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Intermediate Pressure System Upgrade ("LMIPSU") Project (the "Application") 
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Dear Mr. Wruck: 

We write on behalf of the City in connection with the FEI Application to the Commission for Use 

of Lands under Sections 32 and 33 of the Utilities Commission Act in the City of Coquitlam for 

the LMIPSU Project. We enclose the City's Reply to CEC Information Request 1. 
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REQUESTOR NAME: CEC 

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO: 1 

APPLICANT: City of Coquitlam 

DATE: December 5, 2018 

PROJECT NO: 1598963 

APPLICATION NAME: FortisBC Energy Inc. Application for Use of 
Lands under Sections 32 and 33 of the 
Utilities Commission Act in the City of 
Coquitlam for the Lower Mainland 
Intermediate Pressure System Upgrade 
(LMIPSU) Projects 

 

CITY OF COQUITLAM RESPONSE TO CEC INFORMATION REQUEST #1 
 

FortisBC Energy Inc. ~ Application for Use of Lands under Sections 32 and 33 of the 
Utilities Commission Act in the City of Coquitlam for the Lower Mainland Intermediate 

Pressure System Upgrade (“LMIPSU”) Projects 
Project No.1598963 

 

November 21, 2018 
 

ISSUE 4 – REMOVAL OF DECOMMISSIONED NPS 20 PIPELINE 

1. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8, page 2 and Exhibit B-12, page 1 and page 21 

 

The City's position is that the preferred and most cost-effective approach is for FEI to 
remove the entire 5.5km of NPS 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. 
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1.1 The City’s evidence is that the City requires that FEI remove the entire 5.5 km of NPS 20 
pipeline under Como Lake Avenue, whereas FEI’s evidence appears to be that the City 
requires FEI to remove an approximate 380 metre segment of the NPS 20, at FEI’s cost, 
but has also later requested removal of the entire 5.5 km of pipeline.  Please clarify the 
City’s position  

Response:  

The City is requesting that FEI remove all 5.5kms of the NPS 20 pipeline. The 380 
metre section from North Road to Clarke Road is the most urgent section, due to the 
imminent need for the construction of a sanitary sewer line and a water line. 

(i) FEI pave the entire width of a 5.5 kilometre segment of Como Lake Avenue and perform 
additional road remediation, beyond what would be required under the Operating 
Agreement between FEI and the City of Coquitlam elated January 7, 1957 (Operating 
Agreement) (Appendix A) and despite FEl's construction being limited primarily to less 
than two lanes; and 

(ii) FEI remove, at its own cost, an approximate 380 metre segment of the nominal pipe size 
(NPS) 20 intermediate pressure (IP) gas line that has been approved by the BCUC to be 

FEI has previously indicated its willingness to remove the 380 metres of the abandoned NPS 20 
IP gas line. However , FEI has not agreed to the City's proposal that FEI bear the entire cost of 
this removal. In the City's letter dated Septembef 20, 2018, the City suggests that FEI should 
remove the entire 5.5 kilometre length of the NPS 20 IP gas line in the future". FEI is prepared 
to undertake the removal of any portion of the NPS 20 IP gas line, including either 380 metres 
or 5.5 kilometres in .accordance with the Operating Agreement if the City exercises its rights 
under the Operating Agreement and requests such a removal. 
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2. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 21 and page 32 

 

 

 

2.1 Please provide the City’s views as to whose cost the removal of the entire 5.5 km of NPS 
20 Pipeline underneath Como Lake Avenue would accrue under the City’s proposal and 
under the Operating Agreement.  Please be specific as to which portions would accrue to 
the City and which portions would accrue to FEI. 

Response:  

It is the City’s position that FEI is responsible to pay the costs of removing the full 
5.5km length of the NPS 20 pipeline.  The City has proposed a compromise where FEI 
and the City would share the costs related to the removal of the NPS 20 pipe but FEI 

As illustrated below in Section 3.4.3, applying the fom1ula in section 5(a) of the Operating 
Agreement to an old gas line like the NPS 20 IP gas line, for which the original book value is 
much smaller than the removal cost, results in the City being responsible for most of the cosl 

In the secti°'1s below FEI describes: 

1. The complex scope of worl< associated 1M'.h the removal of the NPS 20 IP gas line (for 
the 5.5 kilometre length from the outlet of Coquitlam Gate Station and North Road 
mostly located along Como Lake Avenue within the City, as well as the 380 metre 
segment); 

2. The schedules associated \Mlh the remove! of the NPS 20 IP gas line for both lengths of 
gas line; 

3. Cost estimates associated with both lengths of gas line; 

4. The application of the cost allocation formula in the Operating Agreement; 

5. The removal costs that would be shared between FEI and the City using the Operating 
Agreement cost allocation formula and the impacts on the incremental cost of service 
and average rates; and 

6. The removal costs and impacts on the incremental cost of service and average rates 
that woUld occur if the Operating Agreement cost allocati°'1 formula was not applied and 
FEI was required to assume all of the costs. 

