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COMMERCIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION  

OF BRITISH COLUMBIA (“CEC”) 

 

INTERVENER INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 1 

 

FortisBC Energy Inc. (“FEI”) Revelstoke Propane Portfolio Cost Amalgamation 

Application 

Project No. 1599033 

 

October 3, 2019 

 

1. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 1 and page 4 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI or the Company) currently operates a satell ite , off-grid propane 
distribution system that serves approximately 1,500 residential and commercia l customers in the 
Revelstoke area. Cu rrently, propane is supplied to Reve lstoke by ra ilca rs and tanker trucks, 
where it is offloaded into storage tanks, vaporized as needed, and d istr ibuted to customers 
throug l1 an underground piped distribution system. W hen the piped propane system was fi rst 
introduced to Reve lstoke in 199 '1, it was because Revelstoke was located at too great a 
distance from the natural gas distribution system and its forecast load was insufficient to make 
connection economic. A lthough FEl's customers in Reve lstoke are cha rged the same delivery 
rate as those in otl1er reg ions across BC (except Fort Nelson), they are charged a different cost 
for energy1 re lative to FEl's natural gas customers Commodity prices for propane have 
historically been more volatile and higher than natural gas prices on an energy equ iva lent basis. 
As a result, Revelstoke propane customers have had less pred ictable and higher energy costs 
re lative to FEl 's natural gas customers. To address this disparity , FEI is applying to 
amalgamate its propane supply portfolio costs w ith its natura l gas supply portfolio costs (the 

Application). 

In th is Application, FEI is proposing to amalgamate the Revelstoke propane supply costs with 
the FEI midstream natural gas supply resource costs in the Midstream Cost Reconciliation 
Account (MCRA) and to implement a revised propane gas cost ra te setting mechanism. The 
proposed rate setting mechanism will provide Revelstoke customers with propane rate stab ility 
that matches the stability of FEl's natural gas customer rates, and can provide propane 
commodity rate re lief to Revelstoke customers. 
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1.1 Please provide a brief history explaining why Revelstoke is not on FEI’s natural gas 

distribution system. 

1.2 Please provide a graph with commodity prices per GJ for propane and natural gas dating 

back to 1991. 

1.3 Please provide a table comparing the total cost per GJ (as would occur on a customer bill) 

for a propane and natural gas customer for each rate class dating back to 1991.  Please 

include each geographic area for the period prior to postage stamp rates. 

2. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 1 

 

Figure 2-1: Comparison ef Hlm r1eal Propi1n• and Natural Cu Commodtty Prlen 

In this Application, FEI is proposing to amalgamate the Revelstoke propane supply costs with 
u,., FEI 111itJsU.,c1111 11c1 lurc1I yc1s suµµly ,.,, owe,; o;;osls in u,., Midslr .,;;111 Co,l R.,cuncili21 l io11 
/\ccount (MCRA) and to implement a revised propane gas cost rate setting mechanism. The 
fHOJ)OSP.<1 rl'IIP. SP.lltng mP.r.hllnrsm W Iil provr<1P. ~P.Vf*IOkP. cnstomP.rs Wllh prop,~nP. rntP. !Sti'lhlllty 
that matches the stabil ity of FEl's natural gas customer rates, and can provide propane 

commodit, rate relief to Re11clstokc customers. 

By capturing the small Quantities of propane purchased for Rovelstokc's rcQuiroments within tho 
MCI !A, Alonas,~;; I- I-l's m,n,str~Am nnt1irnl gAs supply n;sonrr.P. nosts. th P. cost t lnr.tnfltrnn,s 
associated with the market price c,f propane will be neutralized. Th is results from ,:ombining a 
,.,lc1Li v.,ly s11121 II qmmlily or µ1uµi,11., µu1llolio cusls lhal is lris luricclly ;;mJ lyµic;;lly 111on1 vol21 1ilc1, 
with a significantly more substantial Quantity of natural gas midstream costs that is historica lly 
morP. stAhl~ thfln r,mpfln;; r.osts I Jn~;;r thP. nmnJaAmflt~n r.ost portto11n, 1-1- 1 pror osP.s to SP.I thP. 
same gas cost recovery rates for both FEl's natural gas customers and Revelstoke 's propane 

cuslu111.,.1s.' Propun"' cuslo111~1 s will conlinu"' lo ()<lY hiqh;,1 ca1llo 11 laK rnl"'s Uran 11c1lu1.;I qeis 
customers, in alignment with BC's energy objectives. 
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2.1 Please provide a discussion of FEI’s impetus for undertaking this application.  What 

factors indicated a need for change and when did FEI initially identify this requirement?  

Please provide any reports or studies to support the evidence. 

2.2 Please provide a discussion of any alternatives that FEI considered in response to the 

requirement.  

2.3 Why did FEI decide to do this at this time as opposed to when FEI applied for 

amalgamation and postage stamp rates in 2012? 

2.4 Please identify and quantify any incremental costs that FEI experiences supporting 

different rates for propane and natural gas commodities. 

2.5 Is FEI able to generate any O&M or other cost savings as a consequence of the proposed 

amalgamation?  

