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A. ISSUE 4 – REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPELINE 

 Reference: REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPELINE 7.0
Exhibit B-12, p. 28; Exhibit C1-8, p. 2 and 5–7 
Planning Considerations 

On page 2 of Exhibit C1-8, the City of Coquitlam (City) states: 

The City's position is that the preferred and most cost-effective approach is for FEI 
[FortisBC Energy Inc.] to remove the entire 5.5km of NPS [Nominal Pipe Size] 20 Pipeline 
underneath Como Lake Avenue as soon as possible (i.e., when the NPS 30 Pipeline is in 
service), rather than fill it with concrete and then remove it separately in the future. 

7.1 Does FEI agree that regardless of cost allocation between FEI and the City, it would be more 
cost-effective to remove the entire 5.5 kilometre (km) of NPS 20 Intermediate Pressure [IP] gas 
line underneath Como Lake Avenue as soon as possible when the NPS 30 IP gas line is in service? 

 
On page 5 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

The City is not aware of a standardized approach for how decommissioning end-of-life 
natural gas pipelines in underground municipal areas should proceed; however, there 
are two basic options: (i) the pipeline owner can make the pipeline safe (e.g., by filling it 
to prevent its collapse which could cause a sinkhole or other damage), leave it in place 
and subsequently remove it when the space is needed (FEI's position), or (ii) the pipeline 
owner can immediately remove the pipeline, backfill and restore the surface (the City's 
position). 

7.2 Please discuss whether FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) considers that there is a “standardized 
approach” for how decommissioning end-of-life natural gas pipelines in underground municipal 
areas should proceed. 

 
On pages 6 to 7 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

The City believes that FEl's current plan to leave the decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline in 
place would require FEI to, (i) in the short term: • make the pipeline safe by filling it with 
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concrete (as planned by FEI), • excavate Como Lake Avenue in numerous places to 
access the pipeline and fill it with concrete, • backfill such excavations and repair 
damage to the road, and (i) in the future, • excavate Como Lake Avenue again to 
remove the pipeline or sections of it, • remove and dispose of pipeline filled with 
concrete, and • backfill such excavations and repair damage to the road. 

7.3 Please confirm that FEI agrees with the City’s assessment as summarized above. 

 
On page 7 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

The crux of Issue 4 appears to be FEI's assumption that the City's water main and sewer 
upgrade project between North Road and Clarke Road is at a "very preliminary" stage as 
stated by FEI in section s.1 of its Application. FEI's assumption in regard to the timing of 
the City's project is not correct. Detailed designs for the water main replacement and 
the proposed sanitary sewer are underway. The water line has been in the City's DCC 
program for a number of years, and the sanitary sewer is being added to the 2018 
Development Cost Charges project list. Appendix G shows where the NPS 20 Pipeline 
conflicts with the planned alignment of the City's new water and sanitary sewer lines. 
These lines are needed to serve the current and planned major developments near this 
section of Como Lake Avenue, as shown at Appendix E and Appendix F. 

In Table 3-2 on page 28 of Exhibit B-12, FEI shows the schedule for the removal of the 380 metre (m) 
segment of the NPS 20 IP gas line between North Road and Clarke Road in the Burquitlam area (380m 
segment). 
 
7.4 Please provide comment on whether FEI agrees with the “assumption” posited by the City on 

page 7 of Exhibit C1-8. 

7.5 Please confirm that the schedule shown in Table 3–2 for the 380m segment assumes removal of 
the pipeline at the earliest opportunity in order to provide space for the proposed new utility 
projects. 

7.6 Assuming that the City formally requested removal ahead of time, please explain why 
preparatory work on the removal of the NPS 20 IP gas line (for example, with respect to detailed 
engineering, Traffic Management Plans, permitting, and construction contract) cannot 
commence prior to the abandonment date of the NPS 20 IP gas line. 

 Reference: REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPELINE 8.0
Exhibit B-1, p. 12, Appendix B, 1957 Operating Agreement; Exhibit C1-8, p. 8;  
Decision on Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 
Lower Mainland Intermediate Pressure System Upgrade (Order C-11-15), p. 24 
Responsibility for NPS 20 IP Gas Line Removal 

On page 8 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

With respect to the 1957 Operating Agreement between the City and FEI, the City's 
position is that this agreement does not permit FEI to decommission and abandon its 
pipelines in underground areas in Coquitlam. The City's position is that a 
decommissioned pipeline is effectively garbage, and the 1957 Operating Agreement 
does not permit FEI to abandon its garbage in Coquitlam. The City believes that the 1957 
Operating Agreement applies only to in-service functioning FEI pipelines and that 
permanently decommissioned pipelines do fall within the term "the said works" as used 
in the agreement. 
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The City further believes that this Issue 4 needs to be considered in the context of the 
legislative scheme surrounding gas utilities operating in municipalities, including the 
Community Charter, the Gas Utility Act and the Utilities Commission Act. The City's 
position is that in the absence of an operating agreement providing otherwise, the City 
can require FEI to remove its decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline from the City's lands. 

