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A. PROJECT NEED 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 1.1 
2020 Customer Account Forecast  

In response to British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) Information Request (IR) 1.1, FortisBC 
Energy Inc. (FEI) states: 

Although FEI’s 2020 customer account forecast is complete, the completion of the 2020 
peak demand forecast and its impacts on the ITS [Interior Transmission System] lags the 
completion of the current account forecast by about 9-10 months as it relies on the 
development of the load in the models of the distribution system connected to the ITS 
that are built using the updated account forecast. Notwithstanding this, preliminary 
results indicate that the updated peak demand forecast will not change the impending 
requirement for the OCU [Okanagan Capacity Upgrade] Project. The updated forecast 
will only provide FEI with a more current assessment of the extent of short-term 
mitigation measures. 

41.1 Please discuss directionally how the 2020 customer account forecast compares to the 2019 
forecast. 

41.2 Please clarify whether the preliminary results of the 2020 customer account forecast indicate 
any potential change to the date by which the Project will be needed. 

 



FEI CPCN for Okanagan Capacity Upgrade Project BCUC IR No. 2 2 of 29 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 5.1, 5.2, 5.2.1; 
Order G-10-19 
FEI Application For Updated DSM Expenditures for the Period covering from 2021 to 
2022 proceeding  
FEI 2017 Long Term Gas Resource Plan proceeding, Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 29.1 
UPCpeak  

In response to BCUC IR 5.1, FEI states: 

In determining an appropriate UPCpeak [Use Per Customer peak] for system planning, 
FEI considers these two competing objectives. The first objective is to establish a stable 
value of UPCpeak that doesn’t vary greatly from year to year and which can be applied 
to hydraulic models to determine system capacity upgrade requirements, if any…  
The second objective is to have timely recognition of changes in customer utilization 
reflected in the current value of UPCpeak. For example, over time it is reasonable to 
expect that the average residential customer might become more efficient and the 
average premise might have a lower UPCpeak due to better insulation, more efficient 
appliances, etc. 

42.1 Please explain further why FEI has an objective to establish a stable value of UPCpeak that 
doesn’t vary greatly from year to year. 

42.1.1 Please explain the consequences or limitations, if any, of applying UPCpeak values that 
vary by year to hydraulic models. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 5.2, FEI states: 

Over time, customer activities such as improvements in energy efficiency, changing end-
use applications, and possibly fuel switching will impact UPCpeak. However, FEI 
emphasizes that the scope and scale of these activities are currently unknown. There 
remains uncertainty in the directional impacts on UPCpeak of some efficiency 
technologies like smart learning thermostats or on demand hot water heaters… 

In an environment where UPCpeak is increasing, the planning process identifies, year 
over year, the likely advance in timing of project requirements. The forecast method 
provides sufficient notice to initiate project planning and execution, such that projects 
can be installed to meet the identified capacity deficit. The risk to FEI and its ratepayers 
of potentially large-scale peak day outages or projects being more costly (due to 
insufficient planning or execution time) is managed through the traditional method. In 
an environment where UPCpeak is decreasing, the planning method again identifies, 
year over year, any deferral in project need, so reprioritization or re-evaluation of the 
scope of projects can be undertaken. The traditional planning method in this way 
mitigates the risk to FEI and its ratepayers of investing in capacity projects before the 
need is present.  

In response to BCUC IR 5.2.1, FEI states: 

UPCpeak is likely to be decreased through energy efficiency measures on existing 
premises such as increased adoption of high-efficiency appliances, window replacement 
programs, home insulation programs, and other measures that reduce the 
instantaneous energy usage, yet provide a similar level of customer comfort. Programs 
that switch fuel usage away from natural gas to alternate energy forms would similarly 
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reduce UPCpeak. As more modern construction of homes and businesses replace older 
construction, the predominance of more energy efficient structures and appliances 
would be expected to contribute to a decrease in UPCpeak. The directional impacts on 
UPCpeak of some efficiency technologies like smart learning thermostats or on-demand 
hot water, where energy use may be more concentrated into the periods of the day is 
less certain. New customers connecting after deciding to replace oil, diesel, propane, 
and other higher carbon fuels in homes and businesses with natural gas, although not 
contributing to an increase in UPCpeak, may contribute additionally to growth in overall 
peak demand. 

By Order G-10-19 dated January 17, 2019, the BCUC approved FEI’s 2019-2022 Demand Side 
Management Expenditures Plan. On March 19, 2021, FEI filed with the BCUC an application for updated 
DSM expenditures for the period covering from 2021 to 2022. 

In the proceeding for the FEI 2017 Long Term Gas Resource Plan (LTGRP), in response to BCUC IR 29.2 
FEI stated:  

At present the theoretical nature of the exploratory peak demand method for DSM 
initiatives and for any of the end-use forecasts presented in the [2017 LTGRP] 
Application has the following three limitations: … 1. This approach is new for FEI… 2. The 
results are based on outside data sources… 3. The process is currently exploratory. 

42.2 Based upon the factors FEI has identified which may affect the UPCpeak, please discuss whether 
FEI considers it more likely that UPCpeak will increase, decrease, or be stable in the next ten 
years. 

42.2.1 Please discuss whether FEI considers the UPCpeak values represent conservative 
overestimates or underestimates for the forecast period. 

42.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that smart learning thermostats and on-demand hot water 
heaters represent a small proportion of FEI’s overall portfolio of Demand Side Management 
(DSM) measures comprising the 2019-2022 DSM Plan. 

42.3.1 If confirmed, please explain why the uncertainty over the impact upon peak demand of 
these measures is relevant or material to the consideration to the value of the UPCpeak. 

42.3.2 Please explain whether the uncertainties regarding the peak demand impacts of smart 
learning thermostats and on-demand hot water heaters relates primarily to peak hour 
consumption, peak day consumption, or both. 

42.4 Please provide an update of any further work FEI has undertaken since the filing of the 2017 
LTGRP with respect to understanding the impacts of its DSM programs upon peak demand. 

42.4.1 Please provide an explanation of FEI’s current understanding of the relationship 
between estimated energy savings from its current and planned portfolio of DSM 
measures, and estimated peak day demand savings.  

42.4.2 Please discuss whether directionally, FEI considers peak demand savings from DSM are 
likely to be proportionally similar, greater or less than energy savings from DSM, when 
considering the savings as a percentage of gross demand. 

42.5 Please produce a table that shows FEI’s cumulative energy savings (actual or forecasted) 
resulting from its 2019 to 2022 DSM Plan, as a percentage of overall forecasted gross energy 
demand in this period. 
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42.5.1 Please produce a revised peak demand forecast which assumes the UPCpeak is reduced 
by the same proportion as outlined in the previous question. For years beyond 2022, 
please assume the same annual incremental DSM savings as in 2022. Please include a 
table with data points. 

42.5.1.1 To the extent FEI is able to, please also provide a sensitivity analysis which 
shows the impact upon peak demand of a conservative upper or lower 
estimate of peak demand capacity savings. 

42.5.1.2 Please discuss whether directionally, FEI anticipates that its annual 
incremental DSM energy savings are likely to increase, decrease, or stabilize 
after 2022. 

