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June 27, 2019  
 
Sent via eFile  

FEI CPCN FOR INLAND GAS UPGRADE PROJECT 
                                                       EXHIBIT A-11 

 
TO: FortisBC Energy Inc. 
 Registered Parties 
 
 
Re: FortisBC Energy Inc. – Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Application for the Inland Gas 

Upgrade Project – Project No. 1598988 – Procedural Conference 
 
By Order G-79-19 dated April 12, 2019, the British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) established a 
regulatory timetable for the FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (CPCN) for the Inland Gas Upgrades (IGU) Project (Application). The regulatory timetable included 
BCUC and intervener information request (IR) no. 2, FEI’s responses to IR No. 2 and a placeholder for a 
workshop/procedural conference to be held on July 10, 2019. 
 
Based on the evidence filed to date, there are at least four key issues which, in the Panel’s view, relate to the 
need for and timing of the IGU project. These are as follows: 

1. The BC Oil & Gas Commission (BC OGC) has found that FEI’s existing risk assessment process requires 
corrective action, and that the corrective action encompasses all of FEI’s pipeline assets in BC. Given the 
need for corrective action, the Panel is puzzled as to why it would be appropriate to proceed with the IGU 
project before such issues are resolved and a compliant risk assessment process is in place that could be 
applied to assessing the need and priority for the IGU project. In short, is it premature to proceed with the 
IGU project at this time? 

Applicable IR responses: 

(a) The BC OGC letter dated November 16, 2017 states that the BC OGC requires FEI to take further 
corrective actions regarding the risk assessment finding which “required FortisBC to develop and 
implement a segment-by-segment risk assessment process to determine the risk associated with its 
pipeline assets in BC.” 1 [Emphasis added] This statement appears to include conducting a risk 
assessment of the 29 transmission laterals which are the subject of this Application. 

(b) FEI states in response to BCUC IR 36.1: “As FEI already has a qualitative process to determine the risk 
associated with its pipeline assets, and because FEI has determined that the best approach to 
respond to the BC OGC’s direction is to develop a QRA [Quantitative Risk Assessment], FEI has 
sometimes referred to the BC OGC’s direction as a direction to conduct a QRA.”2 

                                                           
1 Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 6.5, Attachment 6.5. 
2 Exhibit B-10, BCUC IR 36.1. 
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(c) FEI states in response to BCUC IR 35.11 that the Application “contains FEI’s qualitative risk 
assessment based on findings from historical digs on similar pipelines and the known hazards and 
consequences on the 29 Transmission Laterals.”3 

2. The Panel is unclear why FEI has selected the specific 29 transmission laterals for the IGU project while 
excluding other transmission pipelines that are operating at pressures above 30 percent Specified Minimum 
Yield Strength (SMYS) and are not capable of in-line inspection. 

Applicable IR response: 

See FEI’s response to BCUC IR 39.2.4 

3. FEI states that it relied on data taken from in-line inspection driven integrity digs of other pipelines (i.e. not 
the 29 transmission laterals) to determine the need for the IGU project while also stating information from 
in-line inspection driven integrity digs could not be used to identify and prioritize potential corrosion 
locations on the 29 transmission laterals because the drivers that contribute to corrosion are unique to a 
specific site along a pipeline. The Panel is concerned that these two statements appear to be inconsistent.  

Applicable IR responses: 

(a) FEI states in response to BCUC IR 4.1 “to estimate the potential for active corrosion due to cathodic 
protection shielding on the 29 Transmission Laterals, FEI assessed the results of its 2017 in-line 
inspection driven integrity digs…These digs were on a cross-section of pipeline ages and coating 
types, and 72 of 90 integrity digs showed evidence of active corrosion on cathodically protected 
pipe.”5 

(b) FEI states in response to BCUC IR 42.6 that it “does not utilize the findings from in-line inspection 
driven integrity digs to identify and prioritize potential corrosion locations on transmission pipelines 
without ILI because there are many factors that contribute to initiation and growth of 
corrosion…Drivers that contribute to corrosion are unique to a specific site along a pipeline and may 
change with time, and therefore cannot be used to identify and prioritize locations of corrosion on 
other pipelines that are not in-line inspected.” 6 

4. In response to various questions asked in IR No. 2, and without prior indication of such intention, FEI stated 
that it has retained JANA Corporation to provide an independent, expert opinion on the value of performing 
a QRA on the 29 transmission laterals for the purposes of project justification and assessing scheduling and 
prioritization of the IGU project.7 Due to FEI’s introduction of expert witness opinion late into the 
evidentiary process, the BCUC and interveners have not had the opportunity to test this expert witness’s 
statements. 

Having identified these issues, the Panel proposes one or more of the following processes to address its 
concerns: 

1. A third round of IRs; 

2. A workshop; 

3. A streamlined review process;  

                                                           
3 Exhibit B-10, BCUC IR 35.11. 
4 Exhibit B-10, BCUC IR 39.2. 
5 Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 4.1. 
6 Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 4.2. 
7 Exhibit B-10, BCUC IR 36.1. 
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4. Suspending the review of the Application for a period of time to provide FEI an opportunity to bring 
forward additional evidence to clearly demonstrate the need for the IGU project; 

5. A combination of the above processes; or 

6. Other.  

In consideration of the previously established placeholder for a workshop/procedural conference on July 10, 
2019, the Panel considers it most efficient to hold a procedural conference on this date and to cancel the 
workshop component of the placeholder. The procedural conference will therefore be held, as scheduled, at 
9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, July 10, 2019 at 1125 Howe Street, 12th Floor. 
 
The Panel requests that parties provide submissions at the procedural conference on the most appropriate 
process (or processes) to address the Panel’s concerns described above. Parties are also requested to provide a 
proposed regulatory timetable and advise as to their periods of unavailability, if any. 
 
If registered interveners are unable to attend the procedural conference, they may provide written submissions 
regarding the process and timetable on or before Monday, July 8, 2019. All submissions should be filed 
electronically via the BCUC’s eFiling system. 
 
Participants are requested to email the Commission Secretary by Monday, July 8, 2019 at 
Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com to confirm their attendance at the procedural conference. 
 
Interveners who wish to participate by telephone conference should notify Hal Bemister at Allwest Reporting 
Ltd. by phone at 604-683-4774 by Monday, July 8, 2019. The telephone conference information is provided 
below. 
 

TELEPHONE DIAL-IN NUMBER CONFERENCE INFORMATION 

Toll-Free: 1-877-385-4099 Access Code: 2954450# 

 
If you have any questions, please contact Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by:  
 
Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
SW/aci 
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