2.5.1 If no, please explain why not. 

2.5.2 If yes, please identify and quantify the potential cost savings.  

2.5.2.1 To whom would the cost savings accrue?  Please explain. 

3. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 5 and 6 

 

 

3.1 Please provide a Bonbright analysis for the proposal.  

3.2 Please provide a list of costs and benefits for Revelstoke ratepayers and a list of costs and 

benefits for non-Revelstoke ratepayers. 

2.2 COMMODITY RATE STABILITY S UPPORTS BRITISH COLUMBIA'S ENERGY 

OBJECTIVES 

This ft.pp lir,;,i ion proposes ch;,ngi,s to re<111r.A f11t11na cnmmo<lity m te ·JOl;i tility for r r l's 

Revelstoke propane customers. The proposed mechanism will prov ide Revelstokc propane 
custU111"1Is with µ1oµmI"1 Ia l"1 slabilily 1mi lclii11y lhul of FEI 11atu1 c l Y"S cuslo111"1 I Ia l"1s <11 1<.l, 

hAs!'l<l on the h istoric;;! re l;;i ionshir h!'!tween the n;it11r;; I g;;s Anrl propAne r.ommorl~ie,; , c.0111rl 

also reduce annual energy bills for Revelstoke propane customers. Volatile energy input costs 
i11 c sµ"'ciric ,.,.yiu11 cu11 b"1 a <.lisc<<.lv,u ,lay"1 lu lious"1hul<.ls a 11<.l busi11"1s~ s Lhal ca11 I"1a<.l lo 
rliminisherl ;,c.onomic rlevelopmen t ;inn joh creiltinn npr,ort1111ities r r I helievtas th;it st;;hili7ing 

propane rates 1s benet1c1al tor HcvelstoKc customers and may contribute to encouraging other 
Revelstoke energy users to switch from higher-carbon heating oil to propane.6 As such, the 
propo,;i,,1 chr1nae,; ,;11pprnt the fnllnwino two nf RC:' ,; energy nbjer.t ivp,,; 11nrlP.r ,;ectinn ? nf the 

Clean t:.nergy Act: 7 

(h) to encourage !he swItchIng trom one kind ot energy source or use to anoL~er 
l11<; l <.l"'ui"'as;;s ~,.,.,.11huus"' !~as ;;111issiu11s i11 B1iLish Columbia, w Id 

(k) tn ;,nr.n11roge P.r.nnomir. d~velnpmen1 nn/1 the r.rP.ntinn nn<I retention nf jnhs 
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4. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 7 

 

4.1 Please place the application establishing the Propane Cost Deferral Account on the 

evidentiary record. 

4.2 Could a deferral account be utilized to smooth volatility in the propane commodity? 

Please explain why or why not.  

4.2.1 If yes, what kinds of terms would FEI recommend to smooth volatility in the 

propane commodity?  Please explain.  

Since the 2010i 'l7 contractin,i year, FEl's Revelstoke propane supply po11folio has included a 
r.omhinA!inn nf fix,ad prir.e purnhns~s for the winter seAson And flonting r,rioe p11rnh11ses 

t111 ouy l1uul Ilic yew for tlvlivu,cu µIoµw iu. "'" well ,:1::; !hu lucr:,liLcd µ1oµr:,11c lr:,nk :;to, (:li,10 . The 
cost of the propane supply po11folio is currently captured in the Propane Cost Deferral Account 
(PCDA) 11 11,1 is ACCOllntP.<1 for ser,A rntP. ly from FFl's nnturnl gns supr,ly portfolio r.ost With this 

Aµµlie<JLiu11. FEI IJIU.,Usas lo. 

1. Amal~amate its Revelstoke propane supply portfolio costs with its natural !'.)as supply 
r ortfolio oosts hy trnnsf~rring th ,; neoemh ,ar J1, ?OH! r.losing hnlnnr.,a of the PCDA to 
FEl's ~xisli 11g MCRA ~s m1 oµa11i11y lm l.i11c1, iidjus!1111,11 J, 1iff1icliv1i Jw1uw y 1, 2020, 

2. Sta,iin!=J January- 1, 2020, capture all Revelstoke propane supply portfolio costs in the 
MCRA; A l1•1 

3. Eliminate tho PCD/\. 
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5. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 8 and 9 

 

 

5.1 Why did FEI assume average annual consumption of 50 GJ? 

5.2 Please provide average annual consumption for each rate class.  

3.2 CHANGES TO COMMODITY RATE SETTING FOR REVELS TOKE CUSTOMERS 

When amalgamating the costs of the propane supply portfolio with the costs of FEl's natural gas 
supply portfolio, it is necessary to develop a new mechanism for setting the propane gas cost 
,·ecove,y ,otes ro, FEl's ReveIs1oke l)H)l)a,,e custorners. FEI cons1<1ered two OOllOl)S ro, 
caIcuIa1tng the propane gas cost recovery m ies ro, Revelstoke customers · 1) equal gas cost 
recovery and 2) a five-year rolling average of the price difference between propane and natural 
gas. Tho remainder of this section discusses the two options in detail. This includes an 
illustration of the commodity related charges for both FEl's natural gas customers and 
Revelstoke propane customers under each opbon usmg the following assumpbons: 

Comrnochly related cha,ges Me effective Jonl1a1)' 1. 2020. ossumulg the ama1gamohon 
occurs on January 1, 2020; 

Annual consumption of 50 GJ; 

Energy quantities are based on FEl's Revelstoke propane demand forecast for 2020 
(see Section 4.1). 

