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CANADA C1E 2C6 

Ph: 902-892-6551 
Fax: 902-566-4914 

www.peipotato.org 

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND POTATO BOARD 

March 9, 2010 POTATOES 


Mr. Maurice (Moe) Rodgerson 
Chair and Chief Executive Officer 
PEl Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
P.O. Box 577 1 5 
Charlottetown, PE CIA 711 

Dear Mr. Rodgerson: 

On behalf of the PEl Potato Board I would like to communicate our support of the two letters that were sent to 
you by Ernie Mutch of the Federation of Agriculture on March 4th in opposition to the electricity rate change 
request from Maritime Electric. 

Prince Edward Island potato producers are facing ever increasing challenges to remain competitive in a global 
potato market. Declining consumer demand for fresh and processed potatoes, increased competition for potato 
supply, and increased production costs are significant challenges. 

Production costs reached an all time high in 2010. Electricity is a significant cost of production, in particular for 
the operation of environmentally controlled potato storages and grading and packing lines. The current rates are 
the highest in North America. Current table market prices that are determined by the North America market are 
well below PEl grower's cost of production. Growers cannot remain competitive and cannot afford increased 
electricity rates. 

The current rate application before the PEl Regulatory and Appeals Commission (lRAC) from Maritime Electric­
order UE20940 has potential significant negative implications for the potato industry on PEL Given that a 
previous order by IRAC on January 24, 2008 - UE08-01 already approved and partially implemented also has the 
potential for significant increased cost for PEl's potato growers and the current order also affects rates in various 
ways. The Potato Board is requesting that IRAC open public hearings on this current rate application at its earliest 
convenience. 

The Potato Board further supports the request ofthe Federation of Agriculture to appear before IRAC at these 
hearings to present the concerns of its members and the agriculture community as a whole. 

We appreciate your attention to our request and I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 

felk 
Boyd Rose 
Chairman 

Cc. 	 Hon. Premier Robert Ghiz 
Hon. Doug Currie 
Hon. Richard Brown 
Hon. George Webster 
Mr. Ernie Mutch I Mr. Mike Nabuurs, Federation of Agriculture 

http:www.peipotato.org
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national farmers union 

Cavendish 
Hunter River RR 1 
P. E.I. COA 12NO 

March 8, 2010 

Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
134 Kent Street 
P. O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, P. E. I. CIA 1LI 

ATTENTION: MARK LANIGAN 

The National Farmers Union requests the Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission to rescind 
the Order passed several years ago which would eliminate block pricing for high users of 
electricity from Maritime Electric. 

The National Farmers Union was quite surprised to learn ofthis Order, apparently passed about 
two years ago. It would appear that those most severely affected should have been made aware 
ofwhat was planned long before the implementation date was imminent. 

As you are aware, this Order if carried out will have a negative impact on many farmers as well as 
other small business operators. With regard to farmers, I am sure you know that our farmers are 
already caught in a severe cost-price squeeze and they just cannot afford to pay the resulting huge 
increases for electricity which will occur if block pricing is eliminated. 

We look forward to a favourable response from you, and the National Farmers Union would be 
pleased to meet with IRAC when convenient to discuss this situation. 

Yours sincerely, 

/!o~d~~~~ 
Elwin Wyand, District Director 
NFU District I, Region 1 





Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

The schedule for the delivery of power from the nuclear generating plant in NB - Pointe 
Lepreau - is March 2011. 

Why has Maritime Electric Co Ltd. not made any financial provision for collecting the 
refurbishment debt, other than the intention to amortise the debt payment (by 
customers) over a 25 year period? 

We need a public hearing. 

Sincerely, 



Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

If electricity supply costs from NB Power have been declining since the peak of 

December 2008 and Maritime Electric provide a forecast that future prices will 

decrease, how does Maritime Electric continue to report an increase in revenue for 

2010 and 2011? 

Is "Revenue Requirement" a special term used to support increases in profit expected 

by Maritime Electric for 2010 and 2011? 

I am writing to request a public hearing. 

Yours Truly, 





PEl Federation ofAgriculture 
Farm Centre, 420 University Ave Suite 110 

Charlottetown PE, CIA 7ZS 
Ph: (902) 368-7289 Fax (902) 368-7204 

www.peifa.ca 

Working to improve the sustainability ofIsland farms and farm families 

March 4, 2010 

Mr. Maurice (Moe) Rodgerson 

Chair and Chief Executive Officer 

PEl Regulatory and Appeals Commission 

P.O. Box 577 

Charlottetown, PE 

CiA 7L1 

Dear Mr. Rodgerson, 

The PEl Federation of Agriculture is very concerned over the impact that the changes 
to residential electricity rates for PEl as a result of PEl Regulatory and Appeals 
Commission's (IRAC) order UE08-01 dated January 24, 2008 in response to a rate 
application change request from Maritime Electric. 

