told that an 

inability to pay your bill is your own failure in planning. 

If someone is ineligible for help with their BC Hydro bill from MSDSI, they can ask us for 

help through the Cowichan Social Planning fund. A person is eligible to receive these 

emergency funds only once per year (if at all), to a maximum of $200, so it is quite 

limited who can actually get help with their bill this way.  Also, the amount in this fund is 

limited to $1000 total each month to assist people in the area with both rent and utilities, 

and always runs out in first few days of the month. The fund does not provide a solution 

for people that come in with BC Hydro issues later in the month. 
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On reserve lands nearby, I believe that the band has some funds available to assist 

people on reserve.   

There are no other sources of assistance that I am aware of – if none of these sources 

can help, people are on their own. 

With the help of an advocate, clients may be able to negotiate repayment with BC Hydro 

in order to get reconnected, but this is not consistent – it depends who at BC Hydro 

answers the phone.  Supervisors seem to have more ability to accommodate low 

income customers, but front line workers appear to be limited in what they can do.  Low 

income clients are unlikely to get through to a supervisor on their own.  Most people in 

deep distress are not their best advocates. A person has to demand a supervisor, and, 

in my experience, some front line staff can sound harsh, blame the customer, and can 

almost be abusive in their treatment of callers. Marginalized people who are already at 

the mercy of an authority’s decision-making may not be assertive enough to request a 

supervisor, who may also treat them poorly. This comes from my direct, personal 

experience dealing with BC Hydro Customer Service Representatives, that of our Social 

Justice Coordinator, and out of the reported experience of people that seek help from 

our church.  In my experience, BC Hydro is not willing to look at customers’ 

unexpectedly high power bills for problems (e.g. meter issues) unless the customer is 

willing to pay the meter testing charges. 
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1. What is your job description? 

I am the Manager of Counselling Support Services at Terrace and District Community 

Services Society (TDCSS) in Terrace, BC. TDCSS offers a variety of specialized 

programs geared towards helping low income people in BC’s northwest, including 

homelessness and outreach services, community living services (for people with 

developmental disabilities), youth and family services (including a youth engagement 

drop-in centre), counselling and support services, anti-poverty advocacy, employment 

services, and a soup kitchen. 

2. What is your client demographic? 

We primarily serve clients in Terrace and the surrounding area, and also offer some 

outreach services in Prince Rupert and Kitimat. 

We provide some youth programs, but our advocacy and homelessness outreach 

programs focus on very low income adults – a high percentage of which are Aboriginal 

(around 50%).   

In terms of income, our clients are primarily recipients of provincial income assistance or 

disability benefits, or are on fixed incomes such as pensions.    
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3. What is the reason for your familiarity with bill affordability issues for low 

income BC Hydro ratepayers? 

We do a significant amount of anti-poverty advocacy, which includes issues concerning 

income assistance, disability benefits, and housing, among other things.  A lot of clients 

come in specifically to see us about BC Hydro issues. Some people in this area have 

gas heating, but a lot have electric heating – this leads to some really high BC Hydro 

bills, which low income people are often unable to pay. 

4. How long have you been working on BC Hydro low income issues? 

I have been doing anti-poverty advocacy work for 12 years, and have been with TDCSS 

specifically for five and a half years – I worked with Terrace Anti-Poverty Group Society 

before that.  I have seen clients with BC Hydro issues throughout that time.  It is 

definitely getting worse though – we are now seeing a much larger number of people 

with BC Hydro issues. We have seen a lot of problems since the installation of smart 

meters.  

I would estimate we deal with 5-6 BC Hydro issues per month on average, but this 

number is higher in the winter. In the summer, people are less likely to seek help 

because service disconnection is not the same kind of immediate emergency. For 

example, people may not need to heat their homes at all during the summer. 

5. What types of BC Hydro issues have you dealt with? 

We tend to see people who have been disconnected, or are on the verge of 

disconnection.  If someone is heating their house with electricity in the winter in a 

northern community, the bills can be enormous.  It is much darker and colder here in the 

winter than in other parts of the province, and people use light and heat a lot more.   

If someone is actually disconnected it creates huge problems, as they then need to pay 

the whole outstanding bill, as well as the reconnection fee and security deposit – I have 

seen security deposits as high as $1300, but we regularly see security deposits in the 

$700-$800 range if the customer is heating their home with electricity.  In addition to 

houses that are built to use electric heating, some people switch to space heating 

instead of gas since the cost of gas (through Pacific Northern Gas) has increased so 

much. 