The City's contribution to relocation under the Operating Agreement can be expressed as 
follows: 

Municipality's Contribution = CAC - [ 2% x COi x ( YC - YOI ) ) 

Where: 

• CAC is equal to total cost of the required alteration of the gas piping in the current year 
(this would include the cost of temporary works, bypasses etc., i.e. all inclusive) 

• COi is equal to the total cost of the original installation for the portion of the gas system 
being impacted and that will be removed 

• YC is equal to the current year in 4 digits 

• YO! is equal to the Year of original installation in 4 digits 
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declined the City’s proposal. Therefore, the City would prefer that FEI simply remove 
all of the NPS 20 pipe so that it will not expose the City to any increased costs or 
liabilities. 

2.2 Please comment on FEI’s assessment of the Municipality’s Contribution shown on page 
32 of FEI’s evidence and discussed later. 

Response:  

With regard to how FEI has characterized the City’s obligation with regard to the 
removal of the NPS 20 pipe, the City disagrees with how FEI proposes to interpret the 
1957 Operating Agreement.  The City’s position is that this agreement does not permit 
FEI to abandon its decommissioned pipes in Coquitlam. The City also believes that 
FEI’s estimate of the cost to remove the NPS 20 pipe is much higher than what the 
actual cost would be. 

3. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 33 

 

 

3.1 Please comment on the validity of FEI’s estimation of total costs shown in Table 3-6 and 
discussed in Exhibit B-12. 

Response: 

With regard to the validity of FEI’s costs shown in FEI's Table 3-6, the City believes that 
FEI has overestimated the cost of removing the NPS 20 pipe and underestimated the 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Table J .6: Estimation of Original Cost, Humber of Years Since Installation, Removal Costs and 
Cost Allocation 

5.5km 380m 5.5km 380m 

Original Installed Cost 2018$ millions $2E.1 $1.7 $14.1 $1.0 

Original Installed Cost 1957$ millions S2.8 $0 .2 $1.6 $0.1 

No. of Years: Year of Removal 67 Yeors 64 Years 67 Years 64 Years 
minus Year of Installation 

Removal Costs 20 1 $9.4 $9.4 

Removal Costs 20 4 $77.S $77.S 

FE l's Allocation 17 $2.8 $0.2 $2.1 $0.1 

City Allocafion $72.7 $9.2 $75.4 $9.3 

As shown above, the City's contribution to removal costs for the NPS 20 IP gas line is expected 
to range from $9.2 million to $9.3 million for the 380 metre segment, and from $73.4 million to 
$75.7 million for the 5.5 kilometre segment. 

17 FEr s allocation i.s Original Installed Cost (Line 2) x 2% x Number of Years (Line 3). See also Appendix G. 1 
through G.4. 

18 SCUC Order aooount• 14 1-09 dated November 26. 2009. Appendix A. Page 13 of 110. 
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cost of constructing the NPS 20. The City believes that the cost to install the NPS 20, 
including in 1957, is much higher (after adjusting for inflation) than the cost to remove 
the NPS 20. 

3.2 Please comment on the validity of FEI’s allocation of costs to FEI and the City as shown 
in Table 3-6 and discussed in Exhibit B-12. 

Response:  

As noted in the City's response to CEC IR 3.1 above the City does not believe that the 
cost estimates that FEI has provided for the NPS 20 are accurate, and as noted in the 
City's response to CEC IR 2.2 above the City does not agree that the City has an 
obligation to contribute toward the removal of the NPS 20 pipe. 

4. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8, page 2  

 

 

 

The Project 

As part of the LMIPSU Project, FEI is upgrading its infrastructure under Como Lake Avenue 
in the City. FEl's Project within the City will include construction of a new NPS 30 Pipeline 
and decommissioning of the existing 60-year-old NPS 20 Pipeline along an approximately 
s.s kilometre section of Como Lake Avenue from Mariner Way to the Burnaby border. 

Summary of Coquitfam's Position 

There are two issues remaining to be considered in Phase Two of this proceeding. 

Issue 4: Removal of the decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline 

The City's position is that the preferred and most cost-effective approach is for FEI to 
remove the entire s.skm of NPS 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. 

The NPS 20 Pipeline is occupying space that is needed now or will be needed in the future. 
The most urgent need for space currently occupied by the NPS 20 Pipeline is the 380m 
section of the NPS 20 Pipeline between North Road and Clarke Road. This space is needed 
by the City for the installation of its new 250mm water main and 450mm sanitary sewer, 
which the City has deferred the installation of to avoid having to relocate the NPS 20 
Pipeline while it remains in service. The space occupied by the remaining section of the 
decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline will be needed in the near future because the projected 
and planned growth of the City will require new utilities to be installed in the already 
congested corridor under Como Lake Avenue. 
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4.1 Please describe how the City has ascertained that its proposed approach is most ‘cost 
effective’.  Please itemize and provide quantification of the costs, and identify which 
party would be responsible for each of the costs under the City’s proposal and under the 
Operating Agreement. 

