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1 August 2019 

National Energy 
Board 

British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Suite 410, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC, Canada, V6Z 2N3 
Attention: Patrick Wruk, Commission Secretary 

Office national 
de l'energie 

Re: British Columbia Utilities Commission - An Inquiry into Gasoline and 
Diesel Prices in British Columbia - Project No. 1599007 - Further Oral 
Workshop Panel Questions 

Dear Sir, 

In the BCUC letter dated 25 July 2019, the BCUC amended the regulatory timetable to continue 
the Oral Workshop to allow further Panel questions to the interveners. The NEB advised by 
email that it would be unable to appear in-person before the panel or by video conference, but 
that it would provide written responses to the questions by 1 August 2019. 

Attached are the NEB' s responses to the additional Panel questions. 

If you have any questions you may contact myself at ( 403) 470-7459, or Colette Craig at ( 403) 
473-2436. 

B ce van Sluys 
Acting Director, Energy Markets 
National Energy Board 

For: 
Jean-Denis Charlebois, CFA 
Chief Economist 
National Energy Board 
Attachment 

517 Tenth Avenue SW 
Calgary, Alberta T2R OAS 

517, Dixieme Avenue S.-0. 
Calgary (Alberta) T2R OAS Canada 

Telephone/Telephone : 403-292-4800 
Facsimile/Telecopieur : 403-292-5503 

www.neb-one.gc.ca 
Telephone/Telephone : 1-800-899-1265 
Facsimile/Telecopieur : 1-877-288-8803 
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Further Oral Workshop Panel Questions 
 
Further clarification on NEB publications:  
Evidence of Allan and Eliesen reproduces figure A1.4 from the NEB’s 2014 report on the 
Canadian Pipeline Transportation System. The figure shows estimated capacity on the Trans 
Mountain pipeline at 400,000 barrels per day (bpd) if no heavy crude oil is shipped, and  
300,000 bpd if 20% of the volumes shipped are heavy crude oil.  
 
The capacity shown in this graph is theoretical and based on only one factor, the percentage of 
heavy crude oil shipped. As the NEB noted in previously filed evidence, the actual operational 
capacity of a pipeline can vary month to month based on many additional factors such as 
limitations of connected facilities, unplanned maintenance, power disruptions, petroleum batch 
requirements, and schedule changes. Regrettably, the 2014 Report does not describe these 
additional factors and as a result could be misinterpreted by the reader.  
 
This graph was for illustrative purposes and only demonstrates the potential impacts to the 
pipeline’s capacity under very specific circumstances. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to 
make conclusions on the operational capacity of the Trans Mountain pipeline based on this 
graph alone.  
 
In 2017, in order to improve the quality and accuracy of throughput and capacity data available 
to the public, the NEB changed the Guide BB filing requirements such that companies now must 
report monthly their operational capacity with the NEB on a quarterly basis.  This enables us to 
publish operating pipeline capacity of the Trans Mountain pipeline that accounts for the factors 
mentioned previously.  
 
Using this data, the NEB developed Pipeline Profiles, which provides monthly data on the actual 
capacity of the Trans Mountain pipeline, accounting for all the factors listed above. The NEB 
considers the information in the Pipeline Profiles as the definitive source of information on 
throughputs and operational capacity on the major pipelines it regulates. 
 
Question 3 
 
Allan and Eliesen state: We have understood for some time that the verification process the NEB 
approved in 2015 institutionalized barriers to access to Trans Mountain at posted toll rates for refined 
product and light crude delivered to the Parkland refinery. Essentially, the verification process combined 
with the priority designation to the dock has resulted in greater access to capacity for Washington State 
refineries and long-term take or pay dock shippers than companies who rely on Trans Mountain to serve 
the BC market. 
 