Section 1 of the 1957 Operating Agreement (appended to Exhibit B-1) states: 

The Corporation and the Company hereby agree that the conditions upon which the 
Company may, pursuant to the “Gas Utilities Act” and the said Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity, place, construct, renew, alter, repair, maintain, remove, 
operate and use its pipes and other equipment and appliances for mixing, transmitting, 
distributing, delivering, furnishing and taking delivery of gas (which pipes and other 
equipment - including gas regulating vaults and vents therefrom and cathodic protection 
equipment - and appliances are hereinafter called "the said works ") upon, along, 
across, over, or under any public street, lane, square, park, public place, bridge, viaduct, 
subway, or watercourse in the Municipality (all or any of which are hereinafter called 
"public property") shall be those set out in the paragraphs hereof numbered 2 to 17 and 
the Corporation hereby consents to the Company undertaking construction or work on 
or over any public property in the Municipality in compliance with such terms and 
conditions. 

Section 4 of the 1957 Operating Agreement states: 

Upon the written request of the Corporation or the Municipal Engineer on its behalf, the 
Company shall change the location (which in the case of pipe means any change of 
either or both of line and elevation) of any part of the said works on public property to 
some other reasonable location on public property, and shall carry out each such 
change with reasonable speed. 

On page 12 of Exhibit B-1, FEI states: 

FEI has the right under its CPCN to construct and operate the Project, including 
abandoning the NPS 20 IP pipeline in place. 

On page 24 of the Decision on Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 
Lower Mainland Intermediate Pressure System Upgrade (Order C-11-15) the British Columbia Utilities 
Commission (BCUC) stated: 

The Panel approves FEI’s abandonment plans and discontinuance of CP as proposed 
for both the Coquitlam Gate and Fraser Gate IP Projects. The steps FEI plans to take to 
minimize environmental and social impacts are appropriate as they are both cost 
effective and result in a minimum of disruption. Further, the Panel notes that the 
interveners raised no concerns concerning pipeline abandonment. 

8.1 Please comment on the City’s position that the 1957 Operating Agreement applies only to in-
service functioning FEI pipelines. Please specifically reference the definition of “the said works” 
in section 1 of the 1957 Operating Agreement. 

8.1.1 Please comment on the City’s position that the abandoned pipeline is “effectively 
garbage”, and that the Operating Agreement does not permit FEI to abandon its 
“garbage.” 

8.2 Please provide FEI’s position of the applicability of section 4 of the 1957 Operating Agreement. 
Specifically, please comment on FEI’s position on the removal of the NPS 20 IP gas line being 
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interpreted to have the same meaning as to “change the location”. 

8.3 Please explain whether FEI’s interpretation is that the BCUC’s determination in Order C-11-15 
provides the authority for FEI to abandon, rather than remove, the decommissioned NPS 20 IP 
gas line. 

8.3.1 Please discuss if FEI considers that there are any circumstances where other legislation 
or regulation would require FEI to remove the NPS 20 IP gas line, at FEI’s cost. 

8.4 If FEI were to bear some or all of the costs of removing the NPS 20 IP gas line, please briefly 
explain the mechanism by which FEI would recover the costs associated with the removal. 

 

 Reference: REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPELINE 9.0
Exhibit B-12, pp. 23, 25 and 28; Exhibit C1-8, p. 7  
Construction Works  

On page 23 of Exhibit B-12, FEI states: 

The removal of the NPS 20 IP gas line will involve impacts to a number of existing third 
party utility mains and service connections including buried water, sanitary and storm, 
and above ground power and telecommunications. 

On page 25of Exhibit B-12, FEI states: 

Between Dogwood Street and the intersection of Como Lake Avenue and Clarke Drive, 
the NPS 20 IP gas line passes under the south sidewalk along Como Lake Avenue. There 
is an existing overhead 60 kV transmission power line in this location that would 
severely restrict FEI’s ability to access and remove the NPS 20 IP gas line; 

9.1 Please clarify whether the removal of the NPS 20 IP gas line will cause disruptions for existing 
utilities’ service provision. 

9.2 Please explain how third party utilities would be compensated for any disruptions. 

9.2.1 Please confirm if this is included in the cost estimates. 

9.3 Please clarify the implications of the “severe restrictions” on access and removal of the NPS 20 
IP gas line due to the 60 Kilovolt (kV) transmission power line. 