Response:  

The City’s supports its position that the most cost effective approach is for FEI to 
remove the 5.5km of the NPS20 pipeline as soon as possible with the following 
rationale: 

• Construction costs will increase over time. FEI’s evidence supports this 
assertion (see Table 3-6 on page 33 of FEI’s Supplemental Evidence, Exhibit B-
12) which indicates dramatic increases in construction costs over time. While 
the City does not agree that construction costs increase to the degree that FEI 
estimates, the City does agree that construction costs have increased over 
time, and are expected to continue to increase. 

• Removing the NPS 20 pipe as soon as possible avoids the cost to fill it with 
concrete and avoids the liabilities associated with leaving it in place. In 
addition, the NPS 20 will be easier and less costly to remove without being 
filled with concrete. 

• The repaving can be delayed until after the NPS 20 is removed, which is 
efficient and saves costs as it avoids duplication of paving work. 

4.2 Please provide a more precise estimate of when the City expects to require the space 
currently occupied by the NPS Pipeline in the 380 m section between North Road and 
Clarke Road, and the other segments of the 5.5 km pipeline space.  

Response:  

With regard to the 380m section between North Road and Clarke Road, the City will 
need this space in 2021. The City is delaying its work until after the NPS 20 is 
decommissioned. 

4.3 For how long has the City deferred installation of its new 250 mm water main and 450 
mm sanitary sewer? 

Response:  

The City has been deferring the installation of its 300mm water main since 2015 when 
the preliminary designs were completed. The 450mm sanitary main was identified as 
needed earlier this year, and construction will be deferred until 2021. 
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4.4 If the City had undertaken the installation of its new 250 mm water main and/or 450 mm 
sanitary sewer and consequently relocated the NPS 20 pipeline while it remained in 
service, would the City have incurred more costs than it expects to do under the City’s 
proposed scenario?  Please explain. 

Response:  

It is hypothetical and difficult to answer how the City would have proceeded to 
construct the water line and sewer lines on Como Lake Avenue between North Road 
and Clarke Road, had it done so prior to the LMIPSU project. It is probable that the 
space that the new NPS 30 pipeline will take would have provided a satisfactory 
alignment for one or both of these utilities. 

4.4.1 If yes, please provide a list of costs with quantification.  

Response:  

As noted in the response above, it is difficult to answer how the City would 
have proceeded had the LMIPSU project not happened. The City has no costing 
information related to this hypothetical scenario. 

4.5 For how long would the City be able to continue to defer the new 250 mm water main 
and/or the 450 mm sanitary sewer if FEI was not upgrading its infrastructure under Como 
Lake Avenue as part of its LMIPSU project? 

Response:  

The City can continue to defer the water main installation for as many as another 5-10 
years depending on development and demand. The sanitary main must be completed 
within the next 5 years due to recent and proposed development in the area. 

4.6 Why does the City believe that all 5.5 km should be removed when the urgency is related 
to only 380 m?  Please explain.  

Response:  

There is a difference between the 380m section between North Road and Clarke Road, 
and the rest of the 5.5km length with respect to urgency. The 380m section is urgent 
because the City needs to install sewer pipe and water pipe on Como Lake Avenue, 
between North Road and Clarke Road, as soon as possible following the 
decommissioning of the NPS 20 line.  

The City’s position is that the 5.5km length of the NPS 20 pipe has to be removed at 
some point, and FEI is responsible for removal of the NPS 20 pipe. The City's response 
to BCUC IR 10.1 explains the reasons why it is more cost effective to remove the entire 
NPS 20 line soon after the NPS 30 line is in service.   
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With regard to the remainder of Como Lake Avenue, the City will need to do upgrades 
to its various utilities, although it does not have precise dates for all of the utility work 
that will be needed.  If the NPS 20 is left in place it will be an obstacle to future 
installations of City utilities and 3rd party utilities for decades.  Current developments 
are moving forward at a fast pace in the western portion of Como Lake Avenue.  
Redevelopment is also anticipated along the eastern section of Como Lake Avenue, in 
the near future, and the NPS20 pipe could become a problem at any time.  There are 
also other imminent needs for corridor space which are not directly linked to adjacent 
development. For example, BC Hydro has expressed interest in adding another duct 
bank along the eastern section of Como Lake Avenue, and the NPS 20 may be an 
obstacle to BC Hydro’s duct. 

4.7 Please confirm that if FEI were not upgrading its infrastructure, the City would bear the 
costs of related to any accommodations FEI was required to make for the City to install 
its water mains and sanitary sewers. 

