
 
 

 
 

Suite 101, 310 Ward Street, Nelson, British Columbia, V1L 5S4  
 

March 11, 2021 
 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Suite 410, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 
 
Attention: Patrick Wruck, Commission Secretary 

 
RE: Nelson Hydro - 2021 General Rate Increase Application – Project No. 1599167 – Nelson Hydro Reply 
to Letters of Comment 

 
Dear Mr. Wruck,  
 
On November 30, 2020 Nelson Hydro filed its 2021 General Rate Increase Application (GRI Application). In 
accordance with BCUC Order G-347-20 setting out the Regulatory Timetable for the review of the GRI 
Application, Nelson Hydro submits this Reply to Letters of Comment. 
 
Introduction  
 
Nelson Hydro has carefully reviewed all 84 letters of comment that have been filed in this Proceeding and values 
the input received from its engaged ratepayers. Notably, a significant number of the letters of comment filed in 
this Proceeding appear to be offering comments related to the proposals in Nelson Hydro’s Cost of Service 
Analysis and Rate Design Application, Project No. 1599166 (the “COSA & RDA”).1 Many of these letters 
reference the COSA results directly, the specific rate design proposals set out in the COSA & RDA, and/or offer 
views on whether a rate differential between Urban and Rural residential customers should be approved. It is 
respectfully submitted that these matters are outside the scope of the GRI Application and they would be more 
appropriately considered in the COSA & RDA. Therefore, in the interests of efficiency for all involved, Nelson 
Hydro proposes that these letters of comment be migrated to the COSA & RDA proceeding where they can be 
more appropriately considered and addressed.2  
 
Nelson Hydro now takes the opportunity to respond to comments related to the GRI Application (and a limited 
number of other comments containing inaccurate information). 
 
Reply to Issues Raised in Letters of Comment 
 
General Letters. As would be expected by any utility proposing to raise its rates, the letters of comment received 
are generally in opposition to the rate increase proposal in the GRI Application. Many letters stating general 

                                                 
1 The letters that appear entirely related to the COSA & RDA include the following: E-1, E-5, E-9, E-12, E-13, E-15, E-17, 
E-18, E-20, E-22-1, E-22, E-23, E-24, E-27, E-29, E-30, E-31, E-32, E-35, E-35-1, E-38, E-40, E-41, E-42, E-43, E-44, E-
46, E-47, E-48, E-49, E-50, E-51, E-52, E-53, E-54, E-55, E-58, E-59, E-60, E-61, E-62, E-64, E-65, D-11-1, D-13-1, D-
15-1, D-18, D-18-1, D-20-1, and D-25-1.     
2 Notably, many of these letters appear to have already been filed in the COSA & RDA.  
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opposition raise cost of living concerns and identify challenges that can be caused by rate increases. Other letters 
reference frustration with regard to the reliability of service and frequency of power outages3 and take the position 
that vegetation management is either lacking or needs to be augmented.4  
 
Nelson Hydro is sympathetic to the concerns raised by its ratepayers regarding the cost of living in the region and 
the difficulty that rate increases may cause for certain individuals living on fixed incomes. These economic 
challenges are compounded further by the global pandemic and its impacts that have now been ongoing for over 
a year. Still, the proposal in the GRI Application is for a modest rate increase (an annual rate increase of 2.3%) 
that is necessary for the utility to meet its 2021 revenue requirement and operate sustainably. To quantify this 
increase, for the typical Rural residential ratepayer, the proposal results in a $28.06 increase on their 2021 annual 
bill or a $2.34 increase per month (based on annual usage of 10,717 kWh). This also assumes that the ratepayer 
takes no action to reduce their electricity usage through the utility’s EcoSave programming or through other 
means.5 Moreover, the same proposal is being applied to the Urban rates. This proposed rate increase also follows 
the 2020 year where there was no rate increase for any Nelson Hydro customers. Finally, the proposed rate 
increase is significantly less than the 2021 increase that was approved for FortisBC (a 4.36 general rate increase).6  
 
Like any other utility, Nelson Hydro must ensure that its rates are fair and just for ratepayers while also allowing 
the utility to maintain a sustainable operation. While rate increases can be difficult for certain ratepayers to absorb, 
they are necessary to enable the continued provision of safe and reliable service while also supporting efforts to 
improve service. Foregoing an increase now would only create the need for a larger increase at a future date. 
Notably, for 2021 it is already clear that the proposed modest rate increase, if approved, will still result in under 
recovery by the utility. As set out in its response to BCUC IRs No. 1 (see Response to IRs 4.1 & 5.2), the region 
has already experienced a severe storm that has resulted in the utility going significantly over budget for Major 
Storm Repair costs. Accordingly, for the reasons set out above and in the GRI Application, it is submitted that 
the proposed rate increase is just and reasonable despite any unfortunate financial challenges it may cause to some 
ratepayers.  
        
