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COMMERCIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION  

OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 

FINAL SUBMISSIONS 

FortisBC Energy Inc. (“FEI”) - Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity (“CPCN”) for the Pattullo Gas Line Replacement Project dated August 31, 2020 

Project No. 1599129 

The Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia (the “CEC”) represents 

the interests of ratepayers consuming energy under commercial tariffs in applications before the 

BC Utilities Commission (“BCUC” or the “Commission”). 

FortisBC Energy Inc. (“FEI”) applies for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

(“CPCN”) to replace its Pattullo Gas Line (“Pattullo Gas Line Replacement Project” or “PGR 

Project” or the “Project”). 

The CEC has participated in the proceeding and reviewed the evidence and provides the 

following comments for the Commission’s review and consideration.  

I. SUMMARY POSITION  

1. The CEC finds that the Project, as described in the amended application, is necessary and 

in the public interest in that it will avert impending capacity constraint issues occurring as 

a result of the demolition of the Pattullo Bridge. 

2. The CEC recommends that the Commission grant the CPCN as requested by FEI.  

3. The CEC finds that the PGR Application and Preliminary State Development Costs 

deferral account is appropriate and recommends that the Commission approve the 

creation of the deferral account. 

4. The CEC submits that the Project appears to be adequately developed and costed, but that 

the apparent delay in moving forward with the Project may have diminished the quality 

of the CPCN application (Class 4 costing), affected review proceedings (two stage 

application with changing information), and potentially limited certain alternatives that 

might otherwise have been available. 

5. While the CEC does not have evidence to suggest that the Project could be more cost-

effectively designed, the CEC is nonetheless concerned that the evidence supporting the 

Project could have been more robustly developed given more lead time.  The CEC 

recommends that the Commission encourage FEI to prepare such applications further in 

advance than has been done in this proceeding, particularly when they do have time, in 

order to avoid the risk of questionable project development. 

6. The CEC recommends that the Commission permit Interveners to review FEI’s Final 

Report should the Project costs vary significantly from the current Proposal.  
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II. SUBMISSIONS 

A. BACKGROUND 

7. FEI currently provides gas supply across the Fraser River using a Nominal Pipe Size 

(“NPS”) 20 distribution pressure gas line affixed to the underside of the Pattullo Bridge. 

(“Pattullo Gas Line”).   

8. The Pattullo Bridge is scheduled for demolition in late 2023.1 

9. FEI must degasify, purge, and remove (or prepare for removal) the existing gas line to 

satisfy its obligations to the province.2 

10. The province intends to replace the bridge, but will not permit FEI to run its distribution 

line across the new bridge.  

11. The permanent removal of the gas line crossing on the Pattullo Bridge would result in a 

significant distribution capacity loss potentially affecting approximately 35,000 

customers in Burnaby, New Westminster, and Coquitlam3 unless otherwise supplied. 

12. FEI must replace the distribution system capacity prior to the demolition of the bridge in 

order to continue serving customers.4 

13. FEI has developed a proposal to run a new gas line overland through the City of Burnaby 

via Sperling Avenue and requests a CPCN so that it can commence construction and meet 

the scheduling requirements of the Project.5 

14. Due to the pressing nature of the application, FEI provided its application in two stages 

with the first section addressing project justification and preliminary alternatives filed on 

August 31, 2020, and the balance filed on December 15, 2020.  

B. PROJECT NEED 

15. FEI has provided substantial evidence in its application, responses to information 

requests and a Final Argument that support the requirement to replace the Pattullo Gas 

line prior to the demolition of the Pattullo Bridge. 

16. The Pattullo Gas Line provides distribution system capacity to supply natural gas to 

customers in Burnaby, New Westminster and Coquitlam.6  It is the largest and most 

                                                 
1 FEI Final Argument page 2 

2 FEI Final Argument page 2 

3 FEI Final Argument page 2 

4 FEI Final Argument page 2 

5 FEI Final Argument page 2 

6 Exhibit B-1-1, page 15 
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significant feed line into the Metro Vancouver 700 kPa trunk distribution system7, and 

under peak conditions supplies over half of the gas in the trunk distribution system.8 

17. The following graph illustrates FEI capacity for the affected system with and without the 

Pattullo Gas Line relative to its forecasted peak demand to 2043.  