In Table 3-1 on page 28 of Exhibit B-12, FEI shows the earliest possible schedule for the removal of the 
5.5km NPS 20 IP gas line. Table 3-2 shows the schedule for the removal of the 380m segment. 
 
On page 7 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

FEI has proposed that if the NPS 20 Pipeline is abandoned in place and future City works 
conflict with the abandoned pipeline, the City's contractor would be required to expose 
the NPS 20 Pipeline using precautions as this pipeline is believed to contain asbestos, 
and then wait for FEI to remove the conflicting parts of the pipeline prior to continuing 
with the work. This approach would greatly complicate the contractor's schedule and 
construction activity, and this would increase costs to the City. This would also cause 
increased costs for FEI as a result of repeated excavation and repaving in the same area. 

9.4 If the NPS 20 IP gas line is abandoned, please provide comment on the City’s assertion that 
asbestos risk would incur complications to the contractor's schedule and construction activity. 
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 Reference: REMOVAL OF EXISTING PIPELINE 10.0
Exhibit B-12, p. 29–33  
Cost Estimates 

With respect to the cost components of the NPS 20 IP gas line removal, on page 29 of Exhibit B-12, FEI 
states: 

Owners costs comprise project management, stakeholder engagement, permitting etc. 
and was set at approximately 15% of the estimated construction costs. EPCM includes 
external engineering, procurement, and construction management services and was 
also set at approximately 15% of the estimated construction costs. Property and right-
of-way (ROW) includes costs related to temporary land required during construction 
and was set at approximately 1% of construction costs. Inspection includes onsite 
presence of multi-disciplinary inspection services throughout the construction process 
and was set at approximately 2% of construction costs. Contingency was set at 25% of 
the total estimate costs. 

10.1 Please briefly explain the rationale for the assumptions of the cost allocation for the NPS 20 IP 
gas line removal. 

10.2 Please explain what assumptions FEI has made with respect to the road remediation costs and 
specifications associated with the removal of the NPS 20 gas line. 

 
On pages 30 to 31 of Exhibit B-12, FEI states: 

In order to determine the allocation of costs under the Operating Agreement, FEI first 
needs to determine the cost of the installation of the 5.5 kilometres of NPS 20 IP in 
1957. Since FEI’s records do not provide the level of detail necessary to determine the 
install cost of the NPS 20 gas line in 1957, FEI has prepared an estimate of the 
installation cost in current 2018$ in section 3.4.1 below. 
… 

To determine the installed value of the NPS 20 IP gas line, FEI itemized the current NPS 
30 IP budget estimate in sufficient detail to provide the granularity necessary for FEI to 
determine which budget components would not be relevant to gas line construction in 
1957, and then applied appropriate factors and assumptions to the relevant budget 
components. 

The main assumptions FEI applied to this approach included:  

1. The level of effort in terms of project management, stakeholder engagement, 
permitting, engineering etc. to execute a gas line construction project in 1957 
compared to 2018 would be 10% to 30%;  

2. No trenchless construction was utilized in the construction of the NPS 20 IP gas 
line in 1957;  

3. Much of the front end preparation and sophisticated construction practices 
executed by modern utility contractors including safety, security, 
environmental, traffic management, and stakeholder requirements etc. would 
not have been required in 1957; and  

4. Average construction productivity for the NPS 20 IP gas line would be 3 to 10 
times faster in 1957 compared to the average construction productivity 
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currently measured by FEI during the ongoing NPS 30 IP gas line construction. 

Table 3-5 shows the 1957 NPS 20 IP gas line installation cost estimate. 
 
10.3 Please explain whether FEI considers that there are any other cost estimation methodologies 

that could be used to determine the cost of installing the NPS 20 IP gas line in 1957. 

10.3.1 Please briefly discuss the pros and cons of each methodology, including FEI’s chosen 
methodology. 

10.4 Please explain on what basis FEI considers that the level of effort in terms of project 
management, stakeholder engagement, permitting, engineering etc. to execute a gas line 
construction project in 1957 compared to 2018 would be 10 percent to 30 precent. 

10.5 Please explain how FEI determined the range for construction productivity to be 3 to 10 times 
faster in 1957. 

10.6 Please explain how the uncertainty ranges in points 1 to 4 on page 31 of Exhibit B-12 relate to 
the high/ low estimates in Table 3-5. For example, the line item for project management has a 
value of $1.0 million for each column of Table 3-5, which does not appear to capture the 
uncertainty range outlined in point 1. 

