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April 21, 2020   

VIA E-FILING 

Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary 
BC Utilities Commission  
6th Floor 900 Howe Street   
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3                                                                                       Our File:  7400.821 

Dear Mr. Wruck, 
 
Re:  Pacific Northern Gas Ltd. and Pacific Northern Gas (N.E.) Ltd. Application for 

Acceptance of 2019 Consolidated Resource Plan and for Acceptance of Energy 
Conservation and Innovation (ECI) Portfolio Funding for 2020 to 2022 
BCOAPO Information Requests No. 2  

 
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. 2 with respect to the above-noted 
Application.  
 
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.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reply to: Leigha Worth 

ED@bcpiac.org 

Ph: 604-687-3034 

C2-4

BCPIAC 
Public Interest Advocacy Centre 

Yvonne.Lapierre
PNG-PNGNE Consolidated Resource Plan and ECI
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REQUESTOR NAME:    BCOAPO et al. 

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO:  #2 

TO:  PNG Ltd. And PNG (NE) Ltd. 

DATE:      April 21, 2020 

APPLICATION NAME: 2019 Consolidated Resource Plan (CRP) and 
Energy Conservation and Innovation (ECI) 
Portfolio Funding for 2020 - 2022   

 

 
9.0       Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.1.1 
 
 The referenced response includes the following opinion: 
 
 PNG does not believe that the costs of complying with the CleanBC 15 percent 

renewable target, with the Methane Regulations currently in effect, or any future 
regulations enacted to support the B.C. Governments “Energy Objectives” should be 
borne by its shareholder, or that PNG should attempt to reduce its cost of maintaining 
and operating its pipeline systems.  

  
 

9.1 The approved return on equity enjoyed by the shareholder and baked into rates is 
9.25% after tax, while ratepayers pay the 9.25% plus the associated tax on RoE.  
Please set out, in PNG’s view: 

 
(a) The appropriate financial risks borne by the shareholder;  
(b) The appropriate financial responsibilities of the shareholder; and 
(c) The appropriate financial responsibilities of the captive ratepayer. 
 

9.2 Please provide a complete list of the circumstances under which the shareholder 
should bear any costs – in addition to the opportunity cost of holding shares in PNG 
– in the event of new regulations and requirements enacted in the public interest. 

  
9.3 Please provide PNG’s view as to the extent that the shareholder should bear any 

costs in the event of unforeseen circumstances. 
 
9.4 Please clarify what is meant by the statement that “PNG does not believe…that PNG 

should attempt to reduce its cost of maintaining and operating its pipeline systems.”   
 

 
10.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.3.1 and IR 1.28.2 
 
 The following is excerpted from the first referenced IR: 

 
PNG has not assigned any probabilities to its assumptions. Therefore the application of 
a level of confidence to these assumptions is not relevant. 
 
10.1 Does PNG ever make use of probabilities in demand forecasting, running Monte 

Carlo or other simulations, etc., in preparing its evidence?  If so, please elaborate.  
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10.2 Please explain how PNG can assert that a forecast is appropriate without any 
ability to calculate an expected value – the calculation of which requires explicit or 
implicit assumptions or judgments regarding probabilities.  

 
 
11.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.12.7 and 1.12.8 
  

The first referenced IR asked: 
 
Please explain how acquiring RNG in other provinces and territories in Canada, or in 
the U.S, is consistent with relevant BC legislation and policy, including, the Clean 
Energy Act (CEA), the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Regulation (GGRR) and the 2018 
CleanBC Plan. 
 
The response started as below: 
 
PNG submits that its plan to acquire RNG, not only from supply connected to its pipeline 
systems, but from across the rest of B.C., as well as from sources in other provinces and 
territories in Canada, or in the U.S., is consistent with the Clean Energy Act (CEA), the 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Regulation (GGRR), and the CleanBC Plan. 
 
 
The second referenced IR asked: 
 
Please discuss whether, as an alternative to procuring physical RNG, PNG believes that 
purchasing the environmental attributes of RNG produced in other jurisdictions would be 
consistent with relevant BC Legislation and policy. 
 