F0<ecas1 1rnh,1,01 gas mMlslfe.a,n comm0<lity retated costs ro, Janmuy to Oecembef 2020 
are based on FEfs 20·19 Second Quarter Gas Cost Report, accepted on Jur1e ·14, 2019, 
under BCUC Lotter L-29-19; 

Forecast propane gas costs for January to December 2020 are based on FEl's 
Revelstoke 20 19 Second Quarter Gas Cost Report, approved on June 13. 2019. 1..mder 
8CUC Order G· 129-19, and 

Forecast closing balance of PCDA as of Decambef 3·1, 20·19 is baS&d on FE1•s 
Revelstoke 2019 Second Quarter Gas Cost Report, approved on June 13, 2019, under 
BCUC Order G -129-19. 

:).2.1 Option 1 • Equal Gas Cost Recovery 

Option ·1 treats nevelstoke propane customers and FEl's natural gas customers the same with 
n::sp~ l to lh~ con1111udity 1ttla:1!t-d d 1wv~::;:. Uud~• lhis oµll'Jn, R~vels luk.e µ101Jt1rit: cusloun:ffs 
\'JOUld µuy lh~ st1111E: yus C.'U~l 1~ ove1y 1ultis us FEl's 111:.1lu1td yu!3 cuslomtt1s. TtiLI~ 3-1 below 
iUusl1t1h::!'s l11i:s lrt:ulmttnl wlth 1E:ftt1~11c~ lv RS ·1 Uust!'d on lhe t1ssu111µlions !311uw11 i11 St-d io11 3.2 
~uo~ . r ieast: 1t-f¼::!'1 lo .Ai,pE:11<.Jix A-1 for U1E: t.·tdcultilion of lilt! co111111ot.Jily rttl~h:d cht-JFJtts unde1 
Oµllu11 1 lur t- CI l tih: ~cht-c.hJlt>::;: (H8 1 to/), 111t.:luiJIng 1{1::;1,,1els lokt-1...'\.l!:>lome1::;:. 

Tabl• 3-1: Illustration of Equal Gas Cost Rocovory Option 

I ' /I' P•rt ·,11;:r 
1. R1!~S!llre'. •:C t[~~~ritt}S,.,~J·J'J.'1 .W ('L .mJ 
? C-:ill'nodltv .=iclated ( ha;;:~ 
'\ C'f)Sl t11f<1 :<, p,o,t (: (S/'P ~ •ndb: A•t, lir.• 1~ 

,l $1~"'t" "'l'IIITri~n,-(.1('i1li r) ~ • M lot A•t, l ll\/l' .;) 1 11 ..... n " '" 1 1n 

'> r1;· 111C',:im m(ldty 11~11 ·• t:1 f'hil'!~ ' r ""' Gl ('.>/6 ) 

f. 1'.!,t-,_. l ll'>' ll-M"' 1$lf,!) 

fA " ""' 'hllr.•4, R~ .. ~1<;11)\• : llno> ';H ,U llpri..- ? ilf,' Y u n ; 1 73' 

1 
& ._.., r.1(90.1m 1):I 1191 'iu t {EJi 

!> n:::I C~r.nud ty .llelated Qu:;:,:~ i$J 

10 ~ rbcoi u (s: 

<1,,....r• n- ,..,.. Arril )l)t'),1,) t.l!l'(tl )(!JO 1 .9(16 ;,-,, 

Unc !.o.lh c ! 
liu• ' •.tin. 8 

ll Tc:e1G,~MOd1Yllel•:MCM:1u_.!ncl(e~MT!i<l$I line911lr.e 10 
12 
'I ' ... .....,_ ... ,tt,f'""'-~ h.oNo-..ffl N~ ;,)r! .. (," !.ftll Pr.)(41..,,.. ($! 
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5.3 Please reconstruct the table using average residential annual consumption.  

6. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 12 and page 20 

 

 

6.1 Under each option please provide the range of bill impacts for FEI’s natural gas 

customers by rate class in dollars per year. 

6.2 Under each option please provide the maximum bill impact to natural gas customers by 

rate class in dollars and %. 

Table 3-3: Incremental Midstream Rate Impact to FEl's Natural Gas Customers 

Ure P.ainlrular 
l Esu -n.aited ~ll Re\lclrtOkc Propano com ($!.l:Xs) 
2 EsU -n,1ted Proponc r~covery ,1'13 comn-,odi ty keco,•e-y tllaff:e ($UJJ!>) 

'\ To !;i.l Prup;,n ~ <'.m l , lr;.o;n~(.,, In f fl MNIA (~"O')..) 