42.6 Please discuss FEI’s assessment of the future impact of the carbon tax upon gas demand. Please 
include any recent projections FEI has made in this regard. 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 5.3, 8.2.1, 8.4  
Exhibit B-9, BCSEA IR 3.10 
Exhibit B-6, RCIA IR 5.1 
Climate Projections for the Okanagan Region (February 2020), p. 24 
Design Degree Day  

In response to BCUC IR 5.3, FEI states: 

There are no dramatic trends evident in the UPCpeak values over time. The UPCpeak for 
RS1 customers drops slightly over the period and mostly in the period from 2017 
(primarily due to the DDD [Design Degree Day] change)… 

FEI provides the following table which shows UPCpeak for residential and commercial 
customers by rate schedule for the last 10 years for customers served by the ITS. 

 

With respect to the calculation of the DDD, in response to BCUC IR 8.2.1 FEI states: 

FEI has two main objectives that are met by using a 60 year data set. The first is to 
determine a sufficiently infrequent weather event to design the gas system to ensure 
reliability and security of supply can be met under the associated high demand forecast 
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to occur during such an event. The second is that the design event is a stable and 
reproducible target for designing the system and doesn’t change from year to year…  

FEI also states: 

Using a data set of values to calculate the likely extreme temperature in a future 20 year 
period is possible. However, the result may vary significantly when it is recalculated in 
subsequent years, particularly if the data set drops a winter of very cold temperatures 
and replaces it with a very warm year. A variation such as that just described would 
have less impact on the statistical result if the data set is larger and there is less 
influence from year to year changes 

To provide consistency, FEI does not currently recalculate the DDD more than once per 
decade. Using a smaller sample of 20 years would require FEI to recalculate and change 
the DDD much more frequently. Given the volatility of extreme weather, FEI considers 
that a 60 year data set reflects trends in weather in a more stable fashion. 

In response to BC Sustainable Energy Association (BCSEA) IR 3.10, FEI states: 

The ITS spans four weather zones, each with its own design temperatures related to an 
index weather station whose weather history determines the local system design 
temperature… 

For peak demand forecasting of the ITS, FEI assumes all four regions are at their design 
temperature coincidentally. Consequently, all customers across the ITS would be 
consuming their design day peak demand coincidentally. 

43.1 Given that FEI updates its customer forecast and UPCpeak annually, please explain why FEI does 
not also recalculate the DDD value annually (or, with a frequency greater than once per decade). 

43.2 Based upon the historical UPCpeak values by customer class, please confirm, or explain 
otherwise, that the update to the DDD calculation in 2018 had a significant impact on the 
UPCpeak. 

43.2.1 Please outline when FEI last recalculated the DDD prior to 2017, and the impact of the 
update. 

43.2.2 Please discuss the extent to which step changes in UPCpeak conflicts with the objective 
that a “design event is a stable and reproducible target for designing the system.” 

43.3 Please recalculate the DDD values using the most recent 40 year and 20 year datasets, and 
compare to the DDD value produced by a 60 year dataset. If available, please also include data 
from 2018 onwards in the analysis.  

43.3.1 Based upon this analysis, please reproduce peak demand forecasts for the ITS. Please 
include a table with data points. 

43.3.2 Please discuss the advantages and disadvantages of using a 40 year or 20 year dataset 
compared to a 60 year dataset. 

43.4 Please explain why the peak demand forecasting methodology assumes that all weather zones 
coincidentally reach the DDD on the same day. 

43.4.1 Please discuss the extent to which FEI considers this assumption is supported by 
historical data of extreme cold events. 
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43.4.2 Please discuss whether this assumption results in a peak demand forecast on a system-
wide basis that is statistically likely to occur more or less frequently than once in every 
20 years. 

43.4.3 Please discuss whether FEI considers it is feasible to adjust the peak demand forecasting 
methodology to account for any differences between the actual system-wide coldest 
days (as observed across all weather zones on a given day), and the coincident DDD FEI 
assumes to occur across all weather zones. 

43.4.3.1 To the extent FEI is able to, please quantify the impact of any adjustments on 
the peak demand, or alternatively please describe qualitatively.  

43.5 Please provide a summary of methodologies FEI is aware of, which are used by other gas utilities 
to forecast rare extreme cold events. Please briefly outline the pros and cons of different 
methodologies. 

 
In response to Residential Consumer Intervener Association (RCIA) IR 5.1, FEI produces the following 
table which shows the sensitivity of energy consumption per day to the Degree Day: 
 

 
 
43.6 Please express the temperature sensitivity as a percentage of the total UPCpeak by customer 

class. 

43.7 Please discuss whether FEI assumes the sensitivity of energy consumption per day to the Degree 
Day is a linear relationship. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 8.4, FEI states: 

FEI’s peak demand forecast does not directly consider the potential impact of climate 
change on the DDD. FEI is not aware of a reliable method to forecast future changes in 
extreme weather either in severity or frequency (especially in the cold temperatures 
which set FEI’s peak demand). 

Page 26 of the Climate Projections for the Okanagan Region (February 2020) report1 provides the 
following projections for “coldest night”: 

 
1 http://www.rdno.ca/docs/200303_OK_ClimateReport_Final.pdf 

http://www.rdno.ca/docs/200303_OK_ClimateReport_Final.pdf
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43.8 Please discuss whether FEI considers the “coldest night” indicator to be an applicable indicator 

for forecasting future changes to the DDD. 

43.8.1 Please describe the impact upon the peak demand forecast if the coldest night indicator 
were to be applied to forecasts of the DDD. 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 5.5, 5.6, 5.7 
Energystepcode.ca website 
Demand Assumptions for New Customers  

In response to BCUC IR 5.5, FEI states: 

FEI’s gross customer additions have a correlation to new building construction and for 
forecasting gross customer additions, FEI assumes that a percentage of new buildings 
will be new gas customers. However, FEI’s customer account forecast and the forecast 
used to determine the peak demand is a net customer additions forecast, therefore FEI 
does not assume net customer accounts are directly correlated with new buildings. Net 
customer additions are impacted by customers that leave the system for a variety of 
reasons. 



FEI CPCN for Okanagan Capacity Upgrade Project BCUC IR No. 2 8 of 29 

In response to BCUC IR 5.7, FEI states: 

FEI has not observed any measurable impact (i.e., decrease in peak demand) for new 
customers due to the adoption of the BC Energy Step Code by the three larger 
municipalities identified in the response to BCUC IR1 5.6. Rather, the population of the 
Okanagan region has continued to increase and this population growth has led to a 
corresponding increase in customer demand. 

44.1 Please explain what assumption FEI makes with respect to the percentage of new buildings that 
will be new gas customers. 

44.1.1 Please discuss whether FEI has observed any trends in recent years with respect to the 
percentage of new buildings connecting to gas. 

44.2 Please explain what assumption FEI makes for customers leaving the system in its peak demand 
forecasts, and the basis for such assumptions. 

44.3 Please discuss the differences in growth rates between FEI’s net customer additions forecast, 
and the gross customer growth rates derived from BC Stats, Conference Board of Canada (CBOC) 
and the three-year average method for commercial customer additions.  