Response:  

As noted in the City's response to CEC IR 4.4, it is difficult to answer a hypothetical 
question, but it is probable that if the LMIPSU project were not proceeding the space 
that is planned to be used for the NPS 30 pipe could be used for other, smaller 
utilities. 

4.8  If FEI were not upgrading its infrastructure at this time, would the City proceed 
immediately or in the near future with the installation of water mains and sanitary 
sewers?  Please explain. 

Response:  

The water line that is proposed for the section of Como Lake Avenue between North 
Road and Clarke Road has been in the City’s plans for a number of years, and the City 
has been deferring construction of this line due to the LMIPSU project. The sanitary 
sewer is needed due to new development in the area, and would likely have been 
installed either this year or next year, but is being deferred due to the LMIPSU project.  
With regard to the remainder of Como Lake Avenue, the City's response to CEC IR 4.6 
provides information on the upcoming needs for the corridor. 

4.8.1 If yes, would the City pay for removal and/or relocation of all 5.5 km of pipeline, 
or would the City require only a portion of the pipeline to be removed/relocated.  
Please explain. 

Response:  

Had the LMIPSU project not happened, the space being taken up by the NPS 30 
pipeline would be available for other utilities. The issue that the City has with 
the abandonment of the NPS 20 once it is decommissioned is that it will have 



 

   

- 9 - 

34095.140131.IDW.15986445.4 

no useful function but will be an obstacle for other uses in the corridor. 
Abandonment of the NPS 20 would also pose a safety risk. 

4.8.2 If the City would not conduct removal/relocation of the 5.5 km of pipeline, please 
detail the length of pipeline the City would undertake to remove/relocate in order 
address its future needs.  

Response:  

Please refer to the responses above. If the LMIPSU project was not happening, 
there would be space available for the City utilities, and the NPS 20 would 
remain in operation so it would not make sense to relocate it or remove it. 

4.9 Please provide the City’s standard operating processes regarding removal of any City 
infrastructure under roadways, when it may choose to abandon all or a portion of the 
infrastructure for whatever reason.  

Response:  

With regard to the City’s practices with regard to decommissioning its underground 
infrastructure, there is an extremely small percentage of City-owned utility pipes that 
have been abandoned. The majority of the City’s pipe is small diameter pipe (i.e. 
300mm diameter or smaller), and the vast majority of abandoned pipes are small 
diameter, such as 150mm water lines. When small diameter pipes are abandoned, the 
initial step is to cap the ends of the pipe, and leave the pipe in the ground.  
Abandoning of larger diameter pipes (i.e. greater than 300mm) by the City is 
extremely rare. The City would typically re-line a large pipe to extend the use of the 
pipe for a number of decades.  In rare cases, when the City has abandoned larger 
pipes the initial step is to either cap the pipe, or fill the pipe with a material, such as 
light weight concrete. When the City requires the space for a new pipe in the 
alignment of the old pipe, the City will remove and dispose of the old pipe, to make 
way for the new pipe.  Also, since there are very few abandoned pipes, and since the 
vast majority of the abandoned pipes are small diameter, the chances of encountering 
these pipes on a construction project is fairly small. Also, since the City's pipes are 
small and there is no specialized coating (such as the coal tar containing asbestos 
coating on FEI’s NPS 20 pipe), specialized equipment and personnel are not needed to 
undertake the removal and disposal, such that the schedule and cost impact to the 
project is minimal. 

4.10 Please provide the City’s historical requirements for crossing the Como Lake Avenue 
span as a frequency per year for a 380 mm width of impact. 

Response:  

The City does not understand this Information Request.  
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5. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8, page 5 and page 7 

 

 

 

5.1 Recognizing that the City disputes the cost effectiveness of FEI’s proposal relative to its 
own, please comment on whether or not FEI’s proposal represents a safety hazard, and if 
so, why. 

Response:  

The City believes that overall safety will be improved by removing the NPS 20 pipe 
instead of abandoning it in Como Lake Avenue. FEI’s approach would make the NPS 20 

Issue 4: Removal of the decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline 

The City's position is that the decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline will remain FEl's property 
and liability. Under no circumstances will the City assume ownership of or responsibility 
for the decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline or any harm to persons or property that might 
result if the decommissioned pipeline is left in place. FEI has confirmed that the 
decommissioned NPS 20 Pipeline will remain FEl's responsibility and that FEI will remove 
it if it interferes with municipal infrastructure.4 

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 (FEl's position), or 

(ii) the pipeline owner can immediately remove the pipeline, backfill and restore the 
surface (the City's position).5 

FEI has proposed that if the NPS 20 Pipeline is abandoned in place and future City works 
confl ict 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. 

The City believes that the preferred and most cost-effective approach is for FEI to remove 
the entire s.skm of NPS 20 Pipeline 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. This 
approach is appropriate in the circumstances of Como Lake Avenue, namely the 
imporlallLt! of lht! roat.l lo Lhe wmmunity and region (lack of detour optio11~) and lht! 
illustrated need for the space in the near future to support the City's development plan. 

