
29 October 2020 

VIA E-FILING 

Acting Commission Secretary 
Marija Tresoglavic  
BC Utilities Commission  
6th Floor 900 Howe Street  
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3      Our File:  7310.221 

Dear Ms. Tresoglavic, 

Re: 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 
BCOAPO Information Request No. 1 – FEI Evidence thus Far 

We represent the British Columbia Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, Active Support 
Against Poverty, Disability Alliance BC, Council of Senior Citizens’ Organizations of BC, 
and Tenants Resource and Advisory Centre ("BCOAPO et al.") known collectively in FEI 
regulatory processes as “BCOAPO et al.” (“BCOAPO”). 

Enclosed please find the BCOAPO's Information Request No.1 with respect to the 

materials filed thus far in the above-noted regulatory process.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

Sincerely,  
BC PUBLIC INTEREST ADVOCACY CENTRE 

Original on file signed by 
Leigha Worth 

Executive Director | General Counsel 

Reply to: Leigha Worth 

ED@bcpiac.org 

Ph: 604-687-3034 
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REQUESTOR NAME:     BCOAPO 

INFORMATION REQUEST ROUND NO:   #1 

TO:        FEI 

DATE:       OCTOBER 29, 2020 

PROJECT NO:      1599129 

APPLICATION NAME:  FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) 
Application for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the Pattullo 

Gas Line Replacement Project 

 ______________________________________________________________________  

 

1.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, General, Financial Responsibility for Cost  

Overruns 

1.1 In the event of material cost over-runs during the 
construction of the project please provide the specific 
circumstances under which (i) the contractor(s) would 
be financially responsible for some or all of the over-
run, (ii) FEI would be financially responsible for some 
or all of the over-run, and (iii) ratepayers would be 
financially responsible for some or all of the over-run. 

2.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, FEI’s Historical CPCN Cost Control Results 

2.1 Please provide a table that shows, for each of the last 
10 CPCN projects undertaken (and completed) by 
FEI, the overall budget approved by the BCUC, the 
final actual project costs to be recovered from 
ratepayers, the original target date, and the actual 
date in-service. 

3.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, Page 45, 4.4.2.3 Scoring and Weighting 

Preamble: The referenced page states: Table 4-3 below shows the 
weighting applied for the PGR Project between non-financial 
and financial criteria, and also shows the weightings within 
the non-financial and financial criteria as described in 
Section 4.4.2 above. The weightings were determined 
through collaborative discussions with FEI’s subject matter 
experts. In order to meet the stringent PGR Project schedule 
requirements driven by the Pattullo Bridge Replacement 
Project, FEI weighted schedule impacts highest. For non-
financial evaluation criteria, each overland alternative was 
scored by subject matter leads based on system analysis 
and experience of similar projects using a scale from 1 to 3 
as defined in Table 4-4 below. For financial criteria, the 
Overland Gas Line alternatives (6A, 6B and 6C) were 
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evaluated from the lowest levelized delivery rate impact to 
the highest using a scale from 1 to 3. 

3.1 Please provide additional details as to why the Non-
Financial/Financial weighting of 90%/10% was chosen 
as an appropriate weighting.   

4.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, Evaluation Summaries, pages 46-49, Tables 
4-6 – 4-8 

4.1 Can FEI confirm that it will be providing an update to 
the referenced tables to include the Sperling option in 
its responses or in its evidentiary update?   

5.0 Reference: Exhibit B-1, page 29, Appendix A-1, and  page 2,  
footnote 1  

 

Preamble: The first referenced page states: FEI believes that installing 
a replacement gas line on the New Bridge would have the 
Least impact, and therefore it continued to pursue this 
alternative with multiple attempts to meet with MoTI’s chief 
engineer to discuss the reasons as provided and to discuss 
any design modifications to meet the new lifeline design 
criteria. MoTI verbally confirmed that its decision was final in 
January 2020. Having exhausted all possibilities for approval 
by MoTI, FEI concluded that this alternative was not feasible.   
 

5.1 Can FEI confirm that MoTI’s chief engineer refused to 
meet with FEI to discuss this matter? 

 
 
The document A-1 is a letter from MoTI, dated July 3, 2018 which states 
(in part): 
 
MoTl has reviewed Fortis' request to install a natural gas pipeline on the 
new bridge, and after careful consideration of all the factors, including the 
justifications put forward by Fortis, the decision reached is to not allow 
Fortis to install a replacement natural gas pipeline at either distribution or 
intermediate pressure on the new Pattullo Bridge. 
 