 
In response to BCUC IR 5.6, FEI states: “The BC Energy Step Code was implemented in 2019 in the City of 
Kelowna and the City of Penticton, and in the City of Vernon in 2020. FEI is not aware of any other 
mandatory buildings requirements adopted by these municipalities.” 
 
In response to BCUC IR 5.7, FEI states: 

FEI has not observed any measurable impact (i.e., decrease in peak demand) for new 
customers due to the adoption of the BC Energy Step Code by the three larger 
municipalities identified in the response to BCUC IR1 5.6… FEI also notes that industrial 
customers are not impacted by the implementation of the BC Energy Step Code, as it is 
applicable only to new residential and commercial construction. 

The Energy Step Code website2 outlines the following steps and corresponding energy efficiency 
thresholds:  

 
 

 
2 https://energystepcode.ca/how-it-works/ 

https://energystepcode.ca/how-it-works/
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44.4 Please discuss the extent to which FEI considers the energy efficiency thresholds, outlined in the 

steps beyond Step 1, are likely to correspond to changes in the UPCpeak of new customers who 
connect to gas. Please also discuss any uncertainties. 

44.5 Please discuss the extent to which FEI considers the implementation of the steps beyond Step 1 
of the BC Energy Step Code will affect the percentage of new customers connecting to gas. 
Please include a specific discussion on the impact of net zero ready new construction in 2032 
upon new gas connections. 

44.6 Please discuss whether FEI makes any assumptions regarding the replacement of existing 
buildings with new buildings in its peak demand forecast. 

44.7 For municipalities that have implemented the BC Energy Step Code, please outline any dates 
where different steps will be applicable within the municipality. 

44.7.1 Please discuss the extent to which the timing and nature of the implementation of 
different steps represent reasonably forecastable changes that can be accounted for in 
demand forecasting.  

44.7.2 Please explain the impact upon the peak demand forecast if assumptions were included 
to adjust the UPCpeak for new customers in these municipalities in line with the steps in 
the BC Energy Step Code. 

44.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that FEI’s peak demand forecast assumes no growth in 
industrial customers in the forecast period, and therefore the non-applicability of the BC Energy 
Step Code to industrial buildings has no bearing upon the peak demand forecast. 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED 
Exhibit B-1-2, p. 23 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 6.2, 6.5.1 
Customer Additions  

On page 23 of Exhibit B-1-2, FEI states: 

To maintain consistency with FEI’s rate setting forecast, FEI “trues up” each year of the 
more granular BC Stats/LHA forecast to the regional rate-setting forecast. For residential 
customers, the rate-setting forecast uses the single family/multi-family growth rates 
from the Conference Board of Canada (CBOC) forecast. The CBOC forecast is applied 
province-wide and does not provide the regional granularity of the BC Stats/LHA 
method. The commercial rate-setting forecast uses a three-year average of customer 
additions.  
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In response to BCUC IR 6.2, FEI provides a comparison of the residential and commercial customer 
forecasts as filed in the Application with the forecast developed using only the BC Stats household 
formations growth rates. FEI also states: 

FEI notes that HHF [household formation] forecast is a way to disaggregate the regional 
customer additions forecasts developed by the CBOC and three year average methods 
into municipalities in a way that represents the expected growth in those municipalities. 
The ITS spans both the Inland and Columbia regions and the disaggregation of growth 
further allows for combining the municipalities that are connected to the ITS. 

With respect to commercial customers, in response to BCUC IR 6.5.1 FEI states: 

a. There was no apparent cause for the customer increase in 2018. b. Based on Grubbs 
Outlier test the 2018 value of 117 customer additions was an outlier. 

45.1 Please discuss whether FEI considers HHF forecast to be a more accurate representation of 
growth in customer accounts in the ITS than the CBOC forecast. 

45.2 Please discuss whether FEI considers the presence of outlier data from in the calculation of the 
commercial customer additions forecast results in an overestimate of growth rates for 
commercial customer accounts. 

45.3 Please show the impact upon the peak demand forecast of using only the BC Stats household 
formations growth rates for residential customers only, commercial customers only, and for 
both residential and commercial customers. Please include a table with data points. 

45.3.1 Please discuss any limitations of such an approach. 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 2.3, 2.5 
Inlet Pressure at Gate Stations  

In response to BCUC IR 2.3, FEI states: 

The pressures observed on the ITS at the Kelowna #1 and Polson Gate Stations are 
influenced (lowered) to some extent by any peak demand load that is added to the ITS 
and that is not upstream of a pressure control station or compressor station that is 
actively controlling pressure. In the case of Kelowna #1 and Polson Gate Stations, this 
region would extend from the discharge of the Savona Compressor Station in the 
northwest, to the outlet of the current Ellis Creek Pressure Control Station in Penticton… 

Load on the ITS outside of this area, primarily south of Ellis Creek and east of Oliver 
through the west and central Kootenays, does not currently directly influence pressure 
at the Kelowna #1 or Polson Gate Stations because of the pressure reduction at Ellis 
Creek to 750 psig. However, the ITS load in this area does factor into the future capacity 
requirements to serve the Okanagan, such as future compression upgrade requirements 
at the Kitchener Compressor Station (as discussed further in the response to BCUC IR1 
12.1). Peak demand in localized areas of the ITS is more influential on the pressure at 
Kelowna #1 and Polson Gate Stations the closer those localized areas are to either of the 
two gate stations because the gas is flowing a longer distance. 

46.1 Please discuss whether FEI’s peak demand forecast adjusts for the effect of peak demand 
located closer to Kelowna #1 and Polson Gate Stations being most influential on the pressure at 
the two gate stations. 
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46.1.1 If not, please discuss whether FEI’s hydraulic model is capable of modelling this effect. 

46.1.1.1 If feasible, please show the impact upon the peak demand forecast. Please 
include a table with data points. 

46.1.1.2 If not feasible, please discuss the qualitative impact, in terms of direction and 
magnitude, upon the peak demand forecast and the anticipated timing of the 
need for the Project. 

In response to BCUC IR 2.5, FEI states: 

Figure 1 below shows the station inlet pressure of major ITS gate stations from 2019 to 
2024 under forecast peak day conditions in the absence of the OCU Project. Figure 2 
shows the minor improvement that would result from increasing the Savona tap 
pressure from 600 psig to 650 psig in 2022 to offset the pressure decay for a period of 
time. Beyond 2024, the hydraulic model no longer converges, which indicates that the 
system would effectively collapse to zero pressure under the sustained peak day load… 
The rate of pressure decay illustrates the limited timeframe FEI has to implement 
mitigation measures before a critical point is reached. The pressure decay becomes 
more pronounced each year as the decay is nonlinear, and hence accelerates as the 
pressure declines.  

FEI provides the following figures in its response: 
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46.2 Please clarify whether Figure 1 and 2 above include the impact of all other short term mitigation 
measures (besides illustrating the impact of the change in pressure at the Savona Tap). 

46.2.1 If yes, please explain whether Figure 1 and/or 2 indicate that additional capacity may be 
needed earlier than winter 2023/24, due to the inlet pressure falling below the 
minimum. 