Reply to Letter E-19-1 Regarding Utility Financials. Letter E-19-1 makes a number of unsupported claims 
regarding the utility’s budget that are simply inaccurate. First, the Letter states that “The current approach [to 
budgeting] does not consider the impact of any previous year Rate changes on performance. This could mean that 
consumers are paying in advance for future changes in the cost structure.”7 In forecasting revenue for subsequent 
years, the utility factors past levels of consumption including projected consumption for the current year. The rate 
increase is applied to the revenues that would have been expected absent the increase, therefore taking the current 
rate structure into consideration. Under the proposed COSA & RDA any surplus or deficits for rural customers 
from budget would go into a deferral account and futures rates adjusted to account for these variances.  
 
The Letter then goes on to focus and comment on the figure provided in the Letter that shows the 2020 budget 
compared to actual variance as calculated by the author. For a relatively small utility like Nelson Hydro, certain 
factors can have a significant impact on operating results and looking at this variance for only one year is not 
representative of the utility’s generally strong track record in budgeting. In any given year, the unpredictability 
of factors such as weather conditions – be it a mild or extremely cold winter, a stronger than anticipated freshet, 
or unprecedented severe storms as seen in recent years – can lead to dramatic swings in actual results when 
compared to budget set prior to the start of the year. The current year, 2021, is currently providing a perfect 
example of this reality. As referenced above, on January 13, 2021 the utility’s service area experienced a major 
storm resulting in approximately $370,000 in damage costs. Also, a record cold February of this year (2021) has 
added significant demand charges to the utility’s power purchase costs (estimated at $50,000 per month) for the 

                                                 
3 See E-4.  
4 See E-2, E-6. 
5 Nelson Hydro in partnership with FortisBC and the RDCK has developed a robust energy retrofit program. Notably, 
certain energy saving improvements have been made available to low income customers and seniors at no cost. 
6 Notably over the past two years FortisBC rates have increased by 5.36 percent whereas Nelson Hydro’s rates, if the GRA 
Application is approved, will have increased by only 2.3 percent.  
7 See Letter E-19-1, p. 2. 



 
 

remainder of the year. These events both occurred after the 2021 rate increase was proposed and they will have 
to be absorbed into the existing budget. 
  
Finally, to address the Letter’s comments on the utility’s dividend payment, water licence transfer, and capital 
reserve transfer: these practices have been examined and accepted by the Commission in the past. Given this 
direction from the Commission, the utility has continued with these practices. For example, in 2017 the 
Commission found that the City of Nelson, as the owner of the utility, is “well within its rights to expect to earn 
a return on its assets.”8 The dividend amount approved in prior recent years forms the basis for the 2021 proposed 
dividend (i.e. the 2021 proposed dividend amount represents an inflationary increase to the previously approved 
figure).9  
 
With regard to the water licence reserve transfer, the calculation is based on two factors: the licensed water volume 
of 265 cubic feet per second and FortisBC’s energy and capacity rate for the coming year. The increase to the 
reserve payment is the result of FortisBC rate changes as approved by the Commission. This matter was fully 
explored and accepted by the Commission in Order G-124-18.10  
 
Last, with regard to the Letter’s comments regarding the utility’s practice of financing its capital expenditures 
primarily though the use and management of a capital reserve fund, the Commission has accepted the use of such 
a fund noting that capital expenditures can be “lumpy” and the use of a capital reserve can serve to smooth out 
fluctuations in rates that would otherwise be required to match the timing of capital.11 This is in contrast to the 
Letter’s suggestion that the capital reserve transfer should match the capital spend each year, which would result 
in unwanted fluctuations in rates based on the timing of the capital program.12   
   
Other issues raised in the Letter regarding Urban and Rural allocations as well as the concept and calculation of 
the City’s return are better left for discussion as part of the COSA & RDA.   
 