In its submission, Parkland states:  
The Burnaby Refinery also has direct access to truck, rail, and marine terminals from which it can import 
or export crude and finished products, although there is very limited capacity to bring in crude via marine 
or rail, so the Trans Mountain Pipeline is the only viable mechanism to access crude at the scale required 
by the Burnaby Refinery. 
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In discussing the line space for refined products on the TMPL, Suncor states the following:  
MR. WALLIN: The land/water [crude] differential and the light/heavy differential in Alberta, which when 
compared to some of the pricing data in Deetken submission shows that it is not a pricing environment 
where finished product shippers can typically economically compete. The resulting behaviour is that this 
Firm 50 and dock allocations are being purchased by [crude] shippers that will lead to (1) them 
increasing their percentage of the land line space; and (2) decreasing the allocation of all the 
unsuccessful bidders. In turn, Suncor needs to increase the transportation of finished products in 
suboptimal ways via rail and truck Allan and Eliesen state “analysis… reveals that the capacity on Trans 
Mountain is 400,000 barrels a day, falling to 300,000 barrels a day only if 20 percent of the capacity is 
taken up by heavy oil. Trans Mountain rarely ships 20 percent heavy crude and therefore capacity is 
generally greater than 300,000 barrels a day.” 
 
Allen and Eliesen state that “capacity on Trans Mountain is a function of the proportion of heavy oil 
shipped and when no heavy oil is shipped capacity is 400,000 barrels a day.” 
 
Allen and Eliesen state “since there is relatively little demand for heavy oil to be shipped along Trans 
Mountain, and the proportion of heavy oil shipped rarely reaches 20 percent, it seemed that focusing a 
discussion on Trans Mountain’s capacity on 300,000 barrels a day was misleading…” 
 

Questions to NEB:  
 
1. How did the verification process the NEB approved in 2015 change the access to the Trans 

Mountain pipeline at the posted toll rates as claimed by Allan and Eliesen for refined 
product and light crude delivered to the Parkland refinery? Please explain your answer.  
 
In January 2015, the NEB issued its Reasons for Decision for the RHW-001-2013 regulatory 
proceeding.1 The full details of the Board’s decisions, including the submissions the Board 
considered from Trans Mountain and intervenors, are available in the decision itself. The 
following are some relevant highlights collected by NEB Staff to assist the Commission. The 
decision itself is the authoritative document (including in case this summary appears to 
contradict it), and speaks for itself.  
 
In the proceeding, the NEB considered a Trans Mountain application for approval of certain 
tariff amendments that would address apportionment on the Trans Mountain pipeline. The 
tariff amendments included changes to Trans Mountain’s nomination verification 
procedures as well as the introduction of historical-based verification limits, which would be 
used to limit the volume of nominations that could be verified for a land destination. The 
NEB also considered alternative proposals by intervenors to address apportionment on the 
pipeline. 
 
In its Reasons for Decision, the NEB stated that: 

“Several parties to the proceeding presented evidence that apportionment on the 
Pipeline was caused, at least in part, by the “over-nominations” of shippers. The parties 

                                                           
1 A tariff incorporating the NEB’s directives in the Reasons for Decision was approved as final in April 2015. 

https://apps.neb-one.gc.ca/REGDOCS/File/Download/2585480
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generally agreed that a reasonable nomination verification process should reduce the 
likelihood of “over-nominations”. … The Board considered it important that the Tariff’s 
nomination verification process be reflective of each shipper’s capability and intent to 
tender and remove its nominated volumes and petroleum types, to the extent 
practicable.” 

 
The NEB approved several tariff amendments related to Trans Mountain’s verification 
procedures. The NEB also found that a historical-based verification limit is appropriate 
based on the higher of (i) the highest average deliveries to a land destination, including 
those redirected from the Westridge Marine Terminal, calculated as a percentage of total 
deliveries to land destinations using 18 months out of the 24-month period immediately 
preceding the nomination date; or (ii) three percent of the available capacity. The NEB 
noted that: 

 “[Historical-based verification limits] are solely a means by which to prevent “over-
nominations”, and should be a reasonable proxy for each shipper’s capability and 
intent to tender and remove its nominations. All shippers will be treated equitably 
under this approach.”  

  “…the manner in which [historical-based verification limits] will be calculated allows 
shippers to increase their verification limits should they so choose and, 
consequently, their capacity over time. [Historical-based verification limits] do not 
artificially cap the nominations of shippers.” 