10.6.1 Please explain the high/low range for the contingency line item. 
 
On page 33 of Exhibit B-12, FEI states:  

Costs and proceeds from the retirement and removal of depreciable gas plant in service 
are accounted in the net salvage deferral account. 

10.7 Please explain whether FEI has made any assumptions with respect to the salvage value of the 
removed NPS 20 IP gas line. 

 
B. ISSUE 5 – REMEDIATION OF COMO LAKE AVENUE 

 Reference: REMEDIATION OF COMO LAKE AVENUE 11.0
Exhibit B-12, pp. 3–4  
Requirements for Road Remediation 

On page 3 of Exhibit B-12, FEI states: 

Under section 8 of the Operating Agreement, FEI is required at its cost to reinstate the 
paving or surface on public property which it has disturbed in as good a state of repair 
as it was prior to its disturbance and in accordance with reasonable specifications, and 
subject to the supervision of, the Municipal Engineer. FEI is committed to repairing any 
damage to Como Lake Avenue resulting from the Project in accordance with the 
Operating Agreement, and in particular, in accordance with the City’s Paving 
Specifications as described in Section 2.2 below. 

On page 4 of Exhibit B-12, citing the report by WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) to undertake a pre-construction 
assessment of the 5.5km section of Como Lake Avenue (WSP Report), FEI states: 

The extent of the distressed pavement area would indicate that there likely many 
sections [sic] where a full width rehabilitation treatment could be the best life cycle cost 
approach to managing these pavements and coordinating the future utility cut repairs. 
Many of these pavements would likely be rated as being in “Fair” to “Poor” condition. 
… 
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In our opinion, based on the observed surface conditions of the pavements, including 
the type, severity, and scope of distresses observed along Como Lake Avenue and 
Spuraway Ave, several sections of these roadways will likely need a full width 
rehabilitation treatment or extensive repairs within the next five to ten years. 

 
11.1 Please explain if it is standard practice to undertake a pre-construction assessment of road 

conditions where there are to be future utility works causing road damages. 

11.1.1 Please discuss the purpose of the pre-construction assessment with respect to 
agreement of specification and/or costs of road remediation with a municipality. 

11.2 Please explain whether, based upon the WSP Report, FEI considers that the current condition of 
Como Lake Avenue would meet the City’s Paving Specifications. 

11.3 Please clarify FEI’s position with respect to its responsibility under the 1957 Operating 
Agreement to repair pavements where the condition of the road is currently classified as “fair” 
or “poor”. 

 

 Reference: REMEDIATION OF COMO LAKE AVENUE 12.0
Exhibit B-12, pp. 8–19  
Road Remediation Scenarios 

On page 8 of Exhibit B-12, FEI states: 

FEI understood that the City’s objective was to not just repave all four lanes but to also 
repair the subgrade (road base layer and replace the lower layers of asphalt) on Como 
Lake Avenue, and that the cost for this work would be in excess of $3.2 million. FEI 
believed that the $3.2 million would provide an acceptable contribution to the City’s 
overall repair and paving objectives for Como Lake Avenue which the City estimated to 
be $6.2 million. Of this $6.2 million, the City considered its share to be approximately 
$3.0 million, which would include repairing the subgrade (road base (gravel) and 
replacing the lower layer(s) of asphalt) and the City providing the project management 
and delivery of this paving work. 

On pages 9 to 12 of Exhibit B-12, FEI outlines paving “Scenario 1”, comprising the paving and restoration 
of the trench and asphalt key. FEI submits this scenario satisfies FEI’s obligations under the 1957 
Operating Agreement and aligns with the City’s Paving Specifications. 
 
On pages 12 to 15 of Exhibit B-12, FEI outlines paving “Scenario 2”, comprising the paving over and 
repair of four lanes, which FEI submits is the City’s demand. FEI estimates capital costs of $4.6 million for 
“Scenario 2.” 
 
On pages 15 to 18 of Exhibit B-12, FEI outlines paving “Scenario 3”, comprising Scenario 1 with 
additional paving over two full lanes. FEI submits that this scenario is similar to the approach FEI 
negotiated with the City of Vancouver and the City of Burnaby in respect of the construction of the NPS 
30 IP gas line. 
 
In Table 2-4, FEI provides a summary of cost of service and rate impacts for each scenario. 
 
12.1 Please confirm and explain, in the view of FEI, whether Scenario 1 represents the minimum 

restoration required to satisfy the 1957 Operating Agreement. 

12.2 Please discuss if Scenario 1 represents FEI’s preferred scenario. 
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12.2.1 Please confirm whether FEI still intends to offer a contribution of $3.2 million to the City 
under Scenario 1. 

