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BC Energy Plan Wants All BC Residents To 

Maximize Energy Conservation  

• “this plan outlines the steps that ALL OF 
US must take to reach these goals for 
conservation, energy efficiency and clean 
energy” 

• “we must MAXIMIZE our conservation 
efforts” 

• “require the real commitment of ALL 
British Columbians to conservation and 
energy efficiency” 

 



BCUC Directed Fortis To Move From Flat Rate To 

Two-Tier Pricing To Encourage Greater 

Conservation 

• With two-tier pricing, customers pay higher price 
for all use above Block 1 

• A properly designed two-tier pricing system 
would make all customers pay a significantly 
higher marginal price but only on 5-10% of total 
consumption 

• Revenue neutral for utility 

• Customers should experience only a slight 
increase in bills and no increase (or decrease) if 
they take sufficient actions to conserve   

 

 



Under Properly Designed Two-Tier, “Conservation” 

Price Up 40% But Bills Up 4% Or Less 

• Block 1 Price = 9.5 
cents/kWh 

• Block 2 Price = 13.5 
cents/kWh 

• Customers would 
conserve (up to 10% of 
consumption) as if price 
were 40% higher 

• But, total energy bill 
would only rise 4% 

• And wouldn’t increase at 
all if customer reduced 
demand by 10% 
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However, BCUC Approved 

 A Seriously Flawed Design 

On July 1, 2012, moved from 9.447 
cents/kWh (Flat Rate) to: 

– 8.136 cents/kWh for first 1600 kWh (Block 1) 
• Since raised to 9.093 cents/kWh 

– 11.769 cents/kWh for the rest (Block 2) 
• Since raised to 13.543 cents/kWh 

• Same Threshold of 1600 kWh for all 
customers = 90% of median consumption 
of total Fortis customers 

 



Single Threshold Places Entire Rate 

Increase On High Electricity Users 

• 77% Of Energy Use In 
BC Homes Is For Space 
& Water Heating 

• So, typical rural customer 
uses 4X electricity of 
urban customer (who 
uses natural gas for 
space and water heating) 
– Varies by season 

• RCR penalizes rural 
customers not because 
they are energy inefficient 
but because they have no 
access to natural gas 
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Example Of How RCR 

Penalizes Rural Customers 
• Urban Customer 

consumes 1400 kWh; 
now pays 9.1 cents 
instead of 9.5 cents on all 
consumption = 4% 
REDUCTION 

• Rural Customer 
consumes 5600 kWh; 
now pays 9.1 cents for 
first 1600 + 13.5 cents for 
next 4000 = 29% 
INCREASE 
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RCR Encouraging Majority of 

Customers To Use MORE Electricity 

• 68.5% of customers were billed LESS 

under the RCR than they would have been 

under Flat Rate 

• 33% of customers saw a REDUCTION in 

their bills as a result of the RCR of more 

than 10% 

• All “without having made any efforts 

towards conservation behaviour” 



Conservation Burden Placed Almost Entirely  

on Rural Residents 

• 8.4% of customers billed more than 10% 
HIGHER under RCR than under Flat Rate 
– This is an annual average, so in winter it’s more than 

20% higher 

• Bill impacts were greater for those customer 
groups with electric heat, no access to natural 
gas, and alternative heating systems such as 
heat pumps 
– They are paying the higher 13.5 cents/kWh on 

virtually all of the electricity they consume for space 
and water heating (instead of on 5-10%) 

• These are primarily RURAL residents 

 

 



As Designed, The RCR “Taxes” Rural Customers 

& Uses Revenue To Subsidize Urban Customers 

• Fortis Report states that: 
–  “subsidization was expected and has already been 

deemed to be acceptable by the Commission with the 
approval of the rate structure” 

– Fortis recognizes that high consumption is not “the 
result of wasteful or inefficient use of electricity by its 
customers” 

– “in some cases (such as with some heat pump 
customers) may be the result of a conscious decision 
to install an option perceived to make less of an 
environmental impact”. 

– 13.5 cents/kWh rate “exceeds any value for LRMC 
(Long-Run Marginal Cost) that has been discussed”  



As Designed, RCR Does NOT 

Maximize Energy Conservation 
• Properly designed RCR would 

have different thresholds for 
customers having widely 
divergent electricity needs 

• If threshold = 90% of average 
electricity use for each major 
customer type 

– all customers would have an 
incentive to conserve 

– no customers would 
experience major bill hikes 

– every customer could avoid 
any increase in bills through 
conservation measures   
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Fortis Proposes No Changes To RCR 

• “any move away from the current RCR provides 
a benefit primarily to a relatively small 
percentage of customers at the upper end of the 
consumption spectrum” 

• “changes to the current RCR can be made.  
However, there is no one solution that appears 
as an obvious option” 

• Fortis also submits that “the reporting 
requirement should end with the filing of this 
(2014) report” 

• Fortis is indifferent to RCR design as long as 
they continue to get their guaranteed revenue 



BCUC Says RCR Is “Achieving Its 

Intended Results” 

• BCUC issued a 1-page response to Fortis’ 

2013 Report, stating: 

– “preliminary results … indicate electricity 

conservation and general customer impact is 

consistent with forecasts contained in 

FortisBC’s RCR Application.  As such, 

preliminary evidence demonstrates that the 

RCR is achieving its intended results” 

 



BCUC Argues That RCR Supports 

Provincial Energy Plan Which Is Not True 

• In a letter to me, Feb 27, 2014, BCUC stated: 
– “the rate is intended to help achieve the Policy Action 

of the Provincial Energy Plan and to create 
conservation awareness among all users” 

• I asked how this could be true, given the RCR: 
– does NOT maximize energy conservation efforts 

– only creates conservation awareness among 8% of 
customers 

– encourages rural customers to use wood heating 

• So far, BCUC has avoided answering my 
questions  



And The Government Refuses To Be Involved 

• Minister of Energy: 
– “if you feel that improvements can be made to the tariffs to 

encourage energy efficiency and conservation please contact 
the BCUC and your utility” 

• Premier Clark 
– “We would encourage you to continue working with the BCUC 

and FortisBC to address your immediate concerns about the 
rates you’re being charged”.  

• Yet, the RCR was a direct response to the Provincial 
Energy Plan and clearly doesn’t meet its objectives 
– Regulatory agencies are not mandated to develop policy only to 

implement it 



There Are Possible Fixes To The Problem 

• BCUC could set a higher Block threshold for 

those customers with no access to natural gas 

– Single threshold for all customers is absurd and 

discriminates against rural customers dependent on 

electricity for space and water heating 

• Or, BCUC could return to a flat rate for those 

customers with no access to natural gas and 

continue two-tier pricing for remaining customers 

• Solutions not perfect but would be a major 

improvement on status quo 



We Want No Special Treatment Just An End 

To Being Penalized For Being Rural 

• As rural residents, we face high energy costs because 
we do not have access to cheap natural gas 
– I paid $26,000 to bring power to my house from lot line 

– I paid $37,000 for geothermal heating system 

• I accept these higher costs as part of my decision to live 
rural 

• We don’t want any special treatment, we just want the 
Government to not deliberately make it worse 
– by raising the price of electricity to us over the last 2.5 years for 

home heating from 9.5 cents/kWh to 13.5 cents/kWh (a 42% 
INCREASE) in order to reduce electricity prices for urban 
customers that don’t need electricity for heating because they 
have access to cheap natural gas. 

 