In this order, as we understand it, Maritime Electric has been granted approval from 
lRAC to eliminate the two tiered energy charge rate for residential users. As you 
know, farmers fall under the residential classification for electriC usage. The 
elimination of this two tiered approach will have a significant impact on electricity 
costs for the agricultural community. PEl farmers already pay the highest electriCity 
rates of any jurisdiction in Canada. 

As the Federation of Agriculture was not aware at the time of this rate application 
which requested this change, and since the agriculture community did not make 
submissions on the potential implications of this change, it is our opinion that lRAC 
did not have all the relevant information required to make a decision on this 
application. 

Therefore, pursuant to section 12 of the Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Act, the Board of Directors of the PEl Federation of Agriculture is requesting the 
Commission to review, rescind, or rehear its decision on order UE08-01 dated 
January 24, 2008 concerning the changing of electrical energy blocks for customers 
of Maritime Electric. We are requesting that any further changes to energy charges 
for electricity as a result of order EU08-01 be halted immediately and the Federation 
of Agriculture be given an opportunity to present its concerns to IRAC. 

Thank you in advance for your attention to our request and I look forward to your 
response. 

Sincerely, 

.( .~'"(,;-~~/~ 
Ernie Mutch 

President 


Hon. Premier Robert Ghiz 

Hon. Doug Currie 

Hon. Richard Brown 

Hon. George Webster 


cc 

http:www.peifa.ca


PEl Federation ofAgriculture 
Farm Centre, 420 University Ave Suite 110 

Charlottetown PE, CIA 7ZS 
Ph: (902) 368·7289 Fax (902) 368-7204 

www.peifa.ca 

Working to improve the sustainability ofIslandfarms and farm families 

March 4, 2010 

Mr. Maurice (Moe) Rodgerson 
Chair and Chief Executive Officer MAR 0 4 
PEl Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE 
C1A 7L1 

Dear Mr. Rodgerson, 

The current rate application before the PEl Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
(IRAC) from Maritime Electric - order UE20940 has potential implications for the 
agriculture sector on PEL 

Given that a previous order by IRAC on January 24, 2008 - UE08-01 already 
approved and partially implemented also has the potential for significant increased 
cost for PEl's agriculture community and the current order also affects rates in 
various ways, the Federation of Agriculture is requesting that lRAC open public 
hearings on this current rate application at its earliest convenience. 

The Federation of Agriculture further requests to appear before IRAC at these 
hearings to present the concerns of our members and the agriculture community as 
a whole. 

We appreCiate you attention to our request and I look forward to hearing from you at 
your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Ernie Mutch 
President 

Hon. Doug Currie 
Hon. Richard Brown 
Hon. George Webster 

cc 

http:www.peifa.ca


From: Mike Nabuurs [mailto:miken@peifa.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2010 1:37 PM 
To: geldert@maritimeelectric.com 
Cc: Info@irac.pe.ca 
Subject: Question re Application for Proposed Rate Amendments 

Hello Mr. Geldert, 

On the IRAC website your name is listed as the person to whom inquiries regarding Maritime Electric's 
application to IRAC for rate amendments should be directed. 

In the application, it appears that the 'Energy Charge' for residential users (both urban and rural) is being 
requested at 13.55 cents I kWh regardless of the amount of energy used. It does not appear that a 
second, reduced rate based on kWh used is being requested. 

My question is: 

Is Maritime Electric proposing that the two-tiered rate currently in place for both urban and rural residential 
users be eliminated in favour of one rate (13.55 cents I kWh) regardless of amount of kWh used? 

I look forward to your response. 

Best Regards, 

Mike 

Mike Nabuurs 
Executive Director 
PEl Federation of Agriculture 
ph: (902) 368-7289 
cell: (902) 626-6397 
miken@peifa.ca 

03/04/2010 


mailto:miken@peifa.ca
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community Signature 
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Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P,O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE CIA 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

In support of the claim for a high rate of return (9.75%), Maritime Electric provides much 
material in comparison with other Utilities relating to risks in operating a Utility. However, this 
company seems reluctant to recognise it is not exposed to the normal power-generation risks. 
Maritime Electric is an electric power distribution company (unique across Canada) and as such 
is not exposed to the challenges in maintaining and operating power generation plants. 

