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Letter of Comment 
 

Name (first and last):  Garry Jackman Date:  24 November 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. 
 

My first observation regarding the report provided by Fortis BC (FBC) in response to the questions posed by 
the BC Minister of Energy and Mines is that the data poorly represents the communities where the unfair 
electricity rates were imposed without consideration of the impact of not having access to natural gas to heat 
the residence and hot water.  I provide more detailed concerns below, in particular to the sample size, but 
first note that FBC reported on the basis of nine communities within their service area which do not have 
natural gas, many of them unincorporated communities which were once vibrant logging and/or mining 
towns.  These communities may represent less than half of the residents who do not have access to natural 
gas and even within the analysis of these select communities I believe there is inadequate data to properly 
respond to the Minister’s concerns.  Note that along the east shore of Kootenay Lake where I reside the 
communities named in the study were Riondel and Crawford Bay, which omits Sirdar, Kuskonook, Twin Bays, 
Sanca, Destiny Bay, Boswell, Gray Creek and Kootenay Bay.  Some of these communities are small clusters of 
about 30 houses and some are a few hundred residences.  Some are more recent developments (1975 and 
onwards) while many have a majority of residences predating 1975.  If you check post office records you will 
see that many of these communities have already celebrated their centennials. 
 
On reviewing the FBC report it becomes evident that the sample size of the high energy consumption 
residences without access to natural gas is very small (94 total high energy consumption residences, 80 with 
access to natural gas and 14 without access) and is not representative of the communities affected to the 
greatest degree by the RIB.  FBC indicates their study area includes 9 communities without access to natural 
gas, so out of the total of 14 high energy use residences from those communities (without access to natural 
gas)  included in the study the average sample size was less than 2 residences per community. 
 
Within the Sampson Research document, on Table 12, for the high energy consumption homes without access 
to natural gas there is only one home represented as being constructed prior to 1950 and only 2 homes as 
being constructed between 1950 and 1975.  Most of the communities listed as not having access to natural 
gas, such as Riondel, Ymir or Kaslo are old mining and logging towns where the great majority of houses were 
constructed prior to 1975.  The survey results, as stated within the Sampson report, often provides data not 
suitable to determine "statistically significant differences".  The report fails to identify age of homes as a 
significant factor where there is high energy use combined with no access to natural gas which is to be fully 
expected when the data is insufficient.   
 
If the survey was structured to gain statistically significant data for the challenged communities which are 
being penalized by the RIB the results would fit the facts on the ground.  Those include the fact that most of 
the older homes were first fitted with a fuel oil furnace.  From the 1970's onward when urban residents were 
converting their older homes to natural gas, this could not be done in the rural areas without access to natural 
gas.  We therefore have a totally different (from the larger norm) population of older rural homes which were 
either retrofitted with propane furnaces and electric hot water heaters or both electric space heating and hot 
water heating.   
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In addition, the design of these older homes was fundamentally different from homes constructed after 1975, 
with energy conservation not being an issue more than four decades ago.  The minor upgrades with weather 
stripping around doors and windows or even window replacement and additional attic insulation cannot 
adequately compensate for the lack of vapour barriers or lack of wall insulation.  These homes are 
underrepresented in the survey and therefore the dismissive comments made by RBC about statistical 
variations being within tolerable limits are invalid.  The inclined rate creates a consistent and unfair penalty 
for rural residents who do not have access to natural gas, a higher than average proportion of whom can be 
readily demonstrated to be fixed income seniors within the community where I live and within the greater 
area along the east shore of Kootenay Lake. 
 
The Minister expressed specific interest in the impact on low income residents.  The consultant engaged by 
FBC has indicated there was insufficient data, at times blaming residents for not completing portions of the 
survey, to make observations around the impact of income.  As an elected director for local government 
representing RDCK Area A, Wynndel/East Shore of Kootenay Lake I have researched both the demographics 
and income levels for this area.  The data is free and readily available.  The consultant for FBC could have 
easily incorporated this data in order to more earnestly respond to the Minister’s concerns.  When there is an 
additional cost impact in an area and there is an unusually high percentage of low income persons within that 
area, then it is reasonable to extrapolate there is an unusually high impact on low income persons within that 
area.  If any members of your Commission or staff wish, I will personally tour you to show you the typical 
homes and introduce you to residents of our area. 
 
The reality on the ground which the BCUC must consider is that seniors and low income families in older 
homes are today turning their heat down in their homes due to the economic hardship placed on them by 
increased electricity costs.  This degrades their quality of life and potentially will result in undue negative 
health consequences 
 
As for my wife and I (as indicated in my earlier submission) who chose individually controlled electric heat as 
the ‘green’ and progressive choice in 1997 when I built this house, we are being charged several hundred 
dollars more each winter billing cycle as a result of the RIB.  While we feel the initiative to encourage 
conservation is valid and we have done what we can to conserve electricity, including relying more heavily on 
our wood stove and leaving most of the house cold, we are still seeing a significant portion of our income 
diverted to heating costs since the change.  For the electricity provider to take a dismissive approach that our 
having to pay 12% more (on average) while others have seen a 5% savings on billings does not matter 
statistically, that would only be a valid position if communities with and without access to natural gas were 
demonstrating this range of impact from the RIB.  Further analysis will no doubt show that my neighbours and 
I are all paying extra, and residents of Kelowna (which is not where the power is actually produced) are all 
benefitting at our expense.  The further arguments about the cost to maintain rural infrastructure are also 
meaningless to those of us who recognize that we are in the heart of the power producing center for Fortis BC 
and they require a much less elaborate transmission system to power our homes than to feed the ever 
growing Kelowna market. 
 
Please direct FBC to correct the situation by introducing an adjustment or unique rate for us residents without 
access to natural gas and further direct Fortis BC to refund us the premium (penalty) which we have been 
paying for not fitting the ‘model’ home used to create the rate scale. 
 
Thank you 
Garry Jackman 
Resident of , BC;  RDCK Director Area A – Wynndel/East Shore Kootenay Lake 
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