
803-470 Granville Street, Vancouver, BC, V6C1V5 Coast Salish Territory | Tel.: 604-687-3063 | Fax.: 604-661-3303

Reply to: Leigha Worth 
lworth@bcpiac.com 

Ph: 604-687-3034 

March 27, 2019 

VIA E-FILING 

Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary 
BC Utilities Commission  
6th Floor 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3        Our File:  7100.101 

Dear Mr. Wruck, 

Re: Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. (Creative Energy) Fuel Cost Adjustment 
Charge (FCAC) Rate Rider Application 

We represent the BC Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, Active Support Against Poverty, Council 
of Senior Citizens’ Organizations of BC, Disability Alliance BC, and Tenant Resource and 
Advisory Centre, known collectively in regulatory processes as “BCOAPO et al.” (“BCOAPO”). 

Enclosed please find the BCOAPO's Information Requests No. 1 with respect to the above-noted 
matter.  
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

Sincerely,  
BC PUBLIC INTEREST ADVOCACY CENTRE 

Original on file signed by 

Leigha Worth 
Executive Director | General Counsel 

Encl. 
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REQUESTOR NAME:    BCOAPO et al. 

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO:  #1 

TO:  Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. 
(Creative Energy or CE)  

DATE:      March 27, 2019 

APPLICATION NAME: Application for a Fuel Cost Adjustment Charge 
(FCAC) Rate Rider   

 

 
 
1.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, Application, page 5, Table 1, Indicative Natural Gas  

Commodity Price Forecast and Actual, October 2018 – February 
2019 

 
1.1 Please provide the source(s) for the price forecasts in the referenced table and 

the receipt/delivery point(s) for which the price forecasts are applicable. 
  

1.2 Please describe how the actual prices in the referenced table were calculated. 
 

  
2.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, Application, page 4 
 
 The referenced page states: 
 

Creative Energy has been contending with extraordinarily high natural gas commodity 
prices this winter due to the supply constraint arising from the Enbridge pipeline 
explosion in Northern BC on October 10, 2018, and related delayed maintenance 
activities. The impact of that natural gas shortage on prices has been exacerbated by 
higher than expected customer demand due to colder than normal weather persisting in 
the region, in addition to other constraints arising from compression issues at the 
underground storage facility at Jackson Prairie, creating further pressure on natural gas 
commodity prices. 

  
2.1 How has CE arranged for delivered physical supply to make up for the supply 

constraints since the Enbridge pipeline explosion occurred?  Please indicate the 
supply source(s), pricing (contract, spot, etc.), supplier, delivery/receipt point, and 
agent(s) involved.  

 
2.2 Please provide the amount of gas CE had in storage at Jackson Prairie when the 

Enbridge pipeline explosion occurred, and CE’s contractually specified daily 
withdrawal maximum. 

 
2.3 How much of the shortfall due to supply constraints since October has CE been 

able to cover by withdrawing gas from storage?  Please provide the monthly 
amounts withdrawn for this purpose. 

 
2.4 Is there any contractual liability on the part of the storage service provider at 

Jackson Prairie due to the “compression issues,” i.e., inability of a customer to 
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withdraw gas at the contractually specified rate?  If so, how is that liability being 
accounted for in CE rates either now or in the future? 

 
2.5 Can CE confirm that the storage services provider at Jackson Prairie is an 

independent third party, completely unrelated to CE? 
 
2.6 Can CE confirm that all of its supply sources that it has used since the October 

explosion are independent third parties, completely unrelated to CE?  If not, 
please provide details. 

 
 
3.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, Application, page 7, Table 6, Customer Bill Impact 

versus Cost Recovery Amortization, and page 8.  
  

The second referenced page states: 
 

Creative Energy was in the summer of 2018 contemplating hedging strategies, including 
a strategy to secure advance purchase contracts for up to 30 percent of our overall gas 
supply requirement. On July 16, 2018, Creative Energy applied to the BCUC for 
approval of a contracting plan that included such hedging strategies. Please refer to 
Attachment 1 – Creative Energy 2018-2019 ACP Executive Summary. However, the 
BCUC did not accept that proposal until October 11, 2018, which was the day after the 
Enbridge pipeline failed and therefore too late for Creative Energy to implement a cost-
effective hedging strategy for this winter. 
 
3.1 Had the application for hedging approval been received and had the hedging 

strategy been fully implemented at the time of the Enbridge pipeline explosion, 
please provide the impact it would have had on the FCSA balance and on the 
information that was presented in Table 6.    

 
3.2 Is CE convinced that the hedging/storage/backup gas supply strategies it is 

currently employing would materially mitigate a similar incident, should one 
occur, in the future?    

 
3.3 Please compare and contrast the pros and cons of an 18-month and 24-month 

amortization period. As a part of your response, please elaborate on why CE 
proposes the use of the 18-month rate setting period over the 24-month 
alternative.  

 
 
4.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, Application, pages 8 and 9  
 
 The referenced pages state: 
 

Creative Energy has used Cascadia Energy Limited (Cascadia) since November 2009 
to supply the physical natural gas commodity. Since 2011, typically in July each year, 
and in compliance with Commission Letter L-78-11, Creative Energy has filed an Annual 
Contracting Plan (ACP) with the Commission for its review and acceptance in advance 
of the winter heating season Annual Contracting Plans discuss demand requirements, 
supply resources, risk factors and may also request specific approval of a hedging 
strategy in advance of the winter heating season to reduce price volatility risk.  
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… 
 
Creative Energy’s three-year contract with Cascadia expires on October 31, 2019. In the 
normal course Creative Energy will be reviewing gas supply proposals and alternatives 
early this year with a view to seeking Commission approval of a preferred gas supply 
contracting strategy as part of its 2019-2020 ACP, as also directed by Order G-213-18. 
As part of its planned review of alternatives, Creative Energy will evaluate the benefits 
and costs of procuring its natural gas supply directly from FortisBC, in addition to the 
transportation service that it already receives from that utility. Creative Energy is not in a 
position at this time to report on this review. 
 
4.1 Can CE confirm that Cascadia is an unrelated third party supplier? 
 
4.2 Can CE confirm that under the terms of its contractual arrangements with 

Cascadia, the financial consequences of the supply disruption to CE and its 
ratepayers are/were not – in any part – the responsibility of Cascadia? 

 
4.3 Does CE agree that under the application, the ultimate financial consequences of 

the supply constraints will be borne entirely by ratepayers? 
 
4.4 Can CE confirm that Enbridge is not financially responsible for any 

consequences that impact CE and its ratepayers as a result of the Enbridge 
explosion? 

 
4.5 Does CE have any relationship with Cascadia other than a contractual 

relationship in respect of supplying gas commodity to CEV? 
 
4.6 When CE contracted with Cascadia for gas supply in 2009, had CE investigated 

using another supplier such as FortisBC instead?  If so, how was the choice of 
Cascadia made; if not, why not? 

 
4.7 Would it make sense, for physical supply security, to employ a variety of 

suppliers, receipt points, storage services, backstop supply, etc.? 
 
4.8 How would the consequences of the October explosion be different had CE been 

procuring its supply from FortisBC rather than Cascadia at the time of the 
explosion?      

 
 