Please call a public hearing to review Maritime Electric claims. 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 Rate Change Application submitted by MaritiJng(;~Jgttti;'~~:',;~·../n I
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name ,/1 Community Signature ,~ 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community Signature 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name L\ Community Signature 
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Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

The schedule for refurbishment of the nuclear generating plant in NB - Pointe Lepreau 
- remains a high risk price issue for customers. All future cost estimates assume that 
Pointe Lepreau will be delivering lowest cost power starting March 2011. This 
assumption is a high risk still and so the forecast for 2011 electricity cost must be 
questioned. 

I am requesting a public hearing. 

~ 



We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 
the 2010 Rate Change Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community Signature 



We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community Signature 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 
the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community 
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Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

One of the appendixes in the Maritime Electric application seems to suggest that the 
monthly service rate we pay Maritime Electric will not be increasing. This is good news 
(and a first for many years) but the other changes and assumptions made in generating 
the forecasts for 2010 and 2011 electricity prices need a lot more explanation. 

I suggest that we follow the same procedure as for last year - namely call a public 
hearing so that all interested parties can participate and understand more. 

Sincerely, 



We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 
the 2010 Rate Change Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 

Name Community Signature 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 



Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

As an alternative to abandoning residential customers using higher than average 
electricity, why is Maritime Electric not encouraged to "think outside of the box"? 
Electrical heating is the most efficient and will become the only environmental choice as 
more hydro, nuclear and wind energy becomes available. 

The combination of in-floor and domestic hot water heating with a "time-of-day" tariff 
would be one obvious alternative to a second block tariff. 

I am writing to request a public hearing! 

Sincerely, 



We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 Rate Change Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 



We the undersigned requ~st that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 
the 2010 Rate Change Application submitted by Nlaritime E'ectrite 
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We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 
the 2010 Rate Change Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 
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Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
Attention: Maritime Electric Rate Application 
P.O. Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7L 1 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RE: Request for Public Hearing 

Why doesn't the application explain clearly that the basic rate per KWh will increase by 
15% in 2010 and a further 3% in 2011, (i.e. from $0.1178 to $0.1355 in 2010 and 
$0.1393 in 2011)7 

We need a public hearing! 

Sincerel~ 



We the undersigned request that IRAC hold a public hearing to review 

the 2010 RateChange Application submitted by Maritime Electric. 
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Appendix 3  
Monthly ECAM Calculation· Janaury 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008  

A. Ene!llX COS! A!!jl.lstment Mechanism 
Jan..4)8 F.b-OII Mar..4)8 Al!r-48 May-08 Jun-48 JuI.08 Aug-Oll Sep.08 Oct-08 Oe,,-08 Total 

1. Purohased Energy Costs 6,255,407 5.838,231 7.062.314 6,418,300 7.249.982 8,438,989 10.940:,488 11,003.639 5,528,158 7,374.066 7.1SS.2ti7 7.94$,458 91,279,358 

2. Lepreau Energy Costs 990.600 1.002,851 969.201 755.116 869,782 905.405 697.017 632.068 690,875 650,900 7'8,949 792.233 SU:l74,902 

3. Dalhousie Energy Costs 845,270 874.107 854.955 864,42$ 845,939 807,704 883.888 934._ 1,141,121 1.137,600 403,391 961.868 10Ji04,655 

4. Generation Fuel Costs-PEI Plants 12',293 200._ 84.02:5 36.575 86,850 5,132 S.3Il4 7.451 15,jOE> 13,),$0 1:)35,645 1.832.360 

5. PEl Plant Operating Costs 25S,857 229.318 221._ 240,266 235.660 224,815 211,n5 224,47' 193.815 251,707 199.i01 :(;90,979 2,794,252 

6. AmorIi:2:ation • Point Lepreau Deferred Charge 7,783 12,516 10,150 10,150 10,150 10.150 10,150 10,150 10,150 10,'150' 10.1-;)0 10,150 121.803 

1. Renewable Energy Costs 1,349.184 1.137,756 '.144.3-90 65!!._ 541,444 509.785 540,911 1130.1»4 973.841 1,301,565 i,162,821 1,512.640 11 71T 100 