 
9 

IMMEDIACY 

18. FEI confirms that loss of the Pattullo Gas Line would not immediately result in a loss of 

gas supply to customers, but would instead be a risk under design day conditions.10 

19. FEI estimates that the trunk distribution system could not supply the demand 

requirements of customers during weather colder than minus 10° Celsius (28 degree 

design day), and that in any given year there is an 11% chance of this, or colder 

conditions, occurring. At temperatures colder than minus 6° Celsius the stations begin to 

operate outside the FEI design limits for safe and reliable operation.11 

                                                 
7 Exhibit B-1-1, Application page 15 

8 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.17.1 

9 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.5.5 

10 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.3.7 

11 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.3.7 
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20. Based on 2020 peak demand, there would be a loss of gas supply to approximately 

10,700 customers during the coldest days of the year when peak demand occurs: 

approximately 2,100 customers in Burnaby, 2,800 customers in New Westminster, and 

5,800 customers in Coquitlam.12 

21. By 2039, an additional 14,800 customers would be affected13 because of the expected 

increase in demand.14 

22. The CEC submits that FEI has clearly established a need to replace the capacity prior to 

the demolition of the Pattullo Bridge.  

23. In CEC IR 1.9.1.2, the CEC inquired as to the customer impacts if there was a delay in 

the provision of the replacement distribution line, which would not be acceptable.    

24. FEI points out the risks identified overall, and notes that even if a low-pressure event 

were to last only a few hours during the period of highest demand, the restoration process 

takes considerable time.   For outages to thousands of customers, the recovery could span 

several weeks. Residential and commercial customers could be without heat, hot water or 

cooking during extreme cold winter conditions.15 

25. FEI also points out that short-term mitigation would not address the underlying need for 

the Project, and would not be cost-effective nor feasible.16 

26. The CEC finds that FEI has established a clear need for immediate replacement of the gas 

line.  

RESILIENCY 

27. The Pattullo Gas Line also provides resiliency to the larger Metro Vancouver Area.17 

28. The Pattullo Gate, by way of the Pattullo Gas Line, serves to compensate if either the 

Coquitlam Gate or Fraser Gate station is lost.   Consequently, the resiliency of FEI’s 

system will erode without the Pattullo Gate Station.18 

29. The PGR Project as proposed will not replace the loss of resiliency that will occur when 

the Pattullo Gas Line is decommissioned.19 

                                                 
12 FEI Final Argument page 6 

13 Exhibit B-1-1 page 20 

14 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.9.3 

15 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.9.1.2 

16 FEI Final Argument page 11 

17 Exhibit B-1-1, Application page 15 

18 FEI Final Argument page 12 

19 FEI Final Argument page 12 
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30. FEI states that in order to ensure timely support for the system’s capacity it prioritized the 

replacement of system capacity (as opposed to both capacity and resiliency) in order to 

meet the Project schedule.20 

31. FEI initially pursued alternatives which would replace both the capacity and the 

resiliency benefits of the existing line.21  Both the attachment of a replacement gas line to 

the new bridge and the trenchless crossing of the Fraser River were found to be not 

feasible.22 

32. FEI intends to continue evaluating future system improvements to restore resiliency in 

the Metro Vancouver area distribution system.23 

33. FEI will likely require a separate CPCN to do so, and this will be examined in the next 

Long Term Resource Plan which will be filed in 2022.24 

34. The CEC submits that supporting the resiliency of FEI’s system is important and should 

be pursued as soon as possible.    

Alternatives 

35. FEI identified 6 main alternatives for the Project, and ultimately selected Alternative 6D, 

an overland route through Burnaby using Sperling Avenue. 

36. FEI initially made high-level assessments of several alternatives, but focussed efforts on 

Alternative 1 – Attachment to New Bridge.25 

37. Alternative 1 included a like-for-like replacement on the new bridge and would have 

been the most viable option. In addition to avoiding capacity constraints, this option 

would also have provided the resiliency supporting the Metro Vancouver system, which 

is not available with the other alternatives.   It also had low costs and stakeholder 

impacts.26 

38. FEI made multiple requests over several years for permission to attach a replacement gas 

line to the new bridge but was unsuccessful in convincing the Ministry of Transportation 

and Infrastructure (“MoTI”) to permit the attachment.27 

                                                 
20 FEI Final Argument page 12 

21 Exhibit B-1, page 23 

22 Exhibit B-1, page 23 

23 Exhibit B-6, BCUC IR 1.5.4 

24 FEI Final Argument page 12 and Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.21.1 

25 FEI Final Argument page 16 

26 FEI Final Argument page 16 

27 Exhibit B-1 page 26 
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39. FEI subsequently developed its alternative options, which included: 

28 

40. Several of the options had varying parameters.  

41. FEI provides high-level details of each option in Section 4 of its application, however all 

options except Alternative 6 were deemed to not be feasible for the reasons outlined, 

many of which included the inability to meet project schedule. 

TIMELINE IMPACT ON ALTERNATIVE SELECTION  

42. The CEC is concerned with the overall timing of the application, and the potential 

impacts of FEI’s approach to the project.  