 
Shippers’ nomination decisions ultimately determine the types and volumes of petroleum 
products that are transported on the Trans Mountain pipeline, and the specific historical-
based verification limits. Nominating behaviours can be affected by contractual terms, the 
types of products shipped (e.g., there may be seasonality in refined product shipments), 
and market forces, among other factors.  
 
Due to differences in nominating behaviours, each shipper may have experienced different 
impacts from historical-based verification limits. A number of potential impacts were 
discussed in the RHW-001-2013 proceeding, and have been summarized in the NEB’s 
Reasons for Decision. In reaching its decisions in the proceeding, the NEB considered the 
views of all intervenors on the design and impacts of the tariff amendments related to 
verification procedures and historical-based verification limits.  
 
 

2. Under the existing NEB approved terms and conditions, and approved tolls, is it possible 
to ship more refined product into BC for local use? Please describe these scenarios.  
 
It may be possible to ship more refined products than are currently being shipped on the 
pipeline. Under Trans Mountain’s existing tariff, no priority is given to shipments of heavy 
oil, light oil, or refined petroleum products. All verified nominations to land destinations are 
treated equally for the purposes of allocating pipeline capacity, regardless of petroleum 
type. Therefore, it is shippers’ nomination decisions, and not tariff rules, that ultimately 
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determine the types and volumes of petroleum products that are transported on the Trans 
Mountain pipeline. 
 
If shippers were to increase their verified nominations of refined products to British 
Columbia, all else being equal, the Trans Mountain pipeline would carry more refined 
petroleum products.2 Shippers could also choose to acquire additional pipeline capacity 
through the secondary market for the purposes of transporting refined products. 

 
 
3. Under the existing NEB approved terms and conditions, and approved tolls, is it possible 

to ship more light crude for Parkland’s refinery? Please describe these scenarios.  
 
While it may be possible to ship more light crude oil on the Trans Mountain pipeline to 
Parkland’s Burnaby Refinery, this is largely dependent on Parkland’s nominations for 
pipeline capacity.  
 
Trans Mountain’s tariff requires both nomination verification and verification limits for land 
destinations, as set out in Rules 6.2 and 6.3 of the tariff. Consequently, Trans Mountain will 
only accept shippers’ nominations up to the volumes that can be verified. To the extent that 
Parkland has not been nominating up to the volumes allowed under the tariff’s historical-
based verification limits, Parkland could increase its nominations and, therefore, the 
amount of crude oil transported to the Burnaby Refinery. Otherwise, Parkland could acquire 
additional pipeline capacity through the secondary market. Volumes that are purchased on 
the secondary market and redirected to the Burnaby Refinery will have the effect of 
increasing Parkland’s historical-based verification limits in future months, which will allow 
Parkland to nominate higher volumes to its refinery. 
 
Shippers, including Parkland, may also receive additional pipeline capacity in the event of 
reductions in the level of apportionment on the Trans Mountain pipeline, or increases in 
available pipeline capacity (e.g., resulting from planned system optimization, scheduling 
changes, month-to-month differences in the composition of the products being transported 
on the pipeline, etc.) 
 

 
4. What is the current capability of the TMPL, railcars and trucking to deliver sufficient gas 

and diesel to BC to satisfy BC’s needs?  
 
The NEB does not regulate rail and trucking transportation within Canada and therefore 
cannot comment on the capacity available of these modes of transportation. The capacity 

                                                           
2 Shippers’ nomination decisions are based on a number of different factors, including contractual terms, the types 
of products shipped, and market forces. The tariff also requires that shippers’ nominations be verified, and that 
Trans Mountain will limit the volume that can be verified in accordance with the tariff rules related to verification 
limits (as described in the response to Question 1). 
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available to ship refined products on the Trans Mountain pipeline varies month to month. 
 
 

5. Are there any other ways to ship more refined products into BC?  
 
Yes. Refined products can be shipped from Alberta by rail or truck. BC can also receive 
refined products by marine vessel or barge from the United States or abroad. 

 
 