We also see a lot of people who are on equal payment plans – our advocates actually 

encourage this. It can create problems though.  For example, we assisted a senior who 

is hard of hearing and had set himself up on an EPP with BC Hydro.  He did not hear 
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what BC Hydro had told him about subsequent bills, and he missed a payment because 

he had not yet received the documents he thought he was waiting for – he was almost 

disconnected. The first payment was due before he received the documents.  Also, 

reading an EPP bill (or any BC Hydro bill) is very difficult for anyone with literacy or 

comprehension issues.  We teach our clients how to look at EPP actual usage on their 

bills – we would see more problems concerning EPP true-ups if we did not do this. 

We hear from a lot of people in Dease Lake and Telegraph Creek – these communities 

are not connected to the grid, and customers’ usage is often estimated for billing 

purposes, and later adjusted for actual usage.  When BC Hydro adjusts bills for actual 

usage, customers often get hit with a huge bill that they are unable to pay. Most people 

in these communities heat with electricity because they do not have access to natural 

gas.   

We also see clients who are concerned about the accuracy of their smart meters.   

6. What is the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on your clients?   

For our clients, the choice is often between heating their homes and eating, paying for 

medication, and paying their rent. 

I am always shocked how quickly BC Hydro disconnects people, and how quickly they 

expect payment when someone is cut off or on the verge of being cut off. I appreciate 

that BC Hydro expects to get paid for its services, but there needs to be more 

compassion, and more attempts to resolve the issue before disconnecting people – and 

not in a “one size fits all” manner.   

People get behind on payments in the winter when bills are higher, and then it is really 

difficult to catch up.  The cost of utilities is really high in northern communities where it is 

colder, darker, and more isolated – it is so expensive, and disproportionately affects low 

income people.  People in poverty live in rural areas and in less energy efficient homes, 

and low income people naturally conserve where they can anyway.  I know of many 

people that keep their heat well below where it should be in order to reduce costs – it is 

not healthy or safe for those people or their families.  No one else would keep their heat 

that low. 

I had one client who relies on disability benefits for income, and lives in a trailer – her 

BC Hydro bill is regularly $300 month, and the pad rental for her trailer is $250. If she 

moves, her rent would be much more. She got to the point where she stopped buying 

her blood pressure medication so that she could keep up with her bills.   
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When BC Hydro disconnects people’s power, they are cutting off light and often heat, 

but also hot water – for families with children, how can the parents possibly bathe their 

children and keep them warm? BC Hydro says this is not their problem. However, I 

have seen the Ministry of Children and Family Development remove children from a 

home, citing lack of electricity along with other reasons for removal of the children.   

Depending on a person’s financial situation, it can be very difficult to get reconnected 

once they are disconnected – the person has to pay the entire outstanding bill (no 

exceptions), plus the reconnection fee, and often a security deposit. The problem is 

finding that money.  Once they find the money, BC Hydro can usually reconnect the 

service within a couple of days.  

7. Are you and your clients aware of upcoming BC Hydro rate increases? 

My clients are aware of the recent and upcoming rate increases, and they are 

panicking. When it comes to low income communities, every time there is a rate 

increase, you are taking food out of someone’s mouth.  That is literally the choice that 

people have to make. People who cannot afford their current electricity bills also look for 

heating alternatives that are not safe, like manually lighting a gas oven and leaving the 

oven door open.  

8. What have you heard about BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand-Side Measures 

(Energy Efficiency) Programs? 

Our staff tells people about BC Hydro’s low income energy efficiency programs, but 

most of our clients are not aware of these programs prior to us telling them about them.   

For those clients that have used the Energy Savings Kits, it does not seem to make a 

huge difference in the bill – I’m sure it helps, but it is not enough savings to make the bill 

affordable.   

I do not know any low income people that have taken part in the Energy Conservation 

Assistance Program.  Most low income people are renters – even if those programs are 

available to renters, tenants would still need the landlord’s permission.  Landlords are 

not motivated to increase energy efficiency because it does not save them money (i.e. if 

the tenants are paying the utility bills). 