43. The significant timing constraints identified throughout the application could suggest that 

FEI might not have anticipated the need for a project without the new bridge option early 

enough to provide sufficient degrees of freedom in choosing its best Alternative.  

44. The CEC does acknowledge that FEI would not have considered any other options if it 

had earlier information.29 

                                                 
28 Exhibit B-1-1, page 23 

29 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.8.2 
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45. The CEC notes that FEI was notified by Translink in June 2017 that the Pattullo Bridge 

was being replaced.30 

46. FEI was advised a year later, in mid-2018, that it would not be permitted to install a 

natural gas pipeline on the New Bridge. The company began to focus on the next lowest 

cost option in late 2018.31 

47. It was not until determining that Option 2 was not feasible, in August 2019, that FEI 

proceeded to analyse other alternatives.32 

48. In its application, FEI states that: 

FEI pursued Alternative 1 – Attachment to the New Bridge, through multiple 

submissions to TransLink and MoTI in an effort to obtain approval to install a 

natural gas line on the New Bridge. 

In a letter dated July 3, 2018 MoTI communicated its decision to not allow FEI to 

install a replacement natural gas line on the New Bridge.  The rationale provided 

was as follows: 

1. MoTI’s Utility Policy Manual notes that while DP and IP natural pipelines can 

sometimes be accommodated on provincial bridges, such pipelines are only 

considered when other crossing alternates are not feasible or if the alternate 

approaches result in environmental risk or other sensitivities. Fortis has 

developed potential alternate solutions. 

2. MoTI’s policies of restricting natural gas pipelines on bridges are in line with 

other North American jurisdictions, where such installations are highly 

discouraged and only allowed as a last resort when no other feasible crossing 

alternative exists. 

3. The New Bridge will be designed as a lifeline structure with the highest 

standard of seismic design, requiring the New Bridge to be usable by traffic 

after a seismic event for both emergency response and economic recovery. 

The bridge is a key link between communities. The presence of a natural gas 

pipeline represents a significant risk to the reliability of the structure post a 

major seismic event that impacts the Greater Vancouver region.33 

49. FEI goes on to point out additional communications they had with MoTI, and note that 

they received further communications in October 2018, and final verbal confirmation in 

January 2020 that they would not be permitted to use the New Bridge for a replacement 

gas line.   

                                                 
30 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.8.1 

31 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.8.1 and Exhibit B-1-1 page 25 

32 Exhibit B-1, page 24-26 

33 Exhibit B-1-1, pages 27-28 



 

{01950273;1}   

- 8 - 

50. They state:  

‘Having exhausted all possibilities for approval by MoTI, FEI concluded that this 

alternative was not feasible’.34 

51. While the CEC applauds FEI’s significant efforts to make use of the best available 

option, it appears FEI may have had too great an expectation that the replacement line on 

the bridge would be permitted.  This focus potentially postponed more detailed 

examination of other alternatives to such an extent that they reduced their viability due to 

scheduling requirements.   

52. After discovering Alternative 1 was not feasible, FEI pursued Alternative 2 and its sub-

options to a significant level35, which were also deemed to not be constructible due to the 

compounding of impacts, one of which included timing related issues (Alternative 2C).36 

53. After determining that Alternative 2 was not feasible, FEI proceeded to analyse all other 

alternatives beginning in August 201937 with the following results:   

Alternative 3 - Through Richmond with Fraser River Crossing’ was not deemed 

feasible because ‘these alternatives pose a significant schedule risk and cannot be 

constructed prior to the Pattullo Bridge demolition and decommissioning.’38 

Alternative 4 - ‘Ariel Gas Line Crossing’ was screened out based on its inability 

to meet the schedule requirements39 which included long lead time permitting 

requirements and cumulative impact concerns.40 

54. In CEC IR 1.12.1, FEI states: 

Consistent with AACE RP 27R-03 Schedule Classification System, a schedule for 

Alternative 4 was completed at a semi-detailed level which concluded that it 

would not have met the Pattullo Bridge Replacement project timelines.41 

55. FEI was unable to provide a brief analysis of Alternative 4 and does not have historical 

cost data as a basis to develop a high-level cost estimate.42 

                                                 
34 Exhibit B-1-1, page 28 

35 Exhibit B-6, BCUC IR 1.7 series 

36 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.11.1.2 

37 Exhibit B-1-1, page 25 

38 Exhibit B-1-1, page 36 

39 Exhibit B-1, pages 37-38 

40 FEI Final Argument page 15 

41 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.12.1 

42 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.12.2 
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56. Alternative 5A ‘Peak Shaving Facility/Virtual Gas Line - Liquefied Natural Gas’ was 

determined to be not feasible due to technical and logistical barriers, but was also 

impacted by timing issues.  