• 
S fEI N4tu~I Ga~ Tot:.11/ldstt eam Com ($OCOS) 
6 fEI IIICRA .o.nc.rt1at1c:w-, ($XOS) 

7 TOTAL Natural G:isMidstreamCo.;:l '. ind. M::P.AAmor::i z::!ltion) 

• 
9 RO'JOli tOICe P•op;r,e Demand For.:ic:m (2020F) , TJ 

w f l:I UCKA L1C,n-,and (l'la tur .ail G~, On ty) . n 
11 TOT.(.l l"!vm;md ll'fAl11t-i.! i;;+, ,:., Pn t uonf"I , Tl 

" ' " Av;,r:ae,, i\Ud or.1~,m ~ t .. , N;;ll tf.:11 t; :i.-, Onlv ($(h i) 

IA Av~;ec i\U'1stro.im Rato , N:.nm l Ga:: & Fropa'le t~/ GJ} 
15 

16 A.-engc Midstream Rate ln-.,a<t toFEl' s Custcmer ($/CJJ 
17 % A..-er•e Mid.;t rum natc Impart tof[l' s Custorr.u 

Fllrluenca 
se~ note, 1 

5e1a not1; 2 
1111 .. . • lin- , 

SC~ note, 3 
SC~ note, o 

UneS• Lirie G 

.O.ppcrtdf)( A, Una 1 (RS-JR, :!R. 31<) 

.O.ppartdl)( A, Una 1 (R!i• l to]} 

1i11,.q-.u,,,.. ,o 

lln.-.. 1 / Un,, 10 

(Ur,e 3 • Una 7) /Ur~ .u 

Une:.i . une 13 

Une:6/ Une-13 

: • A.pocndix,,, Une 11; Forecast Jan to De-c 2020b-:1Sed on FB F:nelstoke Wl902GasCos1 ,epo'1 

Optic.r- 2• 
:lption 1 • !io•YearRo linr 
r 'lll-41 l'Al\l l.v• ·"'t'" ' 
Fle«Y1t1r,, lr:d• .(ad 

2,J'B :!,2:i!:I 

("') 1:,1-14) 

1,AA5 •• ns< 

JA9,Sl6 JL9,Sl6 

J3,907 H,S07 

163,4:E 163,4'.!3 

"'' .241 

Eli'.,JU:. l3S,:.J.:lb 

, si~,447 1~447 

I u:1a ' ,~:. 
J. JSd !...US 

0.0-lJ o.oc, 
0.,,3,G 0.S.1% 

2 • A.poendix~,, Une 17; Assun,ed C:>mmodit•1Cos1 ~ooveryCharce ot $LS0 pe·GJ tEff. Jan L, 201:) plus Pro pan~ Pn::Ylium Multiolie· 
3• f OU!ClU I Jan lti Jt't 2020 b:rsed I.Ill =a 2C'19 02<:'<I~ Ct.~ l Rc~JOIL ~xdutle 1-S~NiLi..: ~ .F 

Table 6-1: Summary of Average Annual Bill Impact for Revelstoke Propane and FEI Natural Gas 
Customers (RS 1 to 3)22 

Average Average 

Average Annual Bill Annual Bill 
Rata Schadula UPC [GJ} Im~ $) Impact %L 
Revel stoke Cu storn,,rs {Pr!![!ane) 

Rate Schedule 1- Resid ential Se rvice 50 s (407) (45%} 

Rate Schedule 2 - Smal l Commerical 300 $ (2,116) (49%) 

Rate Schedule 3- large Commerical 6,650 • ;, (48,259) (56%} 

FEl 's Mainland and Vancouver I sland INa1ural Gas\ 

RntF Sr.hP.riulF 1 - Resid P.nt i ;il SFrvir.e 90 s 0.98 0.17% 

Rate Schedule 2 • Smal l Commerical 340 s 4.00 0.16% 
Rate Schedule 3 - large Commerical 3,770 $ 33.72 0.15% 
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6.3 Under each option please provide the range of bill impacts for FEI’s propane customers 

by rate class in dollars per year.  

6.4 Under each option please provide the maximum bill impact to propane customers by rate 

class in dollars and %. 

7. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 12 and page 13 

 

Une 

1 
2 

3 
4 
s 
6 

1 
8 

9 
10 

11 

12 

13 
14 
15 

16 
17 

Table 3-3: Incremental Midstream Rate Impact to FEl's Natural Gas Customers 

Option 2• 
Option 1· S.YearRollina 
Equal Cost Average 

Particular Reference Recove!l Indexed 
Estlmated FEI fleovelstoke Propane Costs (SOOOs) See note l 2.239 2.239 
Estlnuted Pto~ rerovery via Commodlty Recovery Ch.wge ($00ls) See note 2 j373) !~14') 

Total Propane Costs transfer to FB MCAA fSOOOs> Line 1 •Line 2 t 86S t094 

FEI Natural Gas Tot.al Midstteam Cosu (SO:X,S) See note 3 149,S26 149,526 
FEI MCRA Amorti?atiOt'I (SOX!SJ see no1't• 1.l,907 1.l,907 