46.2.2 If not, please reproduce the figures with the other short term mitigation measures 
included.  

 
B. SHORT TERM MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Reference: SHORT TERM MITIGATION MEASURES 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 10.1, 10.2 
Exhibit B-6, RCIA IR 6.3, 6.5 
Savona Minimum Tap Pressure  

In response to BCUC IR 10.1, FEI states: 

An ongoing minimum pressure increase was not represented in the short-term 
mitigation measures which formed the basis for Figure 4-1 as FEI cannot depend on the 
additional 50 psig of pressure at Savona. FEI has a verbal understanding that Enbridge 
will attempt to maintain a minimum 650 pisg pressure at the custody transfer point at 
Savona; however, no firm contractual obligation exists… FEI cannot guarantee that this 
measure will be available over the long-term. 

In response to BCUC IR 10.2, FEI provides the following figure illustrating the impact of the short term 
mitigation measures: 
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In response to RCIA IR 6.3, FEI states: 

This working agreement is not a firm contractual obligation on Enbridge. This is a 
temporary verbal understanding extended by Enbridge, to cover for rare, short-term 
occurrences. It will require operational accommodations, including additional planning, 
coordination and system configuration changes, to allow Enbridge to provide higher 
pressure of 4480 kPag (650 psig) on an exceptional and “best efforts” basis. These 
operational accommodations are at the sole discretion of Enbridge and are not 
sustainable for frequent or prolonged operations. 

 
In response to RCIA IR 6.5, FEI states: 

FEI has not had discussions with Enbridge about contractually increasing delivery 
pressure at Savona to 4480 kPa (650 psig) on peak days for an extended timeframe 
because of the potential capital impact on the Enbridge system and associated toll 
increases for all shippers including FEI, which could involve a complete revamp of the 
tariffs. 

47.1 Please further describe the causes of the potential capital impact on the Enbridge system of 
increasing the minimum delivery pressure at Savona. 

47.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that if the minimum pressure increase to 650 psig at 
Savona were included in the forecast, the need for the Project could be delayed by one year. 

47.2.1 Please discuss the feasibility and potential costs of a contractual increase in delivery 
pressure in the winter of 2022/2023 only. 

47.3 Please discuss in general terms the frequency or circumstances whereby delivery pressure at 
Savona typically falls below 650 psig in the absence of any verbal understanding. 

47.4 Please provide further explanation of what is meant by “rare, short term occurrences” covered 
by the verbal understanding with Enbridge. 



FEI CPCN for Okanagan Capacity Upgrade Project BCUC IR No. 2 14 of 29 

 Reference: SHORT TERM MITIGATION MEASURES 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 11.1 
CNG and LNG Trucking  

In response to BCUC IR 11.1, FEI states: 

A detailed cost/benefit analysis was not completed as FEI does not consider CNG 
[compressed natural gas] and/or LNG [liquefied natural gas] supplementation to be a 
practical or appropriate means of addressing the forecast ongoing capacity shortfall on 
the ITS in order to defer the OCU Project… 

As CNG/LNG trucking is not a viable long-term solution, and does not provide any lasting 
capacity benefit to FEI’s system, FEI determined that deferral of the Project and 
implementation of CNG/LNG would inevitably result in higher overall costs to the 
customer. The costs associated with CNG/LNG trucking would include both an upfront 
cost to install necessary infrastructure, complete the necessary site upgrades, and 
purchase/rent required equipment, as well as operational and contractor costs which 
would escalate each year with increasing demand. 

48.1 For CNG/LNG Trucking, please provide a high-level estimate of:  

• The costs to install infrastructure, complete necessary site upgrades, and purchase/rent 
required equipment;  

• the operational costs in the first year of implementation; and 

• the incremental operational costs (if different from the above) associated with peak 
demand increases that are forecasted to occur each year. 

 
C. DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

 Reference: DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 12.1; FEI Tilbury LNG Storage Expansion Project (TLSE)Certificate 
for Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) proceeding, Exhibit B-4, Slide 45 
ITS Gas Supply Strategy 

In response to BCUC IR 12.1, FEI states: 

FEI’s current and medium-term strategy for Interior customers will be to continue to 
source incremental supply when required at the AECO/NIT and/or East Kootenay 
marketplace instead of sourcing more Station 2 supply… 

FEI’s long term gas supply strategy will continue to focus on improving diversity of 
supply, as well as gas supply resiliency, while providing secure and cost-effective supply 
to FEI’s customers...The OCU Project also aligns with FEI’s long term gas supply strategy 
discussed in the proposed Tilbury LNG Storage Expansion Project CPCN Application. For 
example…with the OCU Project, there will be sufficient capacity to support peak 
demand until 2029/2030. After that period, compressor station upgrades to the SCP 
would be required based off the current forecast and if the Tilbury LNG Storage 
Expansion is not approved. However, if the Tilbury LNG Storage Expansion is approved, 
FEI could delay these compressor station upgrades for capacity related reasons from 
2030 to beyond 2040, thereby potentially deferring approximately $20 to $30 million of 
capital costs. This could be achieved because the additional LNG storage and gasification 
capabilities at Tilbury would enable FEI to backfill supply into the Lower Mainland on 
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extremely cold winter days, while diverting AECO/NIT and East Kootenay supply to the 
BC Interior. This may also involve reducing flows into Westcoast at Kingsvale to provide 
supply into the OCU Project capacity at Oliver. [emphasis added] 

Slide 45 from FEI’s Workshop Presentation, submitted as part of the Tilbury LNG Storage Expansion 
(TLSE) Project CPCN proceeding, illustrates potential system flows with the TLSE Project approved. Slide 
45 is reproduced below: 
 

 
 

49.1 Please explain whether the reduction of gas flow into Westcoast at Kingsvale, described in the 
preamble and in the figure above, results in a reduction in diversity of supply for FEI customers 
within the Lower Mainland 

49.1.1 Please clarify whether the OCU Project as currently proposed results in an increased 
reliance on supply from Station 2 Hub for FEI customers in the Lower Mainland. 

49.1.2 Please clarify the impact the OCU Project will have on resiliency of supply to FEI 
customers in the Lower Mainland. 

49.2 Please compare the impact of each OCU Project Alternative on the resiliency of supply to FEI 
Lower Mainland customers. 

 Reference: DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 18.1; Exhibit B-1-2 (Updated Application), Section 3.3, p. 20 
Alternative 3 – OLI PEN 406 Extension 

In response to BCUC IR 18.1, FEI states: 

To provide sufficient capacity to exceed the 20-year forecast, the point for supplying gas 
into the VER PEN 323 pipeline at 750 psig needed to be 28 kilometres north of the 
current location. The length of the proposed pipeline cannot be shortened without 
advancing the time that a future capacity constraint would occur in the current 20-year 
forecast period. This is because a shorter pipeline would leave a longer length of the 
smaller existing VER PEN 323 pipeline carrying the peak gas demand, resulting in a 
higher pressure loss and advancing the time when the low pressure constraint appears. 



FEI CPCN for Okanagan Capacity Upgrade Project BCUC IR No. 2 16 of 29 

On page 20 of the Updated Application, FEI provides the Figure 3-8 illustrating both the current capacity 
and the capacity of the ITS following completion of the OCU Project. 
 