9.831,294 9,293,353 10,3311.793 9,003,7:2' 9,789,522 10,963,699 13,289,341 13,740,168 6.545.41' 10,\IJ61.09S 9,1514,044 12,549,980 128,016,431 

•• Net 2008 Purchased & Produced Energy - kWh (NPP) 100,559.146 94,787,149 97,158,871 65,415.893­ 87.985,233 86,120,719 98,193.058 94,$01,953 87,199,081 90,998.435 93;064,138 104,450,345 1,120,734,022 

9. Base RatelkWh 
10. Base Energy Costs 

0.0673 

6.767.631 

0.0613 

8.379,175 

0.0673 

6,538,792 

OJ)6n 

5,148,490 

OJ"'73 

5,921,406 

00673 

5,795,924 

O,M73 

6,608.393 

0,0673 

6,380,171 

0.0673 

5,868,498 

0.0073 

6.124.195 

(;.c1673 

6,26$,216 

Q 0573 0.0(;7'3,,-------­
70:29,SOS 7S,<l2!'J,400 

11. Difference Between Actual & Base Energy Costs 3,063,663 2,914,188 3,798.001 3,255,234 3.ese,116 5,167,n4 6,6eO,949 7.359,994 2,676,913 4,736,900 3,550,828 5520,472 52,593,032 

12. ECAM Balance Dec 31. 2006 • to be rebated (1.341.006) (1,241.006) (1.141.006) (1,041,005) (941.006) (841.006) (741.005) (a41.00S) (541.006) (441,006) (341,000) (241,O06) (1341,006) 

13. Amount rebated to customers 1OQ,OOO 100,000 100,000 100.000 100,000- 100,000 100,000 '00.000 100,000 100,000 100,000 1CO,OOO 1.200,000 

14. Balance to be rebated (1.241.008) (1.141,000) (1,04'.005) (9.".000) (B4"t.ooe) 1741,006) (641,005) (54U)06) (441.006) (341.006) (241,00$) ;141,0(6) {141,006) 

15. Post 2006 ECAM Opening Balance 17,837.536 21,871.633- 23.843,679 24,86;2.484 27,102,916 34,232,116 33,227,949 34,120,861 33.505,539 

18. Addnionsl(ReduClions) 
17. Rebated/(Collected) From Ratepayer 
18. Balance Post 2006 ECAM 
19. General Ledger CloSing Balance 



From: J. te Raa [mailto:johnteraa@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 02, 2010 7:54 PM 
To: Info@irac.pe.ca 
Cc: rwjghiz@gov.pe.ca 
Subject: Matters relating to Maritime Electric 

Please forward attached letter to the Commissioners, 
John Broderick 
Anne Petley 
Ernest Arsenault and 
Maurice Rodgerson 

Thank you 
John te Raa 

03/04/2010 


mailto:rwjghiz@gov.pe.ca
mailto:Info@irac.pe.ca
mailto:mailto:johnteraa@gmail.com


VIA E-Mail 

The Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
PO Box 577 
Charlottetown, PE 
CIA 7LI 

Dear Commissioners, 

I wish to express my concerns regarding the Commission's handling of electricity 
rates set by Maritime Electric under the Electric Power Act. 

I recognize that the Government ofPrince Edward Island has given the 

Commission powers to do "as it sees fit" under the Act. 


Not withstanding the above I wish to raise a number of matters to which I would 
appreciate a response. 

Order UE09-02 Docket UE20938 dated March 5, 2009 

Section 1 - The Commission ordered Maritime Electric to file a report by 
December 15, 2009 to the Commission outlining all options for the recovery of this 
(Lepre au) replacement energy. 

Did Maritime Electric file a report outlining ALL options? Is the report available to 
the public? 

Section 4 - The Commission ordered Maritime Electric to re-file an ECAM 

rebasing report by December 15,2009. 


Maritime Electric chose to re-file early February, 2010. Why didn't the 

Commission order Maritime Electric to comply with the order? 


Instead the Commission is rushing the application thru to meet Maritime Electric's 
April 1, 201 0 deadline. Why? 

Section 8 - The Commission ordered Maritime Electric to file with the 

Commission a communications plan. 


Did Maritime Electric file a communications plan? Are there any indications in the 
plan to actually communicate with the public? The public including the press is still 
confused regarding Maritime Electric's rates including ECAM. 