Reply to Letter E-21 Regarding Rate Increase. Letter E-21 states that Nelson Hydro is “already charging 
customers more than BC Hydro.” Notably, BC Hydro uses a two-step rate structure, where the rate paid for 
electricity consumption above 1350 kWh bi-monthly is 0.1394/kWhr, 33% higher than Nelson Hydro’s flat rate.  
BC Hydro has this stepped rate to encourage energy conservation. Nelson Hydro does not have this inclining rate 
structure, as many of its Rural customers rely on electricity as their primary heating source. Over 50% of Nelson 
Hydro customers would be impacted if Nelson Hydro adopted an inclining rate structure. At consumption of 
approximately 950 kWh/month, a Nelson Hydro and BC Hydro customer will have a similar monthly utility bill. 
However, the majority of Nelson Hydro customers would have a higher bill under the BC Hydro rate structure. 
 
Also, BC Hydro is not the best comparable for Nelson Hydro given that BC Hydro is a large public utility with 
rates set by the Commission to meet Provincial Government goals and policies. Nelson Hydro, on the other hand, 
is a small municipal utility, that serves a fraction of the customers BC Hydro does. Nelson Hydro has historically 
been able to deliver its services at rates that are comparable with those of both BC Hydro and FortisBC. 
 

                                                 
8 See Commission Order G-119-17, August 8, 2017, Appendix A, p. 7, available at 
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49757_G-119-17_Nelson-Hydro_2017-Rate-
Application_Decision.pdf.    
9 As explained in response to BCUC IRs 8.1-8.4, the proposed dividend is significantly below a standard return on equity 
amount.  
10 Commission Order G-124-18, dated July 11, 2018, Appendix A at p. 6 available at 
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2018/DOC_52014_2018-07-11_Order_G-124-18.pdf. 
11 Commission Order G-119-17, August 8, 2017, Appendix A, at p. 14-15 available at 
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49757_G-119-17_Nelson-Hydro_2017-Rate- 
Application_Decision.pdf. 
12 Notably, under the proposed COSA & RDA contributions to capital reserves or capital expenditures would not affect 
Rural rates other than the future amortization of these assets, interest expense (if funded through additional borrowing) and 
return on equity. 

https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49757_G-119-17_Nelson-Hydro_2017-Rate-Application_Decision.pdf
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49757_G-119-17_Nelson-Hydro_2017-Rate-Application_Decision.pdf


 
 

Letter E-21 also indicates that the proposed rate increase is only based on an “inflationary increase” relying on 
information from the local newspaper. The characterization in Letter E-21 is taken out of context. As the article13 
went on to explain, the noted “inflationary increase” was not a reference to an increase based on the current 
inflation rate, but rather was a reference to rising costs for the utility such as the power purchase rate, wages, and 
goods and services. Nelson Hydro’s own publicity and communications on the GRI Application have clearly 
reflected the contents of the Application, which is also publicly available for all to review. As fully set out in the 
GRI Application, the proposed rate increase is the result of several factors including the 4.36 percent increase 
sought by Nelson Hydro’s wholesale power provider as well as operating cost increases due to contractual wage 
increases for unionized staff.  
 
Next, Letter E-21 makes claims that the utility has “reported record surpluses of over $6 million per year . . . over 
the past four years, and a record high annual surplus of $8.2 million in 2019. . .”. The referenced surpluses are 
prior to any dividend, water licence payment, amortization expense and capital reserve payment and it is 
accordingly not accurate to characterize these as “surpluses.”  The gross 2019 amount prior to dividend, water 
licence payment, and capital reserve payment is also significantly overstated.   
 
Finally, the allegations concerning Nelson Hydro’s vegetation management are simply inaccurate. The author 
claims that vegetation management spending over the past four years (2017-2020) has been reduced as compared 
to the preceding four years (2013-2016). In reality, Nelson Hydro has spent $2.7 million on proactive tree 
trimming from 2017 to 2020. In the preceding four-year period (2013-2016), an inflation-adjusted $2.2 million 
was spent on vegetation management. As evidenced in the Application, approximately 86% of spending over the 
past four years has taken place in the Rural service area. 
 
Reply to Letter D-6-1 Regarding Implementation of Rate Increase. Letter D-6-1 makes the baseless claim against 
Nelson Hydro that its implementation of the rate increase would constitute “inappropriate rate gouging”. The 
proposed implementation method of the rate increase is fair and is currently the only method that the utility could 
use to implement a rate change. It is also consistent with what the utility has done in past years in implementing 
rate increases as approved by the Commission. 
 