57. FEI states: 

Finding an appropriate site for a tank of this size within New Westminster, 

Burnaby or Coquitlam would be challenging, and the timeline to complete this 

alternative would exceed the Project schedule timelines.43 

58. FEI was unable to provide an NPV for Alternative 5A as there was insufficient 

information developed, but did note the sizeable costs related to the Tilbury expansion.44 

59. In CEC IR 1.11.1.2, FEI states that: 

“To clarify, no alternatives were dismissed solely ‘because of timing’…. In order 

to be responsive to CEC’s request, FEI speculates that had it further developed a 

horizontal directional drilling (“HDD”) alternative prior to MoTI starting their 

competitive bidding process, it is possible some of the …challenges could have 

been addressed through early engagement…” 

60. FEI goes on to point out that inherent design and construction risk would have remained, 

among other concerns which may not have been addressed even with the benefit of 

additional time.45 

61. The CEC notes that screening out three significant alternatives based on schedule-related 

risks means that high-level financials were not developed for a large number of the 

alternatives, thus diminishing the pool of potentially cost-effective and otherwise viable 

options.   

62. Finally, as FEI had to prioritize the replacement of system capacity in order to meet the 

Project schedule, it remains unclear if other options might have been developed which 

also addressed the issue of resiliency.  These must now be the subject of an additional, 

future CPCN.   

ROUTE SELECTION  

63. FEI states that its route selection and design process for the PGR Project follows industry 

practice and considers the recommendations of the Canadian Standards Association 

standard CSA Z662:19 Oil and Gas System Pipelines.46  Gas line routing is an ‘iterative 

                                                 
43 Exhibit B-1, page 39 

44 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.13.1 and IR 1.13.2 

45 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.11.1 

46 Exhibit B-1-1, page 58 
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process’ starting with a corridor of interest and narrowing the corridor to a defined area 

as the data allows.47 

64. FEI initially identified three options for Alternative 6, which included: 

a) Broadway Gaglardi corridor;  

b) Cape Horn Gate corridor; and  

c) Fraser Gate corridor.   

65. This was later expanded to include: 

d) Sperling Avenue corridor.   

66. Alternatives 6B and 6C were eventually screened out, resulting in a final comparison of 

6A and 6D.  

48 

67. Alternative 6D, Sperling Avenue Route, is the only route with the support of the City of 

Burnaby.49 

                                                 
47 Exhibit B-1-1, page 58 

48 FEI Final Argument page 21 

49 FEI Final Argument page 25 
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68. FEI selected Alternative 6D, and the proposed overland route is along Sperling Avenue in 

Burnaby as indicated below: 

50 

69. FEI used the following criteria to select the route as provided in pages 53-55 of the 

amended application.   

                                                 
50 FEI Final Argument page 30 
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70. The final scoring analysis was established as below. 

51 

71. FEI conducted further route design analysis as presented in the amended application at 

pages 60 through 65.  

                                                 
51 Exhibit B-1-1 page 55 
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52

53 

72. FEI stated that it ‘implicitly considered costs’ in each of the categories, but did not 

consider least cost as a route evaluation criterion on its own, as the impacts on costs are 

inherent to any challenges associated with a specific criterion.54 

                                                 
52 Exhibit B-1-1 pages 60 and 61 

53 Exhibit B-1-1 pages 60 and 61 

54 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.22.1 
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73. The CEC inquired if FEI could definitively state that it had selected the most cost-

effective route, to which FEI replied:  

55 

74. Table 5-1 is reproduced below. 

 
56 

                                                 
55 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.22.2.2 

56 Exhibit B-1-1, page 60 
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75. The CEC submits that cost-effectiveness should generally be considered in an explicit 

manner. 

76. While the CEC accepts FEI’s statement that cost-effectiveness is implicit in resolving the 

stated issues, it could nonetheless potentially be addressed as a separate item in future 

projects.   

TIMING IMPACT ON ROUTE SELECTION 

77. When comparing its Alternative 6A, 6B and 6C options, FEI noted that Alternative 6A 

was the only route analysed that could be constructed in time to allow FEI to 

decommission the Pattullo Gas Line before MoTI’s scheduled demolition of the Pattullo 

Bridge57, whereas Alternatives 6B and 6C would not be feasible because they could not 

meet Project schedule requirements.58 

78. The CEC acknowledges that Alternative 6A had superior financial impacts relative to 

options 6B and 6C59, but is nonetheless concerned that the schedule issues potentially had 

a significant influence on the ultimate route selection. 

79. In its application FEI states that:  

“In order to meet the stringent PGR Project schedule requirements driven by the 

Pattullo Bridge Replacement Project, FEI weighted schedule impacts highest.”60 

80. FEI assigned a 54% weighting to schedule impacts and only a 10% weighting to 

Financial criteria (defined as the Levelized Delivery Rate Impact),61 and 13.5% to 

Environmental and Archaeological impacts. 