50.1 Please provide a graph similar to Figure 3-8 illustrating the ITS capacity constraint that would 

occur if the length of the proposed pipeline was shortened by (i) 25 percent, (ii) 50 percent. 

50.2 Please discuss the feasibility of completing the proposed pipeline in phases (i.e. southern 
portion completed initially and northern portion later) to address capacity needs on the ITS as 
they develop.   

 Reference: DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 19.1; Exhibit B-4, CEC IR 10.1 & 10.4. 
Alternative 4 – 508 mm Loop from Savona 

In response to BCUC IR 19.1, FEI states: 

The diameter of the new pipe was fixed at NPS 20 to match the existing pipe size 
between the Enbridge Compressor facilities and tap location at Savona and the suction 
of FEI’s Savona Compressor Station (approximately 4 kilometres to the east). The length 
of NPS 20 looping identified met the 20-year requirements of previous peak demand 
forecasts. As explained in the response to BCUC IR1 13.1, this alternative would require 
additional enhancement by 2031 to meet updated peak demand forecasts. [emphasis 
added] 

FEI’s response to BCUC IR 13.1 provides a graph which compares various ITS capacity expansion projects 
to the ITS forecasted peak demand, reproduced below. 
 

 
 
51.1 Please clarify the differences between the “previous peak demand forecasts” and the “updated 

peak demand forecasts.” 

51.1.1 Please clarify which of these peak demand forecasts is represented in the graph 
provided in response to BCUC IR 13.1. 

 
In response to the Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia (CEC) IR 10.1, FEI 
states: 

FEI expects both a significantly higher cost, as well as almost a doubling of installed 
pipeline length for Alternative 4 (as shown in Table 4-2 of the Application) without 
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providing any additional capacity benefit as compared to the preferred Alternative 3. As 
such, FEI expects this would have led to Alternative 4 not being the preferred option, 
even if it was buildable within the limited timeframe. [emphasis added] 

51.2 Please reconcile the underlined statement above with the information illustrated in the graph 
provided in response to BCUC IR 13.1, which shows the capacity gain from Alternative 4 to be 
greater than the capacity gain from Alternative 3. 

 
In response to CEC IR 10.4 regarding the detriments of Alternative 4, FEI states: 

Alternative 4 is nearly twice as long as the preferred alternative without providing 
additional capacity benefit. Additionally, there would be a much higher cost associated 
with Alternative 4 when compared with any of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3. Alternative 4 
would also require an EA, which is expected to add a minimum of three years to the 
Project schedule as well as schedule uncertainty, making it impossible to complete in 
the required timeframe and therefore not meeting the Project’s objectives. Finally, 
Alternative 4 increases the percentage of gas flowing into the ITS from the Enbridge T-
South system, increasing FEI’s reliance on T-South as its primary source of supply. 

51.3 Please provide the length of NPS 20 pipeline extension required in order for the capacity benefit 
of Alternative 4 to match the capacity benefit of Alternative 3 as illustrated in the graph above. 

51.3.1 Please explain whether this length of NPS 20 pipeline extension would require an EA. 

51.3.2 If an EA is not required, please discuss any revisions to the assessment of Alternative 4 
based on the established evaluation criteria. 

51.4 Please explain whether FEI considered a combination of Alternatives in order to meet the 
Project objectives (e.g. some pipeline extension from Savona compressor station & some 
pipeline extension of OLI PEN 406). Please discuss the pros and cons of this approach. 

 
D. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 Reference: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 24.1.2; Exhibit B-4, CEC IR 26.2; Exhibit B-1 (Application), Section 
4.1 & 4.1.1, p. 25, Section 5.6, p. 67 
Project Delivery Method 

In response to BCUC IR 24.1.2, FEI states: 

A DBB delivery method is suitable for the OCU Project because there is sufficient time 
available to complete the engineering design, then bid and award the construction 
contract and meet the schedule. The DBB [design-bid-build] delivery method also 
provides FEI the ability to tender the construction work package after design risks are 
mitigated and addressed in the design package. 

In response to CEC IR 26.2, FEI states: 

FEI selected the PDM [project delivery method] by utilizing the in-house Project Delivery 
Method Selection Framework developed in collaboration with EY…A DBB PDM was 
selected for the OCU Project primarily because the Project schedule allows for sufficient 
time to complete the design to 100 percent prior to tendering for the construction 
contract and achieve schedule and cost certainty. 
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Further, in response to CEC IR 26.5, FEI states that “FEI would not choose a different PDM if there was 
additional time available. The DBBPDM is typically the most competitive and commonly used method for 
pipeline projects.” 
 
On page 25 of the Application, FEI states: 

FEI has determined that short-term mitigation measures may be required to maintain 
sufficient capacity for the winters of 2021/2022 and 2022/2023. However, these interim 
measures are not viable to support projected demand in 2023/2024, and a longer-term 
solution must be implemented prior to this point… Short-term mitigation measures 
include options such as maximizing the utilization of the currently available capacity 
within the system by temporarily allowing lower station inlet pressures where existing 
stations are capable; increased pressure monitoring; minor station upgrades; and CNG 
injection to offset peak demand where feasible. 

In Table 5-11 on page 67 of the Application, FEI provides its Project schedule which states that Mainline 
Construction is expected to be completed by July 2023. 
 
52.1 Please discuss whether FEI considers the projected capacity shortfall in 2023/2024 as a project 

schedule constraint which would impact the selection of a PDM. 

52.2 Please discuss whether any other PDM’s considered by FEI within its selection framework would 
reduce the overall Project schedule. 

52.2.1 Please explain whether any other PDM’s considered by FEI would reduce overall Project 
schedule to a duration whereby short-term mitigation measures are not required. 

 Reference: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Exhibit B-9, BCSEA IR 17.1. 
In-line inspection capabilities 

In response to BCSEA IR 17.1, FEI states: 

Pipelines that are installed more recently, including the OLI PEN 406 Pipeline and 
Extension, have low susceptibility to cracking and are not prioritized for incremental 
mitigation, although they are capable of running crack detection electro-magnetic 
acoustic transducer (EMAT) tools if determined to be necessary in future. 

53.1 Please confirm whether the extension to the OLI PEN 406 pipeline as currently proposed within 
the OCU Project Application will be designed to be able to run EMAT tools. 

 Reference: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 26.1, IR 26.4 
Penticton Creek Crossing 

In response to BCUC IR 26.1, FEI states: 

While FEI indicated in the Updated Application that an HDD [horizontal directional 
drilling] is the preferred option across Penticton Creek, that may change during detailed 
design. If the open trench option proves more feasible than the HDD during detailed 
design, FEI may proceed with an open trench cut as the preferred option, with the HDD 
as the contingency plan. 
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In response to BCUC IR 26.4, FEI provides the following figure showing the proposed route 
alignments for HDD and open trench crossings of Penticton Creek. 

 

 
54.1 Please explain whether FEI is seeking approval of a CPCN to construct and operate the OCU 

Project based on the HDD crossing or based on either potential crossing method described in 
the preamble. 

54.1.1 If only the HDD crossing, please explain whether a change in crossing method would 
require or trigger a new CPCN or other review and approval by the BCUC. 