The implementation occurs based on the following: Nelson Hydro groups its customers into one of eight bi-
monthly billing cycles depending on their location. Each week a cycle will have meters read and billed, resulting 
in an 8-week (approximately 60 day) billing cycle for each customer. When a rate change occurs, a customer will 
see their subsequent invoice prorated by days – specifically with the number of days prior to the increase billed 
at the old rate, and the days after the rate change at the new rate. This prorating would be applied regardless of 
whether a rate change occurred on April 1 or January 1 as there is currently no system in place that allows for the 
simultaneous reading of all of Nelson Hydro’s meters at a single point in time. This method of implementation is 
fair and reasonable as the cost of implementing an alternative system for simultaneous readings would create 
significant additional rate pressure that could not be justified. With regard to using April 1 as the implementation 
date, it should also be noted that applying this method to a March/April billing period is likely more accurate than 
in a colder period (such as December/January) due to the variability in temperature and higher consumption that 
can occur in winter months. Finally, the calculations with regard to the compounded rate (i.e. a 3.32% increase 
on April 1 versus an annual increase of 2.3%) have been fully addressed in Nelson Hydro’s Response to the 
BCUC IRs (see Response to IR 1-1.6).   
 
Further, the supporting documentation provided in the Letter shows a flat consumption profile which is not a 
characteristic of Nelson Hydro customers and is illustrated in the Electric Usage History shown in the bills 
attached to the Letter as supporting documentation. Adjusting the profile to match historical energy use would 
result in alignment with Nelson Hydro calculations. The Commission should also note that the Letter includes a 
“bill” for the 20-Feb-2021 to 21-Apr-2021 period. This is not a bill issued by Nelson Hydro and it is very 
concerning that an individual would replicate/modify a Nelson Hydro bill and not identify this in a submission to 
a rate application proceeding before the Commission.   
 

                                                 
13 See https://www.nelsonstar.com/news/nelson-hydro-to-increase-city-rates-by-2-3-for-2021/.   

https://www.nelsonstar.com/news/nelson-hydro-to-increase-city-rates-by-2-3-for-2021/


 
 

The other claims in Letter D-6-1 also lack merit. For example, the fact that the author only heard about the Open 
House on the radio the morning of the event does not mean that Nelson Hydro failed to properly advertise the 
Open House given that it was advertised through various other means (i.e. newspapers, social media, City 
website). Finally, various other claims unrelated to this Application are confusing and also lack merit. For 
example, the claim that the City of Nelson Hydro Services Bylaw No. 3196, 2012 (the utility’s terms and 
conditions) cannot apply to the Rural area is false. Like any other utility, the terms and conditions were approved 
by the Commission and are applicable to the utility’s regulated customers.           
 
Reply to Letter D-1-1 Regarding Funding for Capital Projects. Letter D-1-1 appears to suggest that the capital 
improvements identified in the Application relating to the Bonnington Power Plant are to be funded by Rural 
ratepayers. This is incorrect. Nelson Hydro included information regarding its capital projects in the Application 
as it has done in years past for information. However, as fully explained in Section 4.4.2.3 of the COSA & RDA 
as referenced by Letter D-1-1, Rural ratepayers are not funding such projects nor is the rate increase sought in 
this GRI Application for the funding of capital improvements in 2021 or any other year. Capital improvements 
for 2021 are projected to be funded through existing reserves or debt. The COSA & RDA shows that Rural 
ratepayers are not paying for capital improvements, but rather for a return on equity on the net equity of capital 
assets in the Rural area (which has been funded by the Urban ratepayers and the City of Nelson). To the extent 
that additional discussion on this topic would be of interest to the Commission or ratepayers, Nelson Hydro would 
suggest that the appropriate forum is the COSA & RDA. 
 
Reply to Letter D-5-1 Regarding Debt/Equity Structure and the Postage Stamp Principle. Letter D-5-1 takes issue 
with the utility’s application of an “atypical equity thickness of approximately 85%.” The Letter then 
acknowledges that Nelson Hydro has explained this ratio based on its legislatively set debt limitations but goes 
on to recommend that Nelson Hydro apply for approval of a different capital structure, and one that may be within 
“more typical bounds for regulated utilities.” Nelson Hydro notes that as with other issues raised in the various 
letters of comments, the Commission has recently explored and accepted the utility’s debt to equity ratio. 
Specifically, in Order G-119-17 the Commission found that the utility’s 2016 debt to equity ratio of 18% debt to 
82% equity was reasonable and stated that in Nelson Hydro’s case “the application of a debt to equity ratio in 
accordance with what actually exists is a more fair and reasonable approach than that of reliance on a deemed 
capital structure.”14  
 