From: J. te Raa [mailto:johnteraa@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 04, 2010 9:23 AM 
To: Info@irac.pe.ca 
Cc: rwjghiz@gov.pe.cai tmatheson@mathesonandmurray.com 
Subject: Second Block Energy cost & IRAC- MECL matters 

Please forward attached letter to the Commissioners, 
John Broderick 
Anne Petley 
Ernest Arsenault and 
Maurice Rodgerson 

Thank you 
John te Raa 

cc: Premier Robert Ghiz 
Thomas A Matheson, Q.C. 

03/04/2010 


mailto:tmatheson@mathesonandmurray.com
mailto:rwjghiz@gov.pe.cai
mailto:Info@irac.pe.ca
mailto:mailto:johnteraa@gmail.com


VIAE-Mail 


The Island Regulatory and Appea1s Commission 

PO Box 577 

Charlottetown, PE 

CtA 7Ll 


Dear Commissioners, 


The Provincial Governments has requested lRAC to retain the discounted second block 

energy charge. 

Allow me to quote from the Government's fina1 submission dated Feb. 4, 2009. 


Quote: 

24. During the hearing, the Commission heard evidence to suggest that MECL 

is not doing nearly enough to help customers control their energy costs. When 

asked by the Province if MECL could do more with respect to implementing 

DSM and energy efficiency programs, the MECL witness panel responded that 

MECL "could do more" with respect to promoting energy efficiency and demand-

side management. 

End of Quote 


Eliminating the second block energy charge is one of the few effective ways that 

Maritime Electric has implemented to help customers to control energy consumption and 

thereby costs. 

lRAC must decline to consider the Governments request. 


Allow me to make one more observation regarding IRAC's handling of the Maritime 

Electric Rate Application. 


lRAC states: 

Quote: The application states that, with the ongoing operation of the ECAM, 2010 customer 

electricity costs based on the current energy supply forecast will decrease as follows: 


• (0.50%) Residential customer using 650 kWh/month 
• (0.30%) - Commercial customer using 10,000 kWh/month and 50 KW /month 
• (9.40%) Large Industrial customer using 9,750,000 kWh/month and 15,500 KW/month 

End of Quote 



lbis statement is factual. 

However it is very misleading in that the statement implies a reduction in energy costs 

over the previous years. 

What is not identified is the fact that 4.22% of the true energy cost for 2010 is deferred 

for collection in future years. 

I respectfully request that IRAC disclose all material facts related to the application. Not 

the select, feel good, promotional items from Maritime Electric. 

Here is the source information. 


From the Balance Sheet(Appendix 2) 

Cost recoverable from 
Customers(ECAM) 

2009 $44,258,385 
2010 $49,416,300 

Increase $5,157,915 
Energy Cost 2010 $122,177,700 
Percentage of energy costs deferred 4.22% 

In all due respect, 

John te Raa 



From: J. te Raa [mailto:johnteraa@gmail.com] 
Sent: March 06/ 2010 9:06 AM 
To: Info@irac.pe.ca 
Cc: rwjghiz@gov.pe.ca; tmatheson@mathesonandmurray.com 
Subject: Further matters relating to Maritime Electric Rate Hearing 

Please forward attached letter to the Commissioners, 
John Broderick 
Anne Petley 
Ernest Arsenault and 
Maurice Rodgerson 

Thank you 
John te Raa 

cc: Premier Robert Ghiz 
Thomas A Matheson, Q.C. 

03/08/2010 


mailto:tmatheson@mathesonandmurray.com
mailto:rwjghiz@gov.pe.ca
mailto:Info@irac.pe.ca
mailto:mailto:johnteraa@gmail.com


VIA E-Mail 

The Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission 
POBox 577 
Charlottetown, PE 
CIA 7LI 

Dear Commissioners, 

I am compelled to make one more observation regarding IRAC's handling of the 
Maritime Electric Rate Application. 

I have received an e-mail from your Mr. Lanigan, dated March 4, 2010. 

Mr. Lanigan clearly states that he "cannot speak for the Commissioners directly". 
Allow me to quote from Mr. Lanigan's e-mail; 

• 	 Quote: 
• 	 4. Maritime Electric did file a communications plan and the Commission received it on 

time. Unfortunately, the Commission did not put it on our website immediately, however it 
is there now. The difficulty for the public to understand ECAM is noted and both the 
Company and the Commission understand your frustration. As part of the 
communications plan a section on the Maritime Electric website tries to explain the 
ECAM to the public. 