54.1.2 If either potential crossing method, please explain how the BCUC is to evaluate the 
public convenience and necessity of the OCU Project and the associated consultation, 
environmental and technical considerations when the crossing method has not yet been 
finalized. 
 

54.1.3 Please explain, with rationale, at which stage in the detailed design phase the route for 
the Penticton Creek crossing will be finalized. 

54.2 Should information be acquired which leads FEI to change or finalize its preferred crossing route 
prior to the close of the evidentiary record in this proceeding, please confirm, or otherwise 
explain, that such information will be provided to the BCUC. 

 Reference: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Exhibit B-1-2 (Updated Application), Section 3.3.2, pp. 24–25 
ITS Capacity 

On page 24 of the Updated Application, FEI states: 

The capacity of the ITS to support forecast peak demand in the Okanagan is defined by 
assumptions FEI makes about minimum supply pressure available at the boundaries of 
the system, and assumptions about the minimum acceptable delivery pressure at critical 
points along the system under peak demand. Based on these assumptions on supply 
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pressures, FEI models the capacity of the pipe and compression facilities, considering 
the effect of local capacity constraints and system line pack, to meet the minimum 
delivery pressure at these critical points. 

55.1 Please discuss the assumptions for the supply pressure at the inlet to the Ellis Creek and the 
SN9-3 Control Stations under peak demand and provide a basis for the assumptions. 

55.2 Please explain whether the OCU Project must be designed to operate at the minimum supply 
pressure available at the OLI PEN 406 Extension, while still having sufficient capacity to meet 
forecast peak demand. 

55.2.1 If yes, please provide the forecasted minimum supply pressure at the inlet pressure to 
the OLI PEN 406 Extension over the 20 year-planning period.   

55.2.2 If not, why not? 

 
On page 25 of the Updated Application, FEI states: 

The most significant constraint on maintaining minimum pressure into the north and 
central Okanagan is the pressure limitation to 5171 kPag (750 psig) between Ellis Creek 
Control Station in Penticton and the SN9-3 Control Station south of Kelowna. The OCU 
Project will address this constraint by providing the ability to supply gas into the NPS 12 
Savona to Penticton mainline at the maximum 5171 kPa at a point more than 28 
kilometres closer to the major load centres on the ITS in the Central Okanagan. 

55.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the OCU Project will have the ability to supply gas into 
the NPS 12 Savona to Penticton mainline at a pressure of 5171 kPag under peak demand 
conditions without additional compression capacity.   

 Reference: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Exhibit B-1-2, Section 4.3.3, p. 41; Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 30.1–30.6; Order G-130-18, 
BCUC Decision to the BC Hydro Waneta 2017 Transaction Application (Waneta 
Decision), p. 72  
Pipeline Deactivation 

On page 41 of the Updated Application, FEI provides the following map of Alternative 3: 



FEI CPCN for Okanagan Capacity Upgrade Project BCUC IR No. 2 21 of 29 

 

56.1 Please identify the location of the 1,200 m section of the OLI PEN 406 to be deactivated on the 
map provided in the preamble. 

56.2 Please explain in detail why the 1,200 m section of the OLI PEN 406 is no longer needed and will 
be deactivated upon completion of the Project. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 30.1, FEI explains that the costs associated with the section of pipeline will not 
be removed from rate base after deactivation and provides the following rationale: 

…FEI requires the ability to reactivate this pipeline section as part of future integrity 
management activities. The value to FEI of the right-of-way and pipeline is significant as 
it provides flexibility for integrity management activities for no incremental cost. 

The BCUC in its Decision and Order G-246-20, dated October 5, 2020 on BC Hydro’s 
F2020 to F2021 Revenue Requirements Application approved for inclusion in BC Hydro’s 
rate base the costs of the West End Vancouver Purchase …which was to advance two 
substation construction projects. In reaching its decision, …the BCUC Panel referenced a 
previous BCUC decision regarding the Waneta Dam transaction:9   

In the Waneta Decision, the BCUC, identified two exceptions to the Used and Useful 
principle set out above, namely that assets which are not currently physical (sic) used 
and useful in utility service may still be “Used and Useful”, and therefore included in 
rate base, if they are “expected to be used in the reasonably foreseeable future”, or if a 
portion of the asset is needed now, and the remainder “may not be needed for quite 
some time.” 

In response to BCUC IR 30.5, FEI states: 

FEI is currently developing the Interior Transmission System (ITS) Transmission Integrity 
Management Capabilities (TIMC) project application to identify and address cracking 
threats on the ITS pipelines and intends to file it in 2022. One of the pipelines of 
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potential concern is the VER PEN 323, including the section between the Ellis Creek 
Pressure Control Station and the proposed Chute Lake Pressure Control Station.  

Should the BCUC approve the ITS TIMC project, and if cracking is found in the VER PEN 
323 section which would require significant rehabilitation or replacement, FEI may 
choose to reactivate the 1,200 m section of the OLI PEN 406 to provide additional 
redundancy and resiliency to the Penticton and Summerland systems. 

In response to BCUC IR 30.6, FEI states, “At this time, FEI has no reason to believe it would abandon the 
deactivated pipeline in the future.” 
 
56.3 Please describe the reasons why FEI considers that the VER PEN 323 is a potential concern with 

respect to cracking threats. 

56.3.1 What is the probability that cracking could be found in the VER PEN 323 section in which 
may require FEI to reactivate the 1,200 m section of the OLI PEN 406? 

56.4 If this section of the OLI PEN 406 pipeline is not reactivated following the ITS TIMC project, 
please discuss whether this section of pipeline would continue to used and useful. 

56.4.1 If yes, what are the potential future events which may trigger this section of the OLI PEN 
406 pipeline to be required for future use? If applicable, please provide the likely 
timeframe of any such event(s) or outcome of such an event. 

56.4.2 If no, please discuss whether FEI would then apply to have this section removed from 
rate base.  

56.4.3 Should FEI be required to report on the status of usage of this section of the OLI PEN 
406 pipeline in each of its subsequent Annual Review processes before the BCUC? 
Please discuss.  

56.5 In FEI’s view, what is the reasonable time limit, or other set of circumstances, for this section of 
the pipeline to remain in rate base before it is considered no longer to be “Used and Useful” nor 
“expected to be used in the reasonably foreseeable future”? 

56.6 Please explain how the cited examples of previous BCUC decisions are reasonably similar to the 
section of the OLI PEN 406 pipeline that is to be deactivated.  

In the Waneta Decision,3 the Panel considered other factors to be persuasive that the assets should be 
included in rate base, including the following: 

The business case shows that there are economic benefits to ratepayers in every 
scenario during the period that the assets will not be providing utility service. 

56.7 Following deactivation, please discuss any expected positive impacts or economic benefits to 
ratepayers of the 1,200 m section of the OLI PEN 406.  

 
In response to BCUC IR 30.2, FEI provides the net book value of $670,000 for the section of the pipeline 
to be deactivated. 