TOTAL Natural Gls Midstream Coru (Ind. MC'RAA.morthatlon) UneS+Une 6 163.03 163,433 

Revelndte Propane Demand Forecast (20'2CI) • TJ Appendl • A, Une 1 ( RS• lR. 2R, 3R) 241 241 
FEI MCRA Demand (Natl.l'al Gas Only) . T) ApPfndix A, Une 1 (RS· l ton 13&"'6 138.206 

TOTAL Demand (Natural Gas & Propane) - TJ Une9+Une 10 13& .. 7 11'""' 

AVttage Midsirtam Rat e • Natural Gas Onty (S/GJ) Unt7/U~10 1183 1183 
AV'tfa&-e MidWHm Rate • Natural Gas & Propane (S/GJ) (Line h Une 7)/Unt 11 ll!M UBS 

Attrac-e Mdstrt:am Rate Impact to FU' s CUstome, (S/GJ) Line14• Un-e 13 0.012 0.006 
" Ave,age Midstream Rate Impact toFEl' s 0.momer Line 16/Une 13 0.93'< 0.51" 

l • Appe nclx A, Une 11; forecast Jan 10 Dec 2020 based on fEI Revelstol<e 2019 Q2 Gas Cos1 Repon 
2 • Appendii• A, Une 17; Assumed Comm0di1y cos:1 R.&-covery Charge cl $1.$49 per GJ (Eff. Jan 1, 2019) plus Propane P,,emlum Mullipllef 
3· Forecast Jan to~ 2020bas.ed o n fB 201.9Q2Gas Cost Report. exdude T-~ice UAF 
4• Forecast as of Jan 1. 2020ba:sed on FEJ 2019Q2 Gas Cost Report (U2of Pre~TaxAmortitation MCM Oeficit/(Surplus) 
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7.1 Under the scenario depicted in Table 3-4, the % midstream rate impact to FEI’s 

customers is about double that shown in Table 3-3.  Is it fair to say that the total bill 

impacts would be roughly double as well under the scenario in Table 3-4?  Please explain 

why or why not and quantify if there is a material difference. 

7.1.1 If there is a material difference other than being approximately double, please 

provide bill impacts for each rate class under the scenario from Table 3-4. 

8. Reference:  Exhibit b-1, page 14 

 

Table 3-4: Incremental Midstream Rate Impact to FEl's Natural Gas Customers (Based on 2014 
Hlstorlcal Peak Propane Supply Cost) 

U ne hrtia. lar 
f \.lim 4 .,.l f f l R:~ ,.1-.1ut .. Pm 1i;,n ,.r.( ,._l, (~ j c:,,.. ,. n. 11 .. 1 

2 Estim.-:ed r ,opMic recovu,,.via Commoditv rtcx,·c 'V Ctiaru !SOCX:'!:) Sec not•:: 2 
3 - ota. PropMIC Com tra~ cr 10 FEI MCRA ($COOS) 

' 'i Ff l 1',';1l11rA) '1;1, T1 , t;,:I ._1it1, 1rv;1m <'A1,I\ (!C{l(Y.) 

6 FE! f\'t:J.:AAmortl: a tlc;n(SOOOil 

7 TnTA fj,1t1m,I <,, ..., Mi,l\ lu•;i,m r m 1, ( i rlrl MC.~ l un,1ttin l i r• 1! 

• 
q A,,,.,..,..,,,,:,, Pmp,. , .. n .. 111,0nd f Wf"'.,.,;I (,cr,n: ) • TI \ 

w Fl:! M:Jl.A Dcm:.nd (Pl :rt\JtJI GlG U'l",}· rJ 

u - OTA- Claman d (l'latlJ~I Ga; &.P•opan-l) • TI 

12 
13 Effective M dst~ am Rat~ • Natu ·al GasOnl-v{S/GI) 
14 [ ff,..ic;ti ~ M d~lro1: ,mt ft.alt: • N .. tu ·~! G,n &P101-'• •e ($/ GJJ 

"' L6 Midstttam A•tt lm,oect torEJ' s(ustomer ($lGJ) 
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see nota • 
Ii· .. 'i- lin>' 6 
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U'\C ·:1- Una JD 
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l · l !.llm:rtad ~se,j orr n1rotr1c-~1 h g~!.t pr:,p:ane ooa ::a1 ::1:1 Re',1(,1~ ::ille 20HQ!I GocCC,~t Mepon: 

O:nlon l · 
€:ua Cos1 
Reooverv 

'·""' (4611 

3,W 

14<l,~ 
J.3,·;o, 

11\'!, 4,ljl 

'"" 138,21.lb 

J.3&,SCd 

1.18= 
1.205 

0.1122 
1.M'!. 