 
62 

                                                 
57 FEI Final Argument page 22 

58 FEI Final Argument page 22 

59 FEI Final Argument page 21 

60 Exhibit B-1-1, page 2 and page 44 

61 Exhibit B-1-1, page 55 

62 Exhibit B-1-1, page 45 
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81. FEI states that the non-financial weightings were determined through collaborative 

discussions with FEI subject matter experts63 which were provided in Burnaby IR 1.5.1. 

82. In its response to CEC IR 1.14.2, FEI states that: 

“As explained in the Application, FEI must undertake and complete the Project in 

advance of the scheduled Pattullo Bridge demolition to continue providing safe 

and reliable gas service to its customers. Consequently, FEI ‘heavily weighted 

non-financial criteria including schedule impacts as compared to financial 

criteria.”64 

83. The CEC considers a 10% weighting to Financial - Delivery Rate Impact to be very low, 

though potentially appropriate under the current circumstances.   

84. FEI has previously weighted financial evaluation criteria in other applications between 

10% and 35%.65 

85. The CEC does not dispute that the proposed route may be the best option available at this 

time and under the given circumstances, and notes the Sperling Avenue route is the only 

route supported by the City of Burnaby.  

86. In fact, the financial evaluation of the two options are nearly equal in Capital Costs and 

PV of Incremental Revenue Requirements.  

66 

                                                 
63 Exhibit B-1, pages 45 and 46, and FEI Final Argument page 20 

64 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.14.2 

65 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.14.2 
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87. Nonetheless, had the Schedule Impacts been weighted significantly lower and the 

environmental and archaeological impacts rated higher, it is conceivable that the 

decision-making might have been different. 

 
88. FEI states that it conducted a sensitivity analysis to confirm the impacts of the 

weightings, and the results indicated no change to the preferred alternative.67 

89. The CEC notes that FEI has not yet completed all aspects of the detailed design. FEI will 

complete the detailed design to achieve a fully engineered and defined final route 

alignment reflecting consultation environmental and technical considerations.68 

90. In the event that this process results in a material change to the proposed route alignment 

(i.e., a portion of the gas line cannot be constructed in the approved route), FEI will file 

an application for approval from the BCUC to modify the route at least 90 days before 

construction is proposed to commence. To support the material change to the route 

alignment, FEI’s application will include the justification, incremental cost and schedule 

impacts, and additional risks including associated consultation, technical and 

environmental considerations.69  They note that this is consistent with BCUC’s direction 

to FEI in its Decision and Order G-11-15, granting a CPCN for FEI’s Lower Mainland 

Intermediate Pressure System Upgrade Project.70 

                                                                                                                                                             
66 Exhibit B-1-1 page 55 

67 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR2.24.8 

68 FEI Final Argument page 30 

69 FEI Final Argument page 30 

70 FEI Final Argument page 30 
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C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND COST ESTIMATE 

91. The proposed Project includes: 

 the installation of a 5.6 km of NPS 20 (508 mm) gas line that will operate at a 

Maximum Operating Pressure (“MOP”) of 2,070 kPa; 

 a new underground district pressure regulating station (“PRS”); 

 50 meters of new NPS 20 gas line operating at a MOP of 700 to connect the PRS 

to the existing trunk distribution centre.71 

92. The Project scope includes: 

 abandoning and removing the Pattullo Gate Station in the City of Surrey and 

approximately 800 meters of NPS 20 gas line affixed to the Pattullo Bridge; 

 abandoning in place an additional 1.2 km of NPS pipeline in the City of Surrey; 

and 

 modifying approximately 5.5 km of NPS 18 transmission gas line and associated 

work.  

93. FEI has responded to multiple information requests regarding its proposed Project details 

which the CEC finds to be generally satisfactory, although many of the design details are 

not yet finalized. 

94. FEI expects to remove the decommissioned gas line from the Pattullo Bridge once the 

new gas line is constructed, commissioned, in-service and operating safely.72 

95. FEI has finalized the preferred crossing methods for the three major crossings required, 

and proposes to use a trenchless methodology.73  Since the filing of the application, FEI 

completed further work into the crossing methods which is outlined in the Final 

Argument at pages 31-32. 