This is not a situation where a decommissioned pipeline can be filled with concrete and 
left, out of mind, for a century. This is a situation where the space is needed in the 
foreseeable future, and t he road will already be subjected to extensive damage by the 
installation of the NPS 30 Pipeline. 
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pipe safe from collapse (by filling it with concrete), but as noted in the City's response 
to BCUC IR 10.6, the presence of the abandoned NPS 20 will increase project risk for 
works by the City and third party utilities, which leads to increased costs. Also, there 
are potentially safety risks to the general public and workers (including the City’s 
works crews) related to inadvertent disturbance of the coal tar/asbestos coating of 
the NPS 20 pipe during future work. 

5.2 Please elaborate on the ‘precautions’ required by the City’s contractor to deal with 
asbestos. 

Response:  

With regard to working around a pipeline that is coated with coal tar and assumed to 
contain asbestos, there are specific measures and procedures that a contractor (or 
other worker) will need to take, and specific safety equipment that will need to be 
used. The specific procedures that will be followed by the contractor will vary 
depending on the nature of the work that is happening.  Typically, for specialized work 
like this the City would require that the contractor be qualified to handle asbestos, 
and the contractor would need to provide the City with a detailed plan of how it will 
deal with the asbestos. 

5.3 Please confirm that the City’s contractor is capable and versed in managing the 
precautions that would be required for dealing with asbestos.  

Response:  

The City does not have one specific contractor or even a group of specific contractors.  
Typically, the City will invite competing offers from contractors, and to be qualified for 
the work the contractor must be able to perform the work that is required by the City. 
For example, if the work involves working around asbestos a contractor must 
demonstrate that it is qualified to do the work, in order to be considered for the work. 

5.4 Please provide the estimated additional costs for both FEI and the City that would be 
required as a result of the need for ‘precautions’ to deal with asbestos.  

Response:  

The City does not have any recent estimated costs related to handling asbestos on the 
NPS 20 line as the City has not needed to perform this work. Furthermore, the costs 
associated with dealing with asbestos will vary depending on the specific nature of the 
work, and the City will not be able to ascertain the additional costs related to asbestos 
until it has “gone to the market” and received competing bids from qualified 
contractors for proposed work. However, from experience on many other 
construction projects the City does recognize that specialized work processes (such as 
dealing with asbestos) require specialized people and equipment, which increases 
costs for a project. The City also recognizes that when contractors are delayed, when 
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their equipment and workers sit idle, the contractors incur costs (e.g. rental costs on 
equipment, standby costs for work crews, interest costs on loans, etc.) as well as forgo 
opportunities for making profits they otherwise would make (opportunity costs), and 
contractors will typically seek to mitigate these costs by passing these costs along to 
the City. 

ISSUE 5 – REPAIR AND REPAVING OF DAMAGE TO COMO LAKE AVENUE 
CAUSED BY PROJECT 

6. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8 Page 8 and 9 

 

 

6.1 Please provide the specific terms that FEI will not be abiding by in the City’s view.  

Response:  

The City's position is that FEI's proposal does not abide by s.8 of the 1957 Operating 
Agreement. Please see the City's response to BCUC IR 14.2. 

6.2 Please discuss whether or not the terms of the Operating Agreement require FEI to return 
disrupted roadways to current condition or better than current condition, and provide 
evidence to support the City’s position. 

Response:  

The City’s position on roadway restoration required as a result of FEI's Project is that 
s.8 of the 1957 Operating Agreement requires FEI 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 laid down by, and 
subject to the supervision of, the Municipal Engineer”. 

 

 

The scope of Issue 5 is not whether FEI will be responsible for reinstating Como Lake 
Avenue in as good a state of repair as it was prior to its disturbance as a result of the 
Project, but rather the expected extent of disturbance that will be caused by FEl's Project 
and the extent of repair and paving required. 

The City submits the whole of the 5.5km section of Como Lake Avenue must be returned 
to an acceptable standard at the end of the Project. FE l's proposal to pave only the middle 

lanes of Como Lake Avenue will not abide by the terms of the 1957 Operating Agreement 
as all four lanes will be extensively damaged by the Project. 
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6.3 How does the City normally deal with contractors that disrupt/damage more than was 
anticipated in an original agreement?  Please explain.  

Response:  

With regard to contractors that do work on City roadways (but are not hired by the 
City), the City typically holds a security that would allow for restoration of the 
roadway. The City typically would require the contractor to make the necessary 
repairs but could use the security if the contractor does not satisfactorily make the 
repairs. 

6.4 Please confirm that FEI’s proposal does not limit it to repaving the centre two lanes if it 
damages more than that.  

Response:  

The City understands that FEI has confirmed it is not limited to repaving the centre 
two lanes if it damages more than that. 