The third reference provides a link to the Council Meeting Minutes for the 
July 20, 2020 meeting at Burnaby City Hall.  This document at page 8 
reads (in part): 
 

The Financial Management Committee recommended: 
 

1. THAT Council oppose the proposed Fortis Pattullo Bridge 
Gas Line Replacement Project pipeline route through 
Burnaby and notify FortisBC and the British Columbia 
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Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure that the City 
of Burnaby require that FortisBC be allowed to replace its 
existing gas line on the Pattullo Bridge with a new gas 
line on the new bridge to prevent avoidable impacts to 
City of Burnaby residents. …”  (Emphasis added.) 

 
The motion was amended and passed unanimously. 

 
5.2 Did FEI make any representations to Council in 

advance of the referenced meeting in respect of the 
MoTI’s flat refusal, two years prior, to allow the 
replacement gas line on the new bridge?  If so, please 
provide details.   

5.3 Can FEI confirm that Burnaby City Council was aware 
of MoTI’s 2018 denial of use of the new bridge for the 
replacement gas line when it approved the referenced 
motion in 2020?   

6.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, page 13 

Preamble: The Report states: “Due to Indigenous groups implementing 
COVID-19 restrictions in March 2020, and subsequent 
associated capacity challenges, communications with 
Indigenous groups have focused on email, regular mail, and 
virtual meetings. FEI also respected Indigenous groups’ 
requests for longer document review times and conducted 
engagement meetings virtually where possible.” 

6.1 Please describe what FEI means by “subsequent 
associated capacity challenges” in this context and 
how FEI accommodated those challenges. 

6.2 Were there times when FEI was not able to 
accommodate the request of potentially affected First 
Nations peoples for more time to review documents or 
for virtual meetings?  If so, please describe those 
instances and how FEI proceeded in the absence of 
such accommodation. 

 
7.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, page 16 

Preamble: The referenced page states: “Issues raised by Indigenous 
groups regarding the Gaglardi and Sperling Routes included 
capacity constraints to engage and participate in field 
programs due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
communities’ availability of personnel and safety policies. 
FEI supported the capacity constraints with communication 
in a frequency and format desired by communities, as well 
as offers of financial assistance to fund additional personnel 
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or equipment, if necessary. Interests raised include 
involvement in archaeological and cultural monitoring, and 
socio-economic opportunities. These interests and issues 
will be addressed through the ongoing engagement with 
these communities.” 

 

7.1 When FEI says it offered to fund additional personnel 
or equipment to allay capacity concerns, does it mean 
it made that offer of capacity funding in the first 
instance to all of the Indigenous groups it reached out 
to, or only those who expressed a concern or made a 
specific request for funding in the absence of an offer? 

7.2 Please specify what the utility communicated to the 
Indigenous communities about its willingness to 
provide capacity funding and any limitations it placed 
on that funding. 

7.3 Does FEI have any documentation from the engaged 
groups indicating their position on the 
engagement/consultation process thus far?  If so, 
please provide those on the record. 

7.4 Does the Utility have any documentation from the 
engaged groups indicating their views of the likelihood 
that they and FEI will conclude this consultation and 
engagement process on a positive note?  If so, please 
provide those on the record. 

7.5 When does FEI expect this engagement process will 
conclude? 

8.0 Reference: Exhibit B-3, page 19 

Preamble: The referenced page states: “While the potential impacts on 
Indigenous rights and interests are understood as being 
fairly low, FEI will continue to engage through follow-up 
meetings, information sharing, and letters/emails, including 
advising of our filing of the Application. FEI will ensure the 
Indigenous groups are able to participate through providing 
capacity funding when requested.” 

8.1 How has FEI come to understand that the potential 
impacts of this project on Indigenous rights and 
interests is “fairly low”?   

8.2 Is this a characterization agreed to by the engaged 
groups? 
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8.3 Is this characterization an FEI measure of the number 
of impacts, the number of groups potentially impacted, 
the seriousness of the concerns caused to the 
affected peoples or some other measure? 