96. It has identified key areas of potential challenges which it expects to manage adequately 

given its existing experience.74 

97. FEI will include In-line Inspection capability that is consistent with FEI’s practices for 

new construction of similar pipelines and facilities in anticipation of integrity and asset 

management practices.75 

98. FEI has demonstrated reasonable expectations for receiving necessary approvals, such as 

from the BC Oil and Gas Commission.76 

                                                 
71 Exhibit B-1-1, page 57 

72 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.20.1 

73 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.27 series 

74 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.28 series 

75 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.23.1 
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99. FEI’s agreement with the City of Surrey permits the abandonment of the existing gas 

line.77 

100. The CEC notes that the capacity with the PGR Gas Line will exceed that currently 

available with the existing Pattullo Gas Line by approximately 8%.78 

101. FEI summarizes its rationale for the Project pipe sizing at pages 27 to 28 of its Final 

Argument.  

102. FEI points out that the only material cost reduction that could be undertaken would be to 

reduce the diameter of the pipe.79 

103. FEI describes the need for the NPS 20 pipeline in BCUC 2.31.3.1 and notes that a smaller 

diameter pipe would result in minimal savings and meet capacity requirements for only 3 

years after project completion.  FEI would need to replace the gas line with a larger 

diameter pipe within a relatively short time period.80 

104. The CEC has reviewed the evidence and accepts these statements as appropriate.  

105. FEI provides the following graph illustrating that it would expect to have capacity 

constraints within approximately 20 years.  

                                                                                                                                                             
76 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.30.3 

77 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.24.1 

78 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.31.1 

79 FEI Final Argument page 28 

80 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.31.3.1 
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81 

106. The CEC notes in the graph above that a line at 1200 kPA would meet forecast Peak 

Demand through to 2043 but did not find evidence to suggest that such an option was 

viable or cost effective. 

107. The CEC submits that it is reasonable to plan for future capacity increases as proposed 

and supports FEI’s project scope as being reasonable.  

Cost Estimate 

108. The cost estimate for the Project is estimated at $175.354 million in as-spent dollars 

including AFUDC,82 with a levelized Delivery Rate Impact of 1.14% over 68 years.83 

                                                 
81 FEI Final Argument page 29 

82 FEI Final Argument page 26 

83 Exhibit B-1-1 page 55 
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84 

109. The following provides a breakdown of the capital cost estimate. 

85 

110. FEI’s cost estimate was conducted at AACE Class 4 level,86 which is a lesser standard 

than the Class 3 estimate recommended in CPCN Guidelines and typically provided in 

CPCN applications, and is discussed further below.  

                                                 
84 Exhibit B-1-1 page 55 

85 Exhibit B-1-1, page 90 

86 FEI Final Argument page 33 
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111. The expected accuracy range of the Project’s Class 4 estimate is approximately -20% to 

+27%, which is between the expected accuracy range for a Class 3 estimate (Low: -10% 

to -20%, High: +10% to +30%) and a Class 4 (Low: -15% to -30%, High: +20% to 

+50%) cost estimate.87 

112. FEI completed planning and design activities to improve the maturity level of project 

definition deliverables beyond the requirements of a typical AACE Class 4 cost estimate, 

as outlined in CEC IR 2.20.1. 

113. The estimate was validated by both internal reviews and independent third-party 

reviews.88 

114. The CEC has reviewed the evidence and is satisfied that it has been completed 

appropriately for the AACE Class 4 costing requirements. 

115. FEI states that the next step will be completion of the Class 3 deliverables to achieve the 

30% design milestone and the associated cost estimate would be completed by May 26, 

2021.89 

116. The CEC notes that as of February 18, 2021, FEI had not yet reached the 30% design 

milestone, but is expected to do so by February 26, 2021,90 and FEI intends to develop a 

Class 3 estimate before it contracts out work.91 

117. The CEC also notes that while a Class 4 estimate has a wider range of accuracy than a 

Class 3 estimate, only prudently incurred costs may be recovered from ratepayers92, and 

the Project need is overwhelming.  

118. Overall, the CEC accepts the FEI cost estimate with the caveat that FEI undertakes the 

appropriate Class 3 estimates before contracting out work, and provides ongoing 

reporting to the Commission with regard to significant changes as indicated by FEI in its 

Final Argument.93  

                                                 
87 FEI Final Argument page 34 

88 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.29 series 

89 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.26.6 

90 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.26.6 

91 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 1.20.3 

92 Exhibit B-1-1 page 3 

93 FEI Final Argument page 30 
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TIMING IMPACT ON COST ESTIMATE 

119. The CEC notes that the cost estimate was undertaken at a Class 4 level instead of a Class 

3 as a result of the tight schedule of the application. At page 2 of its application FEI states 

that: 

“…in order to commence the regulatory review process and meet the Project 

Schedule, FEI is providing the PGR Project cost estimate at an AACE Class 4 

level of project definition”.94 

120. FEI goes on to point out why they consider that the BCUC should accept a Class 4 

estimate as providing sufficient information for such a Project.  