56.8 What is the date in which the net book value of $670,000 was calculated at? 

56.9 In a scenario where the BCUC disallows the continuation of rate base treatment for the section 
of the OLI PEN 406 pipeline that is to be deactivated, please discuss what FEI considers to be an 
appropriate amount to transfer to a non-rate base account, such as:  

 
3 Order G-130-18, BCUC Decision to the BC Hydro Waneta 2017 Transaction Application, p. 72. 
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a) the net book value (NBV) amount of $670,000;   

b) the NBV to be calculated at the date of deactivation; or  

c) the NBV to be calculated at the date of the final decision on this proceeding. 

Please discuss why.  

56.9.1 Following deactivation, please discuss whether this section of pipeline would be more 
appropriately categorized as Plant held for future use. If not, why not? 

56.10 Please explain whether FEI considers it may be reasonable for FEI to move this section of 
pipeline to a non-rate base asset account during the time it is deactivated, and FEI can reapply 
to the BCUC to have it moved back into rate base in the future when/if it becomes reactivated. 
Why or why not? 

 
In response to BCUC IR 30.3, FEI states: 

The deactivation costs for the 1,200 m section of the existing OLI PEN 406 are 
approximately $80 thousand. This will include removing a section of pipe at the tie-in 
location, welding a cap onto the deactivated section, installing a blind at the inlet to the 
Ellis Creek Pressure Control Station, purging the line, and filling it with a low pressure 
blanket of nitrogen. 

Annual ongoing maintenance costs of the deactivated section of the existing OLI PEN 
406 are approximately $3.5 thousand per year. 

In response to BCUC IR 30.4, FEI states: 

The scope of work for abandonment would follow FEI abandonment specifications and 
is consistent with industry standard practice. At the tie-in location, a four metre section 
of pipe would be removed and a cap welded onto the abandoned section. At the Ellis 
Creek Pressure Control Station, a section of the OLI PEN 406 pipe would be removed 
from the road edge to the station facilities and a cap welded onto the abandoned 
section. Between the two isolated ends, FEI would excavate every 200 metres, segment 
the pipe, and install a cap on each side. Each segmented section would be grout filled to 
prevent pipe collapse (since cathodic protection would be discontinued it is expected 
that the pipe would corrode away over time). The site would be restored consistent 
with preexisting conditions. For the 1,200 metre section of the existing OLI PEN 406 line, 
approximately five sites would require excavation. FEI has estimated the costs 
associated with abandonment of the section of pipe to be approximately $200 
thousand. 

56.11 Please provide breakdowns of the cost estimates for both deactivation and abandonment of the 
section of OLI PEN 406 pipeline by activity. 

56.12 Please provide a table illustrating the carrying costs (including return on equity) associated with 
the section of the 1,200 m OLI PEN 406 pipeline, assuming this asset is to remain in rate base 
over two years, five years, or ten years.  
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56.12.1 Please provide the NBV of the carrying costs on each of the above 3 scenarios, and 
compare to current estimated cost for the alternatives of deactivation and 
abandonment. 

56.13 Please explain whether there are any other economic differences between deactivating and 
abandoning the section of pipeline, which have not yet been identified from the above 
information requests. 

56.13.1 If yes, please provide details of the other economic differences between deactivating 
and abandoning the section of pipeline. 

 
E. PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

 Reference: PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 32.2–32.3  
Negative Project Management Costs 

In response to BCUC IR 32.2, FEI states: “FEI’s portion of the cost estimate was then reviewed and 
totaled with the construction cost estimate, contingency, and escalation to form the Project Class 3 
estimate.” 
 
57.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that Validation Estimating LLC performed the review of 

FEI’s portion of the cost estimate. 

 
In response to BCUC IR 32.3, FEI provides a breakdown of the Project Development costs of $6.2 million 
by line item and year incurred. The following is a BCUC staff extract from the breakdown provided: 

 

 

 
Further, in response to BCUC IR 32.3, FEI provides the following explanation of Project Management 
costs, “Costs associated with Project Management activities, including cost and schedule oversight, 
project controls.” 
 
57.2 Please explain the negative Project Management costs of $503,000 in 2019. 

 
F. ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY 

 Reference: ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 36.1 
Permitting Risks 

FEI states in response to IR 36.1 that: 

the gas line design for the OCU Project does not meet some of the criteria specified within 
the MoTI [Ministry of Transport & Infrastructure] Utility Policy Manual as follows: 
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1. approximately 550 metres of the proposed alignment falls inside, or within 30 
metres of and parallel to the MoTI Saliken Drive right of way (ROW), near the City of 
Penticton;  

2. the crossing of Saliken Drive is proposed to be completed using an uncased open 
trench method;  

3. the crossing of Chute Lake Road is currently designed to cross the MoTI ROW at an 
angle less than 70 degrees; and  

4. the crossing of Chute Lake Road is proposed to be completed using an uncased open 
trench method. 

 
The second meeting was held to discuss the specific details of and the need for variances. FEI 
submitted the variance application in January 2021 and expects a response from the MoTI in March 
2021. 

 
58.1 Please provide an update of the discussions with the MoTI, and discuss any impacts on project 

timing or cost if applicable. 

 Reference:  ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY  
Exhibit B-1-2, Section 7.2.3, p. 103; Appendix F, Table 6.3, p. 45  
Permitting 

FEI states on page 103 of the Updated Application that all required environmental permits and 
approvals for the Project will be identified and applied for during the detailed engineering phase of the 
Project. 
 
A list of anticipated permits and approvals along with the estimated timeframe for issuance is provided 
in Table 6.3 of Appendix F. 
 
59.1 Please clarify what level of project definition is required in order to finalize timelines for permits. 

59.2 Please update Table 6.3 of Appendix F based on the latest available information. 

 Reference: PROJECT SCHEDULE 
Exhibit B-1-2, Table 5-11, p. 77 
Project Schedule and Milestones 

Under the Permitting activity, Table 5-11 of the Updated Application shows Indigenous Communities 
Consultation is scheduled from June 2019 to December 2023. 
 
60.1 Please elaborate on situations where FEI would consider it necessary to pause or delay the 

project schedule to address concerns raised from Indigenous consultation. 

 Reference:  ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY 
Exhibit B-1-2, Section 7.1, p. 98; Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 35.1 
Environment and Archeology 

FEI states on page 98 of the Updated Application that draft versions of both the Environmental 
Overview Assessment (EOA) and Archaeological Overview Assessment (AOA) were provided to 
Indigenous communities who requested drafts for their review and comment. At the time of writing, FEI 
had not received any comments; however, any comments that are received will be incorporated during 
the detailed engineering phase of the Project. 
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In response to BCUC IR 35.1, FEI states: 

The Penticton Indian Band reviewed the EOA report and provided comments while 
Westbank First Nation deferred comment on the EOA to the Penticton Indian Band. 
Comments provided by the Penticton Indian Band did not materially change the EOA 
and therefore will be addressed during the environmental field program and in the 
Project Environmental Management Plan. 

A confidential AOA was facilitated by the Penticton Indian Band, and conducted by the 
Syilx Traditional Ecological Knowledge Keepers (TEKK) – a group of individuals from 
communities across the Syilx traditional territory. The recommendations of this AOA will 
be addressed during the Archaeological Impact Assessment. 

