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Letter of Comment 
 

Name (first and last): Lynn Bandura Date:  November 20, 2016 

 
Comment: Please specify the reasons for your interest in the proceeding, your views concerning the proceeding, 
any relevant information that supports or explains your views, the conclusion you support and any 
recommendations. The Commission may disallow comments that do not comply with the Rules of Practice and 
Procedure. 
 

[Please write your comments in this box] 

I have reviewed the reports and of the two, Fortis makes more sense. It disturbs me that BC Hydro 
went so far as to suggest that offering rates based on time of use would be a way to lower rates. If you 
want to cook supper, watch TV and take showers between midnight and 4 am, I'd say go for it. But I 
think we're entitled to a somewhat normal life, so I’d tell them which bodily orifice they can shove 
that idea into. 

The 5 questions the Commission posed to the companies were not communicated to the general public 
in their request for comments and therefore, the information they received likely does not adequately 
relate to those questions.   

The basic concept that electricity users should be punished for using more electricity than a certain 
threshold is at best paternalistic. Bad, bad people who consume too much power! You must pay 
higher rates! Really?!?! How incredibly backwards. I cannot think of another commodity that uses a 
reverse economy of volume. In fact, I have learned that there is no shortage of electricity in the 
Kootenays. More electricity is / can be produced than there are customers for. Unlike oil, gas, or 
propane, electricity that isn’t used is simply wasted. It cannot be reasonably stored in large capacity 
for later use. It therefore seems that those who make more use should be encouraged by even lower 
rates, not higher. This could be a huge draw for industry to an area where jobs are scarce. 

I did not see in either company's report any reference to dwellings that are only inhabited for part of 
the year. As we know, much of the Kootenays are recreational properties and as such are vacant for 
much / most of the year. And a significant number of residents head south for the winter. Were any 
efforts made to ensure that these properties were not included in the ones used for their data? If not, 
then the data is skewed as the consumption of vacant properties in the off-season is limited to heating 
enough only to keep the pipes from freezing. All appliances are off or unplugged and the water heater 
is also off or turned to the absolute minimum. So the true consumption for a year round resident is 
diluted by the vacant properties. 

I would suggest that a simple and effective way to find the impact of the higher rate would be to 
compare the power consumption for the months of June, July and August against that of December, 
January and February. If the consumption is lower in the winter months that would readily indicate a 
vacant building which should be excluded from the data. Further comparison of the seasonal 
consumption might give some indication of hardship.  

However, there are several factors that are unknown such as the use of oil, propane and wood to heat 
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home and water. How the hell would either company know whether I have a propane stove or water 
tank or furnace? They don't! And so, that also skews the data they're using. However, if the intent is to 
protect the environment, then the use of electricity over oil, gas, propane and wood is desirable and 
should be encouraged by the offering electricity at the lowest possible rates. 

There is reference in the reports to second fridges and freezers along with hot tubs and swimming 
pools as if one should be punished for owning such a luxury as a freezer or second fridge. The reality 
is that the further one is from major shopping (Nelson) the more sense in makes to have larger and 
second fridges and freezers in order to minimize travel. Should rural residents be punished for this 
with higher electricity rates? 

Programs that offer rebates on upgrades benefit only those who can afford to make such upgrades in 
the first place. And for many dwellings in the Kootenays, such upgrades will never make financial 
sense. The work is more expensive to start, because contractors charge more for travel and pad prices 
the minute an upgrade could be part of a rebate scheme. The only one who benefits is the contractor. 
There are a high number of dwellings that should not be upgraded as those upgrades will never pay for 
themselves neither in reduced energy nor increased property values. Rebates work better in larger 
urban centres where there is competition for the work and potential real estate benefits. 

The bottom line is, whether or not I have access to natural gas or propane or wood, and whether or not 
my income is considered low, we should not be paying more for electricity than the cost and a 
reasonable profit.  BC has long collected a carbon tax and if it truly believes that a carbon tax is the 
right way to go, then it should be making sure that BC electricity rates are such that we should be 
using it over natural gas every time. There is no cleaner, renewable energy source than hydro-
electricity! 

Residential Inclining Block Electricity Rates are punitive charges with no real benefit to the consumer 
or the environment. There is no reason for us to be paying such exorbitant rates merely to live a 
reasonably comfortable rural life. Shame on the BC Utilities Commission for this punitive action! 
Recall and refund the Residential Inclining Block Electricity Rates collected to date. It's the right 
thing to do. 
 

 