9. Are there any sources of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills? 

The Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation (MSDSI) is the main source 

we would look to for financial assistance for our clients with BC Hydro bills – for 
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example, for crisis supplements.  These have become fairly difficult to get.  This is partly 

because of the poor service quality following the centralization of services at MSDSI, 

and MSDSI’s use of a 1-800 number for its primary service delivery.  We have a good 

relationship with our local office, and workers there will help where they can, but crisis 

supplements are not a consistent source of emergency funding.     

TDCSS also administers a Homelessness Prevention Program, which is offered through 

BC Housing.  This is a pool of $1200 per month for emergency assistance to help 

someone get housed, or to keep them housed.  The funds can be given to applicants to 

help pay their rent or utility bill (if they are facing disconnection), but $1200 does not go 

far – the pool of money usually runs out in the first few days of each month. Maximum 

subsidies per person are usually around $120.  Also, there is a timing issue if the need 

is time-sensitive – TDCSS cannot issue cheques on the same day, as we only do 

“cheque runs” every two weeks.  

We also very occasionally offer some subsidies for utilities through our Homelessness 

Outreach and Youth Outreach programs – this does not happen very often, though.  
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1. What is your job description? 

I am the Advocacy Lead at Together Against Poverty Society (TAPS) in Victoria, BC.  In 

this role I provide systems support to TAPS advocacy projects while maintaining an 

advocacy case load assisting individuals and families with provincial matters pertaining 

to the Employment and Assistance Act, Employment and Assistance for Persons’ with 

Disabilities Act, and the Employment Standards Act. 

TAPS is a non-profit society in Victoria, BC that provides free legal advocacy for people 

with issues concerning residential tenancy, income assistance, disability benefits, 

employment standards, and income tax for low-income earners. TAPS’ staff and 

volunteers assist approximately 5000 people each year. TAPS has provided legal 

advocacy services to people living in poverty across Southern Vancouver Island and the 

surrounding Gulf Islands for 27 years. 

Prior to my current position, I have worked at TAPS in various capacities, including as 

the Interim Executive Director (September 2014 to August 2015), an Income Assistance 

Advocate, the Coordinator of the Volunteer Disability Advocacy Project, and as an 

Employment Standards Advocate.  Throughout my employment at TAPS, I have had 

regular contact with clients who experience chronic homelessness, physical and 

cognitive disabilities, and various symptoms of persistent poverty. I have witnessed a 

high number of people transition from being housed to living in homelessness over the 

course of my career. 
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2. What is your client demographic? 

TAPS serves low income people. Our clients comprise people who are homeless or at 

risk of homelessness, seniors, people with disabilities, a disproportionate number of 

First Nations people, recent immigrants, and many single parent families.   

Most of our clients rely on income assistance or disability benefits as their sole source 

of income, and some are employed in low wage work.  We primarily work with people 

who are having difficulty navigating what is left of the “social safety net”.   

3. What is the reason for your familiarity with bill affordability issues for low 

income BC Hydro ratepayers? 

As noted above, TAPS assists in excess of 5000 low income people per year.  Because 

of this high case volume composed of people who are working to make ends meet, we 

come into contact with a large number of people who are having difficulty paying their 

utility bills.     

4. How long have you been working on BC Hydro low income issues? 

I have worked at TAPS for approximately six years, and have worked on BC Hydro 

issues periodically throughout that time.  Our office saw a significant spike in contacts 

about BC Hydro issues in 2014.   

5. What types of BC Hydro issues have you dealt with? 

We assist people with BC Hydro issues on an as-needed basis—by the time people 

come into our office, it is usually a crisis/urgent matter.  We frequently see clients who 

have received a disconnection notice, or those who are falling behind on payments and 

do not have the means to pay outstanding amounts. People also come to us when they 

are at risk of being cut off and they have been unable to negotiate a workable 

repayment plan with BC Hydro. 

We have seen several clients facing large bills that they are unable to pay following 

Equal Payment Plan adjustments.  This issue seems to come up in waves. 

One problem we often see is in the case of a rooming house with multiple tenants 

where one person in the account holder, and some people move out. The remaining 

tenants are unclear who was in charge of paying the bill. The account holder has moved 

out and the account is not closed or transferred. With no one paying the bill BC Hydro 

will disconnect the power to the residential unit.   
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6. What is the impact of BC Hydro bill affordability issues on your clients?   