6.5 If FEI did not disturb/damage more than the two middle lanes of Como Lake Avenue, 
would the City still require FEI to repave all four lanes?  Please explain why or why not.  

Response:  

As noted in the City's response to BCUC IR 14.2, the damage that will be caused by FEI 
will impact more than just the two middle lanes. It is not possible that the damage will 
be limited to the two middle lanes.  

6.6 When the City conducts its own repairs to City roadways, does the City policy require 
itself to repair and repave all lanes, or only those disturbed/damaged by the activity?  
Please explain and attach any policies that the City has in place.  

Response:  

The City’s practice with regard to repair of utility cuts depends on various factors for 
the given situation. The City will typically plan its work as much as possible so that 
utility work happens prior to when paving happens. For example, the City will repair 
water mains, sewer mains, and service connections prior to paving a roadway. This 
methodology reduces the amount of pavement cuts in a roadway.  When there is a 
more minor utility repair, the City will consider the overall impacts to the City’s 
ratepayers so that the life cycle costs are minimized. This consideration by the City will 
take into account such factors as ongoing maintenance costs and life-cycle impacts 
related to the pavement cut in the roadway compared to the capital cost of a curb to 
curb repair.  Where the City decides to only make the pair within an area that is less 
than ‘curb to curb’ the City does so with the implication that it will be the City that will 
be responsible for the ongoing maintenance and safety of the roadway. 
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6.7 Please discuss the current condition of the roadways at issue.  

Response:  

Como Lake Avenue consists of approximately 5.5 road centerline kilometers of 
pavement with 2 lanes in each direction. The City’s Pavement Management System 
breaks down Como Lake Avenue into two main segments based on the direction of 
travel namely the East Bound (primary, 5.5km) and West Bound (opposite, 5.5km) 
segments. Typically, the pavement condition data collection and analysis is done for 
each direction of Como Lake Avenue separately. The latest (2018) collected condition 
data applicable for the Como Lake Avenue is provided in Attachment 1. 

6.8 Please provide the City’s definition of ‘acceptable’ condition.  

Response:  

The City considers roads that are analyzed based on assessed condition and available 
funding resulting in optimum network condition as ‘acceptable’ for service. 

7. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 4 

 

7.1 Please comment on FEI’s evidence related to the condition of the existing pavement.  

Response:  

Please see the City's responses to BCUC IRs 14.1 and 14.1.1 regarding the WSP Report. 

To summarize, the WSP Report confimos many existing pavement distresses especially in the 
curb or outside lanes of Como Lake Avenue and Spuraway Avenue, and that several sections of 
these roadways will lrkely need a full width rehabilitation treatment or extensive repairs within 
the next five to ten years. As set out above, the NPS 30 IP gas line trench construction 
activities will be confined to less than two lanes of Como Lake Avenue and decommissioning 
and abandonment of the NPS 20 IP gas line will involve excavation of small bell holes 
approximately every 300 metres within a third lane. 
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8. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 3 and page 10 

 

8.1 FEI states that it is committed to repairing any damage to Como Lake Avenue resulting 
from the Project.  Please comment on the steps the City would take if FEI was required to 
repave two lanes but damaged some segments of a third lane.  

Response:  

Under the 1957 Operating Agreement, FEI is obliged (and in this proceeding FEI has 
confirmed its commitment) to reinstate the paving on Como Lake Avenue.  The 
damage will not be limited to the two middle lanes. The parties disagree about the 
extent to which Como Lake Avenue will be damaged and, in particular, the structural 
degradation that the pavement will suffer as a whole (i.e. all lanes) even in those 
areas where cuts and surface damage are primarily localized within portions of the 
area (i.e. two lanes). 

Merely repairing the pavement to look like it did prior to construction does not 
restore the preexisting structural strength or longevity of the pavement. The 
longitudinal pavement joints and lateral cuts and numerous patches will over time 
crack, settle and create potholes and bumps that would not otherwise have occurred 
and which will impose ongoing maintenance costs on Coquitlam. Reinstating the 
pavement to its preconstruction condition means restoring it in such a way that the 
ongoing costs to Coquitlam are obviated.  

8.2 Does the City expect that FEI would be willing to make repairs to those areas it 
damaged?  Please explain why or why not. 

Response:  

Under the 1957 Operating Agreement, FEI is obliged (and in this proceeding FEI has 
confirmed its commitment) to reinstate the paving on Como Lake Avenue.  The City 
cannot comment on what FEI may or may not be willing to do. 

Under section 8 of the Ope,-ating Agreement, FEI is required at its cost to reinstate the paving()( 
surface on public property which it has d1sturbed in as good a state of repair as it was pri()( to its 
disturbance and in acc()(dance with reasonable specifications, and subject to the supervision of , 
the Municipal Engineer.2 

FEI is committed to r epairing 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. 