121. FEI also states that: 

“(it has) demonstrated that variations in the AACE Class 4 cost estimate range, 

even at the extremes, would not change the results of the analysis.  The two 

alternatives are equivalent when compared financially, even if the low (P10) and 

high (P90) range of cost estimates are considered.” 

95 

122. While the CEC appreciates that FEI has undertaken significant steps to mitigate the risks 

associated with the Class 4 cost estimate, the CEC remains concerned that the Class 4 

analysis could potentially have resulted in less than optimal decision-making from a cost-

effectiveness perspective if the changes were more significant than anticipated by the 

P10/P90 cost estimate suggested.  

                                                 
94 Exhibit B-1-1, page 2 

95 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.24.7 
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123. The CEC notes that the move from a Class 5 to Class 4 cost analysis of option 6A 

resulted in an increase of about $50 million (from $125.6 million to $176.88 million) or 

about a 40% increase over the original Class 5 estimate.  

96 

  
97 

124. The CEC is concerned with the use of a Class 4 estimate when comparing alternatives 

and presenting them in the CPCN application given the significant changes that can occur 

in refining the cost estimates.  

Rate Impact  

125. As noted earlier in these submissions, the PGR Project has a levelized Delivery Rate 

Impact of 1.14% over 68 years.98 

                                                 
96 Exhibit B-1-1, page 47 

97 Exhibit B-1-1 page 55 
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126. FEI provides estimated average bill impacts per year for each customer class in CEC 

2.21.1. 

 
99 

127. The PGR Project will have incremental delivery rate impacts from 2022 to 2025 as 

described at page 96 of the amended application.  The impacts relate to the amortization 

of PGR Application and Preliminary Stage Development Costs deferral account, the in-

service placement of new IP pipeline and PTR in the City of Burnaby, and the 

decommissioning and abandonment costs of the Pattullo Gas line.100 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
98 Exhibit B-1-1 page 55 

99 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 1.21.1  

100 Exhibit B-1-1 page 95 
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128. The average annual delivery rate impact over the four years from 2022 to 2025 is 

estimated at 0.39%, and an estimated delivery rate impact of 1.57% in 2025 when all 

construction is completed and capital costs have entered rate base.101 

129. Overall the CEC finds that the proposed rate impacts are acceptable given the importance 

of the replacement project.  

Project Life Analysis 

130. FEI used 68 years for the financial analysis of the Project, which was reduced from its 

original analysis of 74, and then altered to 77 years.102 

131. FEI further changed the analysis period to 68 years to reflect the Average Service Life 

(“ASL”) of pipeline at 65 years pursuant to FEI’s 2017 Depreciation plus three years for 

construction.103  FEI used 60 years for the LMIPSU project based on an ASL of 64 years, 

apparently not accounting for the project construction time as included in the PGR 

Project.104 

132. The CEC acknowledges that the change is immaterial in terms of rate impact105 but 

submits it would be appropriate for FEI to use a consistent methodology in establishing 

the Project Life for its financial analysis. 

133. The CEC finds the calculations in this case to be founded on reasonable inputs and 

considers them to be acceptable.  

D. PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

134. FEI is using a Construction Manager at Risk (“CMAR”) project delivery methodology in 

which the Owner contracts with two separate firms for Design and Contracting.  

Additionally, the Project Delivery model will use an Open Book cost estimating 

process.106 

135. FEI provides substantial detail supporting the appropriateness of its contracting 

methodology in the CEC IR 2.26 series. 

136. FEI provides substantial detail supporting the appropriateness of its contractor and 

Owner’s Engineer selection methodology in the CEC IR 2.27 series. 

137. The CEC finds the Project Delivery methodology to be appropriate for the Project.  

                                                 
101 FEI Final Argument page 27 

102 Exhibit B-9, CEC IR 1.3.5 and 1.3.6 

103 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.24.2 

104 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.24.3 

105 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.24.3 

106 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.26 series 
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Project Schedule 

138. FEI provides the basis of its Project schedule in its amended application at page 74, and 

further details in Appendices C-4, and F. 
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139. FEI appears to be on schedule and has completed the activities related to procuring 

contractor services and achieved the December 2020 milestone.  FEI deferred the Procure 

Detailed Engineering Services until February 2021, however this is not on the schedule’s 

critical path.107 

140. The CEC is satisfied that the Project Schedule is appropriately developed, but is 

concerned that there is little room for project delay, and could potentially result in greater 

costs in order to complete the Project within a hard deadline.  

141. The CEC notes that the Project Close Out does not occur until October 2022-2023, or 

immediately before the scheduled demolition of the Pattullo Bridge.  

Risk Mitigation and Environmental and Archaeological Impacts 

142. The CEC has reviewed the evidence with respect to FEI’s proposed risk mitigation and 

finds it to be satisfactory.  