The increasing unaffordability of BC Hydro rates for our clients means that people are 

unable to pay their bills, and are more often disconnected. 

The impact of not having electricity should be obvious, but is particularly problematic 

when someone has a disability, or has small children and due to a lack of electricity is 

unable to cook.  Being unable to afford electricity means not being able to clean 

laundry, shower and prepare for work, and heat your home in the middle of the winter – 

especially since a lot of low income housing in the Victoria area has electric baseboard 

heating. Getting cut off has a big impact very quickly. 

It is obviously difficult for people with very low incomes to find money to pay for 

reconnection fees and outstanding bills.  Negotiating repayment for a reconnection can 

be a problem, but is generally easier if MSDSI is involved. 

If someone is not yet on income assistance and is unable to pay their bill, this becomes 

more difficult – we saw one case where BC Hydro would not accept a repayment plan 

proposal from someone who was not yet on income assistance, but it took him three 

weeks to navigate the complex and time-consuming income assistance application 

process—in the interim, he had to go without electricity.   

7. Are you and your clients aware of upcoming BC Hydro rate increases? 

I am aware of the upcoming rate increases, but my clients do not seem to be.   

The people we serve will clearly be unable to cope with additional rate increases.  Most 

clients that present with BC Hydro issues are already using their food money to pay for 

BC Hydro – further increases mean less food in the cupboard.  Keeping the power on is 

a tradeoff with feeding themselves and their families.   

There have been no rate increases to provincial income assistance since 2007 – each 

year people become more desperate trying to cope with increasing pressures on their 

income.  This amplifies the impact of BC Hydro rate increases and the resulting 

competition with meeting basic needs. 

8. What have you heard about BC Hydro’s Low Income Demand-Side Measures 

(Energy Efficiency) Programs? 

I have heard of these programs, but very few of our clients are aware of them.  We have 

tried to promote the Energy Savings Kits, but these programs seem to provide little relief 

to those few clients that are using them. 
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I don’t know of anyone that has done the Energy Conservation Assistance Program.  

The majority of our clients are renters—I think renters are less likely to make changes to 

the home, even to improve energy efficiency, as this is understood as being the 

landlord’s responsibility.   

In any event, these programs are not solving the problem of bill unaffordability. Looking 

for ways to support low income people to be more energy efficient is great, but it does 

not provide anything close to the relief that is needed—low income people also need a 

lower electricity rate. 

9. Are there any sources of financial assistance with BC Hydro bills? 

When clients receive a disconnection notice from BC Hydro, they may be able to apply 

for a crisis supplement from MSDSI – you can only apply for these if you are eligible for 

income assistance or disability assistance.  In my experience, crisis supplements are 

very difficult to get because of the “unexpected need” criteria:  to be eligible for a crisis 

supplement from MSDSI, you must be financially eligible for income assistance or 

disability assistance, and be able to show that (1) you have an unexpected need, (2) 

you have no other resources to meet that need, and (3) there is a threat to your physical 

health or safety if the need is not addressed.  This is hard to show in the utility context. 

For example, clients will apply for a crisis supplement for a bill they cannot pay following 

an EPP adjustment or some kind of complex billing mistake, and MSDSI will deny it and 

say the need is not unexpected because the client has been receiving electricity bills, 

and electricity is not an unexpected need.   

If a client is ineligible for a crisis supplement from MSDSI, they can apply to the 

Homelessness Prevention Fund (HPF). This is a local fund administered by several 

non-profits in Victoria (including TAPS) to assist people who are homeless or at risk of 

becoming homeless with rent or utility payments. The HPF works as a lottery – the total 

monthly fund is $8000, and the maximum amount per applicant is $500.  The entire fund 

is usually depleted within first couple days of the month, with the bulk of grants going 

toward rent to help people avoid eviction.     

There is another program called “Community Splits” – this is an ad hoc emergency relief 

fund administered by six organizations.  If someone has an emergency need, they can 

go to one or more of the six organizations to ask that they cover all or a portion of the 

need – applicants may need to go to more than one org to cover the outstanding 

amount.  I am unsure of the total amount available through the Community Splits each 

month, but like the HFP, it gets exhausted quickly within the first couple of days of each 

month.   
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We see a lot of people that have tried all of these options. As noted above, if the 

request is after the first few days of the month, the HFP and Community Splits are likely 

unavailable.   
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