During the decomn~ssioning and abandonment of the NPS 20 IP gas line, FEI would also 
excavate a small 3 metre by 3 metre bell hole approximately every 300 metres to abandon the 
NPS 20 IP gas line in place. As set ouli in Figure 2-3 below, FEI anticipates this work would 
have an impact 011 parts of an aclditiooal third lane. FEI would also repair damage caused by 
the decoounissioning work in accordance with the Agreed Expanded Paving Specifications. 
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8.3 Please comment on the City’s recourse options if FEI was required to repave two lanes 
and damaged some segments of a third lane.  

Response:  

It is not disputed that FEI is required to reinstate the paving that is damaged by its 
project. If FEI fails to reinstate the pavement to the City’s satisfaction, the City could 
enforce its contractual rights to have the highway condition reinstated at FEI’s 
expense. The City could recover its damages and expenses through the indemnity in 
s.11 of the 1957 Operating Agreement. 

8.4 Who is the arbiter of whether or not damage has been done and, if so, whether it has been 
fully mitigated? 

Response:  

The 1957 Operating Agreement requires FEI to reinstate Como Lake Avenue “in as 
good a state of repair as it was prior to its disturbance and in accordance with 
reasonable specifications laid down by, and subject to the supervision of, the 
Municipal Engineer.” The City will monitor FEI’s contractor’s work and assess whether, 
in the City’s opinion, damage has been done and then satisfactorily repaired. 
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9. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 5 

 

9.1 Do the City’s requests exceed its own specifications as posed by FEI?  Please comment. 

Response:  

The City’s request for FEI to repave the 5.5kms of Como Lake Avenue does not exceed 
the City’s specifications. It is worth noting that there are no recent utility jobs in 
Coquitlam that compare with the LMIPSU project in terms of the length of the project, 
the location of the project (urban area, arterial highway), and the scope of the 
construction within each block (including the length of the construction trench that 
will be open at any given time).   

Municipal Construction Document dated March 2016 (City's Paving Specifications)'. The City's 
Paving Specifications are a supplemental specification to the Master Municipal Construction 
Document - 2009 Edition (often referred to as lhe "Platinum Book"). FEJ considers the City's 
Paving Specifications for trenches, included as Figure 2-1 (reproduced as Appendix C), to be 
reasonable and by complying with these specifi:ations, FE! would satisfy the requirements of 
the Ope<ating Agreement. However, as described further below, the City's demands with 
respect to paving have expanded over time beyond the City's own specifications. 

Figure 2-1: City Paving Specification for Ttenches, COQ--G4 Specification to MMCD 
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It is common ground that the 1957 Operating Agreement requires FEI 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 laid 
down by, and subject to the supervision of, the Municipal Engineer. As noted in the 
City's response to BCUC IR 14.2, the damage that will be caused by FEI's project will 
impact more than just the two middle lanes.  

Merely repairing the pavement to look like it did prior to construction does not 
restore the preexisting structural strength or longevity of the pavement. The 
longitudinal pavement joints and lateral cuts and numerous patches will over time 
crack, settle and create potholes and bumps that would not otherwise have occurred 
and which will impose ongoing maintenance costs on Coquitlam. Reinstating the 
pavement to its preconstruction condition means restoring it in such a way that the 
ongoing costs to Coquitlam are obviated. The damage from FEI’s Project is expected to 
be extensive so repaving will be required. 

 



Road GIS_Route GIS_Offset From_Description To_Description From To Length ElementID Width Area(sqm) Class Lanes Divided Curb Ditch Sidewalk Neighbourhood Base Thickness 
(mm)

SubBase Thickness 
(mm)

Asphalt Thickness 
(mm)

AADT Truck % Growth Rate 
(%)

Lane Distribution 
Factor

PCI IRI (m/km) RUT (mm) ACA (%) SNP (Modified 
Structural Number)

WRH (High Sev) WRL (Low Sev) TCL (Slight ) TCW (Wide) AFCL (Slight) AFCW (Wide) AFCA (All) AFCA_2019 AFCA_2020 AFCA_2021 PCI_2019 PCI_2020 PCI_2021 Year Paved

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 NORTH RD FARROW ST 0 118 118 Ana-02140-010 6.7 794 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 21820 4.6 2 0.8 60 3.86 5 6.7 3.6 0.0 14.8 0.5 0.0 5.7 0.4 6.1 7.6 9.2 11.0 57 54 51 1999

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 FARROW ST PCH 118 272 154 Ana-02140-020 6.5 1006 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 21820 4.6 2 0.8 70 4.42 4 7.4 3.7 0.0 2.4 1.7 0.0 5.3 0.4 5.7 7.0 8.6 10.3 67 63 59 2008