12.3 Please explain whether the $4.6 million estimate for Scenario 2 encapsulates the same scope of 
work that was estimated by the City to require a cost of $6.2 million.  

12.3.1 Please clarify the reasons for any material differences in scope and/or cost estimations. 

12.4 Please explain whether, in negotiations with the City of Vancouver and the City of Burnaby, FEI 
proposed a scenario similar to Scenario 1. 

12.4.1 Please explain why an approach similar to Scenario 3 was ultimately undertaken in the 
City of Vancouver and the City of Burnaby. 

12.4.2 Please explain any significant differences in the scope of work being proposed in the City 
of Coquitlam, compared to that undertaken in the City of Vancouver and the City of 
Burnaby, which would result in different levels of damage to the affected roads. 

12.5 Please explain why the cost estimates for Scenario 2 are more than four times higher than the 
cost estimated for Scenario 3. 

 Reference: REMEDIATION OF COMO LAKE AVENUE 13.0
Exhibit C1-8, pp. 9–10, Appendix H 
Road Damage  

On page 9 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

The City believes that FEI's position does not have due regard to the following causes of 
damage to the Como Lake Avenue curb lanes:  

• numerous lateral cuts for relocation of many of the more than 800 lateral 
utilities and other services that cross the Project route (as described above);  

• changes to pavement markings (e.g., lane markings) for traffic management 
during construction, which includes grinding off portions of the surface layer of 
asphalt to remove existing markings, applying interim markings across all lanes, 
and grinding off portions of the surface layer of asphalt to remove the interim 
markings;  

• changes to the in-pavement traffic loops during construction, which includes 
relocation of the loops to accommodate temporary lane configurations, and 
then restoration of the loops back to their original locations. Both of these steps 
involve damage to the pavement.  

• excessive wear and tear from FEI's large excavators and other heavy 
construction equipment operating in all lanes; and  

• cuts to access the NPS 20 Pipeline to either remove it or fill it with concrete 
once it has been decommissioned. 

13.1 For each of the points above, please provide FEI’s position as to a) whether construction work 
on the project will incur the damages that the City suggests and b) whether paving Scenarios 1, 
2, and 3 assume repairs/ restoration to address these damages. 

On page 10 of Exhibit C1-8, the City states: 

FEI has already begun construction on its LMIPSU Project and the damage to roads in 
other municipalities has been substantial. Attached at Appendix H is a collection of 
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photos taken on August 1, 2018 and September 13, 2018 respectively, which shows 
extensive damage to the lands adjacent to the main trench, including excessive wear 
and tear from FEI's large excavators and/or heavy construction equipment. 

13.2 Please provide comment on FEI’s position as to whether the photos demonstrate “extensive 
damage” or “excessive wear and tear” to the lands adjacent to the main trench. Please provide 
labels to the photos where applicable. 
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	11.3 Please clarify FEI’s position with respect to its responsibility under the 1957 Operating Agreement to repair pavements where the condition of the road is currently classified as “fair” or “poor”.

	12.0 Reference: REMEDIATION OF COMO LAKE AVENUE Exhibit B-12, pp. 8–19  Road Remediation Scenarios
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	12.2.1 Please confirm whether FEI still intends to offer a contribution of $3.2 million to the City under Scenario 1.

	12.3 Please explain whether the $4.6 million estimate for Scenario 2 encapsulates the same scope of work that was estimated by the City to require a cost of $6.2 million.
	12.3.1 Please clarify the reasons for any material differences in scope and/or cost estimations.

	12.4 Please explain whether, in negotiations with the City of Vancouver and the City of Burnaby, FEI proposed a scenario similar to Scenario 1.
	12.4.1 Please explain why an approach similar to Scenario 3 was ultimately undertaken in the City of Vancouver and the City of Burnaby.
	12.4.2 Please explain any significant differences in the scope of work being proposed in the City of Coquitlam, compared to that undertaken in the City of Vancouver and the City of Burnaby, which would result in different levels of damage to the affec...

	12.5 Please explain why the cost estimates for Scenario 2 are more than four times higher than the cost estimated for Scenario 3.

	13.0 Reference: REMEDIATION OF COMO LAKE AVENUE Exhibit C1-8, pp. 9–10, Appendix H Road Damage
	13.1 For each of the points above, please provide FEI’s position as to a) whether construction work on the project will incur the damages that the City suggests and b) whether paving Scenarios 1, 2, and 3 assume repairs/ restoration to address these d...
	13.2 Please provide comment on FEI’s position as to whether the photos demonstrate “extensive damage” or “excessive wear and tear” to the lands adjacent to the main trench. Please provide labels to the photos where applicable.