Letter D-5-1 also states that with regard to Nelson Hydro’s proposals in the COSA & RDA, “a rate approach that 
differentiated between urban and rural customers would be contrary to the ‘postage stamp rate’ approach. . . .” 
Although this matter is unrelated to the GRI Application and is fully addressed in the COSA & RDA proceeding, 
Nelson Hydro believes that this position warrants a response here given that it is patently incorrect and 
demonstrates a misunderstanding of the postage stamp principle as well as the utility’s exemption from regulation 
with regard to its Urban service area. The postage stamp rate cannot be applied to the Urban rates as to do so 
would constitute rate regulation by the Commission in the Urban service, regulatory authority that the 
Commission explicitly does not have pursuant to the Utilities Commission Act (and which has been repeatedly 
acknowledged by the Commission). Letter D-5-1 further misstates history claiming that in 1995 the City 
“abandoned” its right to set Urban rates as City Council sees fit. Rather, the events of 1995 simply illustrate that 
City Council has complete rate authority over the Urban rates and can set them to be identical or different from 
the Rural rates as it deems appropriate, consistent with the regulatory exemption as set out in the UCA.  
       
Reply to Letters E-17 & D-3-1 Regarding Taxation. It has become apparent during the course of the current 
Nelson Hydro proceedings that there is some confusion with regard to the distinction between City of Nelson 
taxation and Regional District taxation. For example, Letter E-17 states: “Much of our regional taxes go into the 
City of Nelson, yet the City is constantly trying to tax rural residents to pay more for projects in the City. These 
additional taxes are not justified.” Likewise, Letter D-3-1 echoes this idea with the following: “Rural people 
support the municipality of Nelson with their taxes. . . .”       

                                                 
14 Commission Order G-119-17, August 8, 2017, Appendix A, at p. 9 available at 
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2017/DOC_49757_G-119-17_Nelson-Hydro_2017-Rate- 
Application_Decision.pdf. 



 
 

 
This highlights a significant misunderstanding of the municipal tax framework and may help explain in part some 
of the sentiment about the Nelson Hydro proposals amongst Rural ratepayers. City of Nelson property owners 
(who are Urban ratepayers) pay taxes to the City of Nelson for all services provided by the City of Nelson. The 
City of Nelson does not have taxation authority over Rural resident property owners. No Rural resident receives 
a property tax bill from the City of Nelson, unless they also own property within City boundaries. The Regional 
District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) is a separate local government body with physical offices located in the 
City of Nelson. Services in the unincorporated Rural areas are provided by either the provincial government (e.g., 
roads, policing) or by services established by the RDCK (e.g., recreation, waste management, parks, water). Many 
RDCK services are for Rural residents only and these property owners pay the full taxation to the RDCK for these 
services. Meanwhile, the City of Nelson participates in some RDCK services (e.g., Recreation, Parks, Resource 
Recovery and Geospatial Services) that are delivered by the RDCK for both Urban and Rural residents (i.e. the 
region) and taxes for those services also go to the RDCK.15 For those services, the City collects these taxes as a 
portion of municipal taxes from City property owners only and then provides that portion directly to the RDCK. 
In the Rural area the Province collects taxes from Rural property owners which are then provided directly to the 
RDCK to fund the RDCK services. A thorough understanding of local government taxation framework is critical 
to fully understanding Nelson Hydro’s broader rate proposals as reflected in the COSA & RDA.16  
 
Reply to Letter E-33 Regarding Unrelated Grievances Against the Utility. The issues raised in Letter E-33 are 
outside the scope of the Application and contain misleading information. The author of the Letter raises issues 
regarding his previous employment with Nelson Hydro and certain grievances that he may have. These issues are 
currently the subject of ongoing proceedings with the Workers’ Compensation Board/Worksafe BC and should 
not be considered in the Commission’s review of the Application. Still, to the extent that any response is required, 
Nelson Hydro notes that it did not terminate the author in response to the raising of safety concerns.  
 
Meanwhile, the alleged safety concerns raised by the Applicant as they concern poles in the Rural service area 
are not accurate. The author states that “throughout the Rural system there are numerous examples of poles that 
have failed the test and treat inspection, rather than taking these poles out of service as part of regular maintenance, 
NH has instead opted to place a metal stub to support an otherwise rotten pole.” The Letter goes on to attach a 
photo of a “stubbed pole”. Nelson Hydro’s practice with regard to poles is and always has been to prioritize safety 
and performance consistent with industry accepted standards.     
 