2 • AuiJmed C,omiY1ooity Cost R-::oovcr, Chairee of Sl SO ~ Gl (Elf. h o 1, 20191 pl\J! ::ropant PremiL'n- Mj:iplfor 
3 • h n:-::.,1~tfan U. :!'1t ' 1020b ,n~d vn FEI 101:IQ:2 Gn Cu~ I ~ p1.trl . u>.dud~ T•S~r•1k -= UC.f 

.f • .. o-e:l!.t 3.S c f }3.n :, 2IJ::U b.:! ed O:l 1-: l 2lll 9Q;?G.£ C0!.t R-:!port (1/2 o f Pre •T3:<Am~rtl:3:kln ti.CM/I, l)ef1O~,'1~ur~ •J~) 
S • A.siJme- at ronve:s:o.'\ to occur i :l 2"20 
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S-\'e:u FIOII ng 

Av<. rCJ;t' 

Indexed 
\ SC< 

(1 4!3) 
2,4 ?1 

149.Vti 

13,907 

lfi\4l <;; 

>;~ 
1~ 21:tl 

138,5°' 

1.1£3 
1.lf! 

O,OJ5 

1.~ 

Tab le 3-5: Comparison of Propane Gas Cost Recovery Rates Calculation Options 

Option 1 - Equal Natural Gas Option 2 - Five-Year Rolling 
and Propane Cost Recovery Price Difference 

Mitig111es Prop,me Rate Vol11til~y Yes Ye.s 

Provides Rate Rei ef tor 
Yes No R~vE:!:s loki:: P1oµa1~ Cuslo111~1s 

Mid;;l1 ~ Ill Rate hnpacl fu1 FEI 
Small Small Natural Gas Customers 

Suppons BGs Eneri:iv Objectives Yes Yes 
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8.1 Please confirm that FEI is requesting Option 1.  

8.2 Did FEI consider any other alternatives?  

8.2.1 If yes, please provide.  

8.2.2 If no, please explain why not. 

8.3 Please identify any instances in BC in which customers are charged the same commodity 

rates for different commodities.  

8.4 Please provide any instances that FEI is aware of in which the same commodity rates are 

charged for different commodities in other jurisdictions.  

8.5 Please confirm that FEI is proposing to create a cross-subsidy of Revelstoke propane 

customers by natural gas customers. 

8.5.1 Please identify the primary purpose in doing so. 

8.5.2 Please provide a discussion of the importance of proceeding quickly, versus 

deferring for 1, 3, 5 or 10 years. 

8.6 Is there currently customer demand for natural gas, LNG or CNG in Revelstoke?   

8.6.1 If yes, please quantify.  

8.7 To what extent has FEI investigated the possibility of converting Revelstoke to a) natural 

gas, b) LNG or c) CNG to date?  Please provide any reports or studies that FEI has 

undertaken.  

8.8 If FEI has not investigated the possibility of converting Revelstoke to natural gas, LNG 

or CNG, please explain why not, and whether or not it expects to do so in the future. 

I ully amalgamating the propane and natural gas port10II0 costs on an equal basis (as proposed 
in Option ·1) ~nsures thAt FFI r.11stnmers in ne,P.lstnk~ no not P.xperiP.nr.e r1iffering r.o,;t of 
u 11c1gy 1ucovu1y l lll<.:Ll <Jue lu Lhui, locr:,Liu11 wilhi11 FEI'$ $tJlvicc lu11ilu1y. ThiLl LlUIJIJOllLl uqur:,lily 
of investment and job creation across the province. W i!h the exception of R0velstoke and Fort 
Nelson" , I Li's customers alreac·y pay the same cos! ot ener~y recover,' rates no matter where 
th~y ArA lnr.AIF.d within lhA SArvir.e ArAA FFl"s RAl/i,ISlOkP. prnpAnA r.ustomP.rs ArA diffP.r;,nt from 
FEl's natural gas customers because tlloy use a different fuel typo. However, gcograpllical 
luciil io11 ils.,.lf is 11,.,. key caus"' ru, l11is llill"''"'"c"' i11 fu.11 ly.,"1. As sud ,, aµµlyi11y "1QU<1l cusl of 
enerqy recovery rates to FEl's. Revels.toke propane cus.tomer,; repres.ents an improvement to 
th e curre.nt s,tuat,on 111 line wI!h the acce.pte.d pnnc,ple ot common rates across geographical 
locations wIth111 I L i's service territory. 

Further, ne.ither of the op!ion-s preclude future review of potential options to upgrade the 
Rcvclr.tnko propAnn syf.tcm to n~turnl o~t.. whir,;h m~y inr:1t1f10. r.on.sir10.ration of ~1r0.rnativ0t. t.uch 
<I S <I 11alu1c1I yas µiµelillE,l, liQUE,1fi .. u 1wlu1<1l gc1s (LNG) Sll[J[Jly, 01 COII IIJl .. $$E,IU ll<J IUl<ll l)<JS (CNG) 
supply in consideration of both the economic and non-financial benefits. at the time. 
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8.8.1 If FEI expects to undertake such studies in the future, please explain when that is 

expected to occur.  

8.8.1.1 Will the Commission receive such reports?  Please explain.  

8.9 Would FEI agree that promoting conversion to propane from other fuels is incompatible 

with converting Revelstoke to natural gas, LNG or CNG?  Please discuss.  

9. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 15 

 

9.1 Has the current difference in propane and natural gas costs contributed to customer 

demand to have natural gas installed in Revelstoke?  

9.1.1 If yes, does FEI expect that such demand will be reduced by the proposed 

change?  Please explain why or why not. 

9.1.2 Would FEI agree that customers who had recently moved from one fuel source to 

propane be less interested in supporting the installation of natural gas distribution 

in Revelstoke?  Please explain.  

4 FORECAST LOAD GROWTH AND IMPACTS ON THE REVELSTOKE 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

Another benefit of the rate stability and rate relief offered to Revelstoke customers by the 
proposed amalgamation of FEl's propane supply costs into the natural gas supply costs would 
be accelerated load growth in Revelstoke with conversions from other fuel types (e.g., from 
heating oil to propane, which would provide associated GHG emissions benefits). This potential 
load growth could also lead to accelerated capital upgrade requirements for the Revelstoke 
distribution system. In this section, FEI quantifies the potential impact of conversions on 
customer delivery rates by using an Upper Bound scenario and calculating the associated 
delivery rate impact of a large number of conversions occurring in the first year after the 
proposed changes become effective (i.e., 2020 or Year 1 ). This, in tum, triggers the need for 
immediate capttal upgrades to the existing propane distribution system in order to serve the 
additional load. This Upper Bound scenario represents the Upper Bound rate and bill impact on 
FEI and Revelstoke customers as all conversions and capital upgrades would occur in the first 
year after the proposed amalgamation rather than gradually over time. FEI believes the Upper 
Bound scenario is unlikely due to the practicalities involved with conversions (energy users 
making conversion decisions over time, planning their conversions, purchasing new appliances, 
having to rely on contractor capacity for completing their conversions, etc.), but this is still useful 
as it helps to illustrate the Upper Bound rate and bill impact on FEI and Revelstoke customers if 
conversions occur rapid ly. 
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9.2 Please provide estimates for ratepayers (in each rate class if different) to convert to 

propane from other typical fuel types.  

4.1 UPPER SOUND DEMAND FORECAST 

B<lstltl 011 FEl 's !,J"1U!,Jl<llJl liC i11[01111.iLio11 sysl tll li (GIs ·1. FEI itl1,111l ifibltl 1,063 l%itl~ 11 li<1 I tlw<,>llinµs 
within 30 metres of an existing main in Rovols toko that arc currently not FEI Rovolstoko 
propane customers . Since tnoro arc incremental connection costs associa'.cd with residentia l 
<1WAll111!JS fhA! ArA o rP,AfAr th An :rn metrP-s trom An A><ls t,n g mAin16. H -1 hP.l iAVAS lh ASP. <1WAll1110S 

represent ihe exten t of the custome.rs that are l ike.ly to consider conversion to p ropane service. 
Since the number and evolution of conversions over time is uncertain, FEI assumed all 
itl1,111lifi<,>tl 1,063 1blsi<.l<,>11li<1I tlw1, lli11!,JS will 001111<,>c! lo FEI',; µIoµw I;; ,;y,;[1,1111 in R;;w!sluk<,> in 2020 
to illu strate an Upper Bound de livery ra te impact '~ on FEI and RovelstoKe customers. FEI notes 
that no conversion additions were forecasteo for commercial customers in Revelstoko under this 
I Jr)J)P.r Houn,1 sr.An Ano M H -1 ASS1Jn1P.S l'.OmmP.rr.IAI r.ustnmer;, th AI hfll/P. th e Ah il ily to lflkA 

propane service have done so already. 
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10. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 17 and 18 

 

Figure 4-2: Total Annual Propane Demand In TJs 
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2020, the total propane demand in Revelstoke is forecasted to increase by approximately 26 
percent, from the current forecast demand of 230 T J to 298 T J in 2020. In the followin~ 
sections, FEI outlines tile capital upgrades that would be required to RevelstoKe's propane 
distribution system based on this Upper Bound demand forecast as shown in Figure •1 -2 above 
i111r1 the res111tmg l Jpper I lo11 nrl <1~11v.,ry m t~ ,mpRct to hnth I I l's <1110 R~velstokP.'s c11s1omers 1t 

the Upper Bound scenario were to occur. 
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10.1 Please provide the likelihood of the Upper Bound scenario occurring.  

10.2 Please provide any other scenarios relating to demand that FEI has developed with regard 

to this application, and particularly a ‘most likely’ scenario.  

10.3 Is FEI proposing to do the capital upgrades to support the Upper Bound scenario even 

though it is considered an unlikely scenario, or are the capital upgrades hypothetical? 

Please explain.  

10.4 Assuming the capital upgrades will only occur if the Upper Bound scenario occurs, what 

will be the triggering event?  

10.5 Does FEI require a partial level of capital upgrades if it experiences increases but not that 

which reaches the Upper Bound?  Please discuss.  

10.5.1 Will the Commission be apprised of any capital upgrades that FEI undertakes as a 

result of this application?  