143. FEI engaged risk specialist ‘Yohannes Project Consulting Inc.’ to conduct a qualitative 

risk analysis to identify and assess all of the risks associated with the project.108  

Validation Estimating completed the contingency estimation using quantitative 

analysis.109 

144. FEI provided a Risk Assessment Matrix and completed a Risk Register, Qualitative 

Assessment and Action Plan.110  The risk register is used to identify all project risks and 

categorize each risk as either a project-specific or a systemic risk. 

145. FEI confirms that the contingency estimate for the PGR Project covers both project 

specific risk and systemic risks identified in the risk register.111 

146. FEI confirms that it adhered to standard risk analyses conducted by third parties in the 

CEC IR 2.30 series.  

147. FEI has a risk management framework in place for identifying, managing and monitoring 

project risks thought the Project’s lifecycle.112 

148. FEI provides an overview of its proposed methods to manage environmental and 

archaeological impacts in Section 6 of its Final Argument, which the CEC finds to be 

satisfactory. 

                                                 
107 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.25.1.2 

108 Exhibit B-1-1, pages 84-86 

109 Exhibit B-1-1, pages 84-86 

110 Exhibit B-1-1, pages 84-86 

111 Exhibit B-11, BCUC IR 2.24.6.1 

112 FEI Final Argument page 38 
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E. PGR APPLICATION AND DEVELOPMENT COSTS DEFERRAL ACCOUNT 

149. FEI is seeking BCUC approval under sections 59 to 61 of the Utilities Commission Act 

for deferral treatment of the Application and Preliminary Stage Development costs.113 

150. The forecast balance in the account is $2.856 million as follows:  

   

Project Application costs Regulatory preparation and disposition of the 
Application 

$350,000 

Project Development  Actual costs incurred to January 31, 2020 $2,506,000 
Total  $2,856,000 

114 

151. FEI proposes to record the costs in a new non-rate base deferral account, ‘PGR 

Application and Preliminary Stage Development Costs Deferral Account’ attracting 

FEI’s weighted average cost of capital (“WACC”) until it enters rate base.    

152. FEI proposes to transfer the balance to rate base on January 1, 2022 and commence 

amortization over 3 years.  

153. FEI states that while a 1- or 2-year amortization period would also be reasonable, the 3-

year amortization period is consistent with certain other similar accounts.115 

154. Amortization over 1 year would result in a slightly higher cost/GJ, but a lower 

cumulative financing cost as noted below.  

 

155. The CEC submits that a 3-year amortization period is acceptable, however a 1-year 

amortization could be preferable in that it reduces the cumulative financing costs by 

about $150,000.    

156. The CEC accepts FEI’s argument that a WACC financing return is appropriate based on 

previous Commission decisions.116 

                                                 
113 FEI Final Argument page 38 

114 FEI Final Argument page 38 

115 FEI Final Argument page 39 

116 FEI Final Argument page 41 
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F. REVIEW AND REPORTING  

157. As noted earlier in these submissions, if there is a material change to the proposed route 

alignment FEI will file an application for approval from the BCUC to modify the route at 

least 90 days before construction is proposed to commence and will include the 

justification, incremental cost and schedule impacts, and additional risks.117 

158. In the CEC IR 2.31 series, the CEC inquired as to whether or not customers were 

responsible for actual or estimated costs, and potential repercussions if costs were judged 

to be imprudent in hindsight.   

159. FEI replied:  

“FEI expects to provide periodic reporting to the BCUC following the decision 

approving a CPCN. Consistent with other recent FEI CPCN decisions, the utility 

expects that it will be required to file quarterly or semi-annual reports, and a final 

report six months after the Project is complete. These reports include a breakdown 

of the final Project costs, along with a comparison to the cost estimate provided in 

the Amended Application, and an explanation of all material cost variances. This 

process provides the BCUC with visibility into the actual Project costs, and 

allows the BCUC to determine if any further process is required”.118 

160. The CEC is of the view that ongoing review of the Project is particularly important given 

the Class 4 Cost Estimate and the schedule demands.  

161. The CEC recommends that the Commission allow for intervener review of FEI’s Final 

Report and, to the extent it demonstrates substantial variation from the current proposal, 

allow for further examination of the causes. 

  

                                                 
117 FEI Final Argument page 30 

118 Exhibit B-14, CEC IR 2.31 series 
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III. CONCLUSION 

162. The CEC recommends that the Commission approve the application subject to reporting 

requirements noted.  

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

David Craig 
______________________________________________________________ 

David Craig, Consultant for the Commercial Energy  

Consumers Association of British Columbia 

 

__________________________________________ 

Christopher P. Weafer, Counsel for the Commercial  

Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia 

 