To specifically reply to the allegations regarding the used of stubbed poles, stubbed poles are utilized in certain 
cases following the test and treat assessments performed by contractors hired by the utility to assess poles. There 
are differing responses to the poles dependant upon the degree of degradation. If the pole is severely degraded, a 
pole replacement is prescribed. If the degree of degradation is lesser, and it will not pose a safety risk, “stubbing” 
is prescribed. Stubbing is considered a “life extension” and is an efficient and safe practice to extend the life span 
of a pole for eight years at a minimum. Eight years is the cycle time that the utility uses to perform Test & Treat 
on the entire pole inventory within the utility’s service area. All stubbed poles are re-assessed on this cycle and 
would be replaced with a new pole if deemed a risk to safety, or system reliability. Extending the life of these 
assets reduces rate pressure and Nelson Hydro has not experienced any additional failure rate or maintenance 
issues with stubbed poles as compared to regular poles. 
 
Reply to Letter D-8-1 Regarding Unrelated FOIPPA Requests. The issues raised in the Letter D-8-1 are outside 
the scope of the Application and contain misleading and inaccurate information and quotations. As stated in the 
Letter, in 2019 the author requested information from the City and/or Nelson Hydro through the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Personal Privacy Act (“FOIPPA”). The City responded to the request within the 
parameters of FOIPPA. The author has indicated that he is not satisfied with the responses and has appealed to 
                                                 
15 The RDCK does deliver services and owns facilities that are physically located in the City of Nelson, such as the Nelson 
& District Community Complex (which is funded by the participants that are from both the Urban and Rural areas).  
16 The Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) provides a more detailed overview of Regional Districts and 
their financing. See 
https://www.ubcm.ca/assets/library/Publications/Regional~District~Tool~Kit/Regional%20District%20Tool%20Kit-
complete.pdf, Fact Sheet 6, p. 27.  

https://www.ubcm.ca/assets/library/Publications/Regional%7EDistrict%7ETool%7EKit/Regional%20District%20Tool%20Kit-complete.pdf
https://www.ubcm.ca/assets/library/Publications/Regional%7EDistrict%7ETool%7EKit/Regional%20District%20Tool%20Kit-complete.pdf


 
 

the British Columbia Office of Information and Privacy (“OIPC”). Those appeals are moving forward on a 
timeline set by the OIPC, timelines over which the City has no control. The unsubstantiated allegations directed 
against the utility in the Letter should not be considered by the Commission with regard to this Application given 
that they are unrelated to the approvals sought.      
 
Conclusion  
 
In conclusion, Nelson Hydro welcomes the various questions and issues put forth in the numerous letters of 
comment which evidences an engaged and passionate base of customers who received notice of this Application. 
Given the quantity and broad scope of the letters submitted, and in the interest of efficiency, Nelson Hydro has 
chosen to respond to those letters that raised issues generally relevant to this Proceeding or to correct inaccurate 
information where absolutely necessary. Nelson Hydro’s goal is to improve the understanding of its operations 
and ownership as a municipal utility to both the Commission and customers. Notably, Nelson Hydro staff have 
received comments and questions directly from Rural ratepayers and have made themselves available via email, 
phone, and video conference to address comments directly. Nelson Hydro understands and acknowledges that 
rate increases can be challenging for ratepayers and also that it has filed two applications (this General Rate 
Increase Application, and also the COSA & RDA) with the Commission that may have created some confusion 
amongst ratepayers.   
 
Having said that, the proposed rate increase (an annual rate increase of 2.3 percent, or 3.32 percent from April 1 
through December 31) is reasonable and supported by the information the utility has put forth in the Application 
and the response to the Commission’s Information Requests. Finally, Nelson Hydro would like to take this 
opportunity to inform the Commission and Rural ratepayers that on March 9, 2021 Nelson City Council 
formalized an identical rate increase as requested in this GRI Application for the Urban ratepayers by adopting 
the Hydro Services Amendment (Urban Rates) Bylaw No. 3519, 2021 – which will go into effect on April 1, 
2021.      
 
Respectfully submitted,  

 
Gabriel Bouvet-Boisclair,  
Deputy Corporate Officer 
City of Nelson  
Email: dco@nelson.ca | Phone: 250-352-8254 
 
cc:   Scott Spencer, Nelson Hydro General Manager 
  Kevin Cormack, City Manager 
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