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 PCH PCH 272 458 186 Ana-02140-030 7.0 1311 MRN 2 Y B N    R    299 299 134 19394 4.1 2 0.8 75 5.43 3 9.1 3.1 0.0 37.2 1.2 0.0 7.2 0.7 7.9 9.5 11.4 13.5 71 66 62 2016

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 PCH HAILEY ST 458 1676 1218 Ana-02140-040 6.2 7497 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 17660 3.5 2 0.8 70 3.29 5 5.2 3.5 1.0 47.8 1.3 0.0 3.8 0.1 3.9 5.1 6.4 7.8 67 64 60 2008

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 HAILEY ST CRESTWOOD DR 1676 2943 1267 Ana-02140-050 7.0 8918 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 20546 3.5 2 0.8 48 3.79 7 16.5 4.2 0.4 42.5 1.0 0.0 13.5 1.9 15.4 18.0 20.9 24.2 45 41 38 2004

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 CRESTWOOD DR POIRIER ST 2943 3399 456 Ana-02140-060 6.8 3101 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 20351 3.5 2 0.8 47 3.52 6 19.6 4.5 2.7 36.4 2.4 0.0 16.7 0.5 17.2 20.0 23.1 26.6 43 39 35 2003

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 POIRIER ST COMO LAKE AVE_WB / THERMAL DR 3399 4276 877 Ana-02140-070 7.7 6754 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 21795 3.5 2 0.8 46 3.86 7 12.3 3.1 7.4 65.6 0.7 0.0 9.7 1.8 11.5 13.6 16.0 18.6 43 40 37 2010

COMO LAKE AVE COMO LAKE AVE 0 COMO LAKE AVE_WB / THERMAL DR COMO LAKE AVE WB / SPURAWAY AVE / MARINER W 4276 5493 1217 Ana-02140-080 6.9 8423 MRN 2 Y B N    N    299 299 134 24219 3.5 2 0.8 43 2.33 8 22.3 4.4 17.7 71.5 0.4 0.0 21.3 0.7 22.0 25.4 29.2 33.4 40 36 33 1990

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 NORTH RD FARROW ST 0 118 118 Ana-02150-010 9.2 1087 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 21820 4.6 2 0.8 55 6.09 6 11.9 4.3 0.0 74.9 1.3 0.0 10.2 0.5 10.7 12.7 14.9 17.4 51 47 44 1999

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 FARROW ST PCH 118 272 154 Ana-02150-020 6.5 1000 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 21820 4.6 2 0.8 66 5.53 3 8.3 3.7 0.0 3.9 1.8 0.0 5.4 1.1 6.5 8.0 9.6 11.5 62 59 55 2008

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 PCH PCH 272 458 186 Ana-02150-030 7.6 1407 MRN 2 Y B N    R    299 299 134 19394 4.1 2 0.8 73 5.42 3 7.5 3.8 4.4 16.3 0.8 0.0 6.0 0.7 6.7 8.2 9.9 11.8 69 65 61 2016

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 PCH HAILEY ST 458 1676 1218 Ana-02150-040 7.1 8648 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 17660 3.5 2 0.8 75 2.96 5 3.4 3.8 17.0 59.6 0.8 0.0 2.6 0.0 2.6 3.6 4.7 5.9 72 70 67 2008

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 HAILEY ST CRESTWOOD DR 1676 2943 1267 Ana-02150-050 6.9 8702 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 20546 3.5 2 0.8 53 3.45 5 20.4 4.6 13.0 60.7 0.7 0.0 18.4 1.2 19.6 22.8 26.2 30.2 49 45 41 2004

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 CRESTWOOD DR POIRIER ST 2943 3399 456 Ana-02150-060 6.8 3101 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 20351 3.5 2 0.8 55 3.79 4 21.1 5.6 49.2 22.2 2.9 0.0 18.1 0.2 18.3 21.2 24.5 28.2 51 47 43 2003

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 POIRIER ST COMO LAKE AVE_WB / THERMAL DR 3399 4276 877 Ana-02150-070 7.3 6368 MRN 2 N B N    B    299 299 134 21795 3.5 2 0.8 49 3.50 5 13.7 4.7 39.2 37.5 0.5 0.0 11.5 1.7 13.2 15.5 18.1 21.0 47 44 41 2010

COMO LAKE AVE O COMO LAKE AVE 5 COMO LAKE AVE_WB / THERMAL DR COMO LAKE AVE WB / SPURAWAY AVE / MARINER W 4276 5493 1217 Ana-02150-080 7.3 8889 MRN 2 N B N    R    299 299 134 24219 3.5 2 0.8 31 3.57 10 26.8 4.2 83.5 13.9 1.0 0.0 25.5 0.4 25.8 29.7 34.0 38.8 29 28 27 1990

Route Inventory Data
Historical Data Pavement Condition in Data Collection Year (2018)

Predicted Pavement Condition
Pavement Layers Traffic Indices Weathering (%) Thermal Crack (%) Structural Crack (%)
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