10.5.1.1 If yes, when and how would this be reported? 

10.5.1.2 If no, why not? 

4.2 REOVIRED 0/STRIBVTION SYSTEM UPGRADES 

FEI applied its standard peak demand forecast method to the customer fore.casts discusse<I in 
R1!i:lim 1 4 1 HychmJlic 111o!ld s w 1:10 lh<!11 tl<;\•1:kipc:1 I I11 <h:k1miru : ltm <;>:lc 11I or ?;y~;lc 111 llfMJf;i d c!~i 

required to support the Qro\'/th within the 2O-veor forecast horizon under the Upper Bound 
~•co11,i 1io Rasnd on llm romcai;l1:!I g1 mvlh 111 111m llu: llpfH!I Rournl ?;c:(!m n io , lhc Dxii;linu 

d1stnbut,on system 111 Kevelstoke w,11 require tlm;,e addrt,onal propan0 storage tanks and a 
distribution main upgrade in or,::ter to S€rve Revelstoke's existing customers as well as the 
add~ional load from the conversions as described in Section 4.1 above. The capital upgrades 
will hove to be implemented immediately in the first vear after the propcr,e.d amal!'.lamat ion of 
pmp;-mc! ;i nd 11al111 al n:i!> 1;oi;I~• lic!ni11s ;i !> lh<; lJpp(!I Rm nul ~;,:c!mnio a i;:-amu!~i ..-1II ac~dilion;i l 

c •.111v1_;1•; iu 11$ u c r:.t11 i11 U1c fo o;;l vc-.-11 ;.-1Ul~1 U 1c JJJUpo:.cd <.• 111al~"u11a liu11 br.~cornc-:; d k;,.:.tivc. Tiu..~ 
total capital C0'3t for ihe up!'.)rode is estimatc!d to be $2.708 million in 20H, dollars. Table 4-·1 
belo\'J summarizes the estimated cost of system upgrade requirements for the Upper Bound 
scenerio. 

Tab~ 4-1: Upper Bound Scenario Sy$tem Upgrade$ 

st Project 
Sy e; Upgrade ProJ&d Qaigcnpt1on Estimate 

Yl)e (2019 SOOOs) 

p g 
Distribution Mains SI - ·11 40m x 2·19 orr E 05car St $798 
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11. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 20 

 

 

11.1 Please provide the above table with Option 2. 

5 TOTAL BILL IMPACTS TO FEI AND REVELSTOKE CUSTOMERS 

Ta l1II: fi I hd ow !>rn m11:•u i1t ~! i l h<; l olal 1:o~;I o r 1:ommodit~, H!«:ovc1y i:--11(! irnpad and 1111: lo lal 

ai un ,a l tull 11 11pa1:I 10 1 1-{8 1 lo :i 1:U! ilOUll!I S 1(;~;11lh 1HJ Im m 1111! !)IOl)O!>m l ama1u a 11utllon o l r H '!; 
prop ;mn ;"tn•:1 n;1ium l gar. ~upply l"~n:-.t;,, .1n d tl, r: prr.t r:rror l rni r. :-..c.tt1no Opt ion 1 (~qu.;I r:ommndlf)i 

r.t) !=. t r~('.O'i~r / tlA1WA~ n p r..-,p ;uiA itn rl n1th1rnl on_!:.) l'-n r r1.,;it;:u l~d 1;;:,l<:1Jl;lt1n n F- .-1$. Wf:!11 ..:i~ 1h ~ to t..;I 

annual bill impact tor ~l:.l's I{:; •1 to f custon1er$. pleesa r,; tar to Appendix U. ~1:.1 notes i l1e tota l 

annual bill impact includes the impact to the cornmod1t)' cost recovery rete only as d1scus.s9d 111 
:;ecbon 3. I l10re Is no delivery rate impact wtl9n round9d to th r,;,e d0c1111a l plac;,s 9ven und0r 

th9 Upper t:!ound sc9nano wI10re a ll re5IdentIal dw0111ngs wIth111 :JU metras ot an exIst111g rna111 

convert to propane immediately in the first y9ar of !he proposed amalgamation (as d isCU$Sad in 

Snr;hn n 4 ilhOV~) 

Table 5-1: Summary of Average Annual Bill Impact for Revelstoke Propane and FEI Natural Gas 
Customers (RS 1 to 3)22 

Av,m11:o, Averill:" 

Averace Annual Bill Annual Bill 
~ schedule UPC (GJ} Impact($) lmpact OO__ 

Revel stoke Customers {PrQ11ane) 
RntF Sr.hP.ctulF 1 - ResidP.nt inl SFrvice so $ (407) (45%} 

Rate Schedule 2 - Small Commerical 300 $ (2,11b) (49%) 

Rate Schedule 3 - large Commerical 6,650 $ (48,259) (56%} 

FEl 's Mainland and Vancouver Island {Nalural Gas} 

Rate Schedule 1 - Residential Service 90 $ 0.98 0.12% 

RntF Sr.hP.ctulF? - Smi!II Co1nrnP.rio1I 34() s 4.00 0.16% 

Rate Schedule 3 - large Commcncal 3,/ /0 $ 33./ 2 U.1~% 