The response filed was: 
 
Confirmed. In order for the emission reduction benefits associated with RNG supply to 
be captured by PNG and its customers, three requirements must be satisfied: (i) an 
appropriate accounting for quantities of RNG purchased; (ii) a clear contractual path 
between the point of supply and the end-use customer; (iii) and the retirement of the 
emission reduction attributes associated with the RNG once consumed by the end-user. 
PNG submits that contractual arrangements can be made with out-of-province suppliers 
of RNG that meet these requirements. As stated in its response to the Question 12.7.1, 
PNG further submits that such arrangements are consistent with the CEA, the GGRR, 
and the CleanBC Plan. 
 

 
11.1 Given PNG’s logic, would it not be possible for PNG to contract with a third party 

to have in purchase RNG anywhere in the world, e.g., in Southeast Asia, and set up 
the contractual paths so as to capture the emission reduction benefits on behalf of 
PNG and its customers?  If not, please explain why not. 

 
 
12.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.16.5 
 
 The IR and response are reproduced below: 
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Please provide a graph comparing the capture rates forecasted in PNG’s most recent 
resource plans and the actual capture rates for the period 2015 to 2019. For any 
notable variances between the actual and forecasted capture rates, please provide a 
brief discussion of the reasons for the variation. 

 
Response:  
PNG does not collect data that enables it to accurately ascertain actual capture rates.  

 
12.1 The response appears to imply that PNG has no way to check the accuracy of its 

capture rate forecasts, ex post. Does PNG agree that this is the implication? 
 
12.2 Would it be a good idea, in terms of accuracy of the forecasting methodology and 

in the public interest, for PNG to collect this data? 
 

12.2.1 If not, please explain why not. 
   
 

13.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.24.4, RECAP Demand  
Commercial Program Area Summary    

 
13.1 Please provide a ballpark estimate or a means of approximating the impacts on 

ratepayers of (i) under-forecasting RECAP Demand and (ii) over-forecasting RECAP 
Demand.  

 
 

14.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.24.5  
 
 The IR and response are reproduced below:  
 

Please explain how PNG arrived at a capital cost estimate of $120 million. 
 
Response: 
PNG prepared an Engineering Class 4 and 5 estimate of the capital required to facilitate 
various combinations of volumes and delivery locations, with the highest cost being 
estimated at $120 million.  This is addressed in the RECAP application. 

 
14.1 Is it standard PNG practice to submit the highest capital cost estimate it 

generates for the projects or programs it seeks to have approved? 
 
14.2 Does PNG agree that if an estimate used is the highest cost obtained in the 

estimation process, the estimate will be biased upwards? Please explain fully.  
 
 

15.0 Reference: Exhibit B-4, BCOAPO IR 1.1.1 
 

15.1 The referenced IR requested “2019 Actual (or the most recently available 
estimate for 2019 actuals)” DSM measures.  In response, PNG has provided the 
2019 forecast (Revised in 2019 DSM Plan).  Please confirm that the information 
presented contains PNG’s best estimate of 2019 actuals; if unable to so confirm, 
please provide more up-to-date 2019 data.   
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16.0 Reference: Exhibit B-4, BCOAPO IR 1.2.1 
 
 In response to the data request in the referenced IR, PNG responded (in part): 
 

PNG expects to present its finalized cost analysis for 2019 in its Annual 
DSM report filed with the BCUC on or before April 30, 2020. To be consistent with the 
presentation in the response to Question 1.1, PNG has included the revised 2019 
forecast of $330 thousand in this table. 
 
16.1 Please provide updated responses to the requests of BCOAPO IR 1.1.1 and 

BCOAPO IR 1.2.1 based on the finalized cost analysis that will be filed with the 
BCUC on or before April 30, 2020.  

 
 
17.0 Reference: Exhibit B-4, BCOAPO IR 1.8.6 
 
 The referenced IR and response are reproduced below: 
 

Does PNG-PNGNE employ any metric or rule of thumb with respect to determining when 
any particular program has matured? 

 
Response: 
PNG does not employ such metric nor rule of thumb at this time. 
 
17.1 Is it fair to conclude from this response that PNG has no idea as to when any 

particular program has matured?  
 
 

 

 

 

 