End of Quote 
Specificall y 

H both the Company(Maritime Electric Ltd) and the Commission understand your 
frustration" 

The issue is not my frustration. The issue is the handling, by IRAC, of the Maritime 
Electric file. 
When staffofIRAC speak on behalfof Maritime Electric as per above than the 
Commission's position is severely compromised under its mandate in the Island 
Regulatory and Appeals Commission Act. 

In all due respect, 

John te Raa 



From: Roger and Jan [mailto:randjking@pei.sympatico.ca] 
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2010 11:16 AM 
To: Info@irac.pe.ca 
Subject: Maritime Electric 2010 Rate Application 

Reference Commission Docket #UE20940, we wish to register our dissatisfaction with the contents and 
intent of this Rate Application. 

It has a totally non-consumer friendly style seemingly intent to confuse rather than clarify. With a single 
focus upon ECAM rebasing, the main text fails to identify clearly the attendant rate changes that affect 
consumers' bills. Why is it necessary to "stumble upon" data in an Appendix that notifies what the basic 
rate increases are to be, that the second block tariff is to disappear and the monthly service rate is to stay 
untouched? 

Specifically, we suggest that as an alternative to abandoning residential customers using higher than 
average electricity, why is Maritime Electric not encouraged to "think outside of the box"? Electric heating 
is the most efficient and will become the only environmental choice as more hydro, nuclear and wind 
energy becomes available. The combination of in-floor and domestic hot water heating with a "time-of­
day" tariff would be one obvious alternative to a second block tariff. 

Finally we request that IRAC call a public hearing on the 2010 Maritime Electric Co Ltd. application for 
electricity rate changes and delay any changes to electricity rates until that public hearing has allowed full 
public input and due process to be completed. 

Regards, 

Jan and Roger King 

Hunter River 

02119/2010 


mailto:Info@irac.pe.ca
mailto:mailto:randjking@pei.sympatico.ca


From: Roger and Jan [mailto:randjking@pei.sympatico.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 03, 2010 8:57 AM 
To: Info@irac.pe.ca 
SUbject: For the Attention of Mr. M. Rodgerson - Chair IRAC re:Maritime Electric Co. Ltd. 2010 
Application 

Sir, 

With the recent media attention given to one aspect of the Maritime Electric Co. Ltd. 2010 rate change 
application and where one past IRAC order is being quoted, I would appreciate your comments on the 
actual intent of Order UE08-01 

Order UE08-01, item #4 states" the Company shall modify the current multi-block energy pricing structure 
for residential customers by increasing the second block threshold in accordance with the following 
schedule". This schedule simply comments for 2010 as a "dash". Further, the order does NOT specifically 
state that the current multi-block energy pricing structure is to be phased out (in 2010) as is claimed by 
Maritime Electric. Maritime Electric's application of October 292007, to which IRAC Order UE08-01refers, 
did request that the current multi-block energy pricing structure be phased out BUT IRAC did not, I 
believe, approve this request! 

While the Maritime Electric 2010 rate change application now before IRAC does eliminate the multi-block 
pricing, it is incorrect, in my view, for Maritime Electric to claim that this was approved in a previous IRAC 
order. Do you concur? 

This issue is just one of many "requests-for-change" in the 2010 application that affect customers in both 
the short-term and the long-term; it must not be assumed that the second block question is the only issue 
with this application. To get all public issues resolved IRAC has the mandate to convene a public hearing 
where facts are sorted from fiction and Islanders are told one common and correct story. 

I hope you agree, 

Regards, 

Roger King 

03/04/2010 


mailto:Info@irac.pe.ca
mailto:mailto:randjking@pei.sympatico.ca

	Letter Morell Seniors re MECL rates
	MECL petition
	Petion Seniors Club
	Petition and letter from Stratford Seniors re MECL 2010 rate case
	Petition Bedeque Seniors
	Petition Belfast Seniors re MECL rates
	Petition Borden Carleton Seniors Club re MECL rates
	Petition cardigan seniors club re MECL 2010 rate case
	Petition East Royalty seniors club re MECL 2010 rate case
	Petition Eastern Kings Seniors re MECL rates
	Petition Fort Augustus Seniors
	Petition Fortune Seniors Club
	Petition from Souris seniors club re 2010 MECL rates
	Petition Kensington Seniors Club
	Petition Lower Montague Seniors Club
	Petition Lower Montague Seniors Club2
	Petition N Rustico Seniors re MECL rates
	Petition North Shore Seniors re MECL 2010 rate application
	Petition Stratford Seniors re MECL rates
	Petition West Royalty Seniors Club re 2010 MECL rate application