61.1 Please provide more information on the specific environmental or archeological issues or 
concerns raised by the Penticton Indian Band, and FEI’s responses to these concerns to date. 
Include supporting materials where available, confidentially if necessary. 

 
G. CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT 

 Reference: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT 
Exhibit C5-2; p. 2 
Exhibit B-1-2, pp. 83, 117, 119–120, 123 
First Nations engagement and consultation 

On page 2 of Exhibit C-5-2, the Penticton Indian Band (PIB) states: 
 

PIB disputes FEI’s claims in its application that “there are no known outstanding issues or 
concerns with regard to the Project, which cannot be addressed through planned future 
engagement.” (Exhibit B-1 at p.107). From PIB’s perspective, engagement with PIB remains at its 
early stages as PIB has not yet had an opportunity to complete its assessment of OCU Project 
impacts on PIB’s rights and title. 
 
Further the OCU Project proposes to transfer property rights to a third party, being FEI. This 
transfer without PIB’s consent, which has not been given, is a meaningful diminution amounting 
to a prima facie infringement of PIB’s aboriginal title (Tsilhqot’in Nation v. British Columbia, 2014 
SCC 44 (CanLII), [2014] 2 SCR 257). 

 
On page 83 of the Updated Application FEI states that the Project will impact Crown land and in some 
areas will require additional ROW on Crown land. These Crown land requirements will be developed as 
part of the BCOGC pipeline application during the detailed design stage. 
 
On page 117 of the Updated Application, FEI states, “FEI recognizes that the potential impacts of the 
Project on the title, rights, and interests of affected Indigenous groups must be identified and avoided or 
mitigated as appropriate.” 
 
On page 119 of the Updated Application, FEI states: 
 

Due to the Project’s proximity to the PIB area of responsibility within the Syilx nation, 
discussions with the PIB Natural Resources Department began very early in the planning stage. 
At the recommendation of PIB Natural Resources Department leads, a meeting was scheduled 
with the Traditional Ecological Knowledge Keepers (TEKK) to further discuss the project scope, 
proposed routing, and timelines.  
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On page 120 of the Application FEI states that (as shown in Appendix I-4) meetings with TEKK were held 
regularly and a capacity funding agreement was developed in collaboration between FEI and PIB. The 
intent of the agreement was to support PIB’s capacity to engage with FEI, complete an assessment of 
the Project’s impacts on Syilx interests, and communicate with their community members. 
 
On page 123 of the Updated Application FEI refers to an agreement it has developed in collaboration 
with the PIB to identify and mitigate issues raised. Under the agreement with PIB, an interim report on 
its findings along the route was received on October 30, 2020, as per the agreement. FEI is currently 
working on a similar agreement with WFN.” 
 
Table 8-3 outlines FEI’s key engagement activities with Indigenous Groups, with complete engagement 
logs included in Appendix I-4 of the Updated Application. 

 
62.1 Please provide an updated version of Table 8-4 or Appendix I-4 to capture any activities since 

the filing of the Application. 

62.2 Please detail the steps taken by FEI to date to identify, avoid or mitigate the potential impacts of 
the Project on the PIB’s asserted rights and title. 

62.3 Please provide further explanation for FEI’s submission that “there are no known outstanding 
issues or concerns with regard to the Project, which cannot be addressed through planned 
future engagement”, given the current stage of project development.  

62.4 Please discuss how FEI determines that consultation has been sufficient or appropriate for a 
specific stage of project development.  

62.5 Please provide a copy of the interim report provided to FEI by the PIB, and any other related 
materials. These can be provided confidentially if necessary. 

 
FEI described the BCOGC gas pipeline application process on page 83 of the Updated Application: 

The construction and operation of the Project are governed by the Oil and Gas Activities 
Act. The Project will require a new pipeline application which FEI plans to file in Q3 of 
2021. A pipeline application involves considerable technical scrutiny by the BCOGC. 
Public and Indigenous consultation, ROW acquisition, land acquisitions, land or access 
rights, archaeological requirements, design reviews, and environmental 
permits/approvals for work in and around fish bearing streams are all components of 
the pipeline application. Each component must receive BCOGC approval prior to the 
start of construction. Since the proposed pipeline will generally follow existing pipeline 
and power line routes, the current schedule assumes a 5-month approval period from 
the time of filing. 
 
The Project will impact Crown land and in some areas will require additional ROW on Crown 
land. These Crown land requirements will be developed as part of the BCOGC pipeline 
application during the detailed design stage. [emphasis added] 
 

62.6 Please discuss the consultation requirements which are required to be met: 

- prior to the submission of the application with the BCOGC; and  
- prior to BCOGC approval.  
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 Reference: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT 
CPCN Guidelines, pp. 5-6; Exhibit B-1-2, p. 107, Table 8-4, pp. 123–124 

Pages 5 to 6 of the CPCN Guidelines outline the following requirements:  
 

(i) Identification of the First Nations potentially affected by the application or filing, 
including the feasible project alternatives; and the information considered to identify 
these First Nations.  
 

For each potentially affected First Nation, summarize the consultation to date, including: 

(ii) Identification of any group, body, specific band or specific person(s) that have been 
consulting on behalf of the First Nation in connection with the application. Identify the 
specific member bands represented by any group or body.  

(iii) A chronology of meetings, other communications and actions.  

(iv) Any relevant, non-confidential written documentation regarding consultation, such 
as notes or minutes of meetings or phone calls, or letters received from or sent to the 
First Nation.  

(v) Identification of specific issues or concerns raised by the First Nation.  

(vi) Description of how the specific issues or concerns raised by the First Nation were 
avoided, mitigated or otherwise accommodated, or explain why no further action is 
required to address an issue or concern. 

(vii) Copies of any documents which confirm that the First Nation is satisfied with the 
consultation to date.  

(viii) Evidence that the First Nation has been notified of the filing of the application with 
the Commission and has been informed on how to raise outstanding concerns with the 
Commission.  

(ix) The applicant’s overall view as to the sufficiency of the consultation process with the 
First Nation to date, in the context of the decision which is being sought from the 
Commission.  

(x) A statement of what future consultation with First Nations is contemplated 
subsequent to the preparation of the CPCN application. 

 
FEI states on page 107 of the Updated Application that it has tracked the issues and concerns raised 
throughout this consultation and engagement, and that FEI will continue to work with Indigenous 
groups and stakeholders to address any outstanding items on the preferred alternative. 

 
Table 8-4 of the Updated Application summarises 2 key issues arising from engagement with Indigenous 
Groups: 
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63.1 Please provide any additional underlying relevant, non-confidential written documentation 
related to the specific issues or concerns raised by any Indigenous groups. 

63.2 Please describe how these specific issues or concerns were or can be avoided, mitigated or 
otherwise accommodated, or explain why no further action is required to address an issue or 
concern.  

 Reference: CONSULTATION 
Exhibit B-1-2, Table 5-11, p. 77; Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 39.2.1 
Expropriation timing 

Table 5-11 of the Updated Application shows a Land acquisition milestone of November 2021. 
 
FEI states in response to BCUC 39.2.1: 

FEI’s objective is to reach mutually acceptable negotiated agreements with landowners. 
Should an agreement not be reached and result in the potential for Project construction 
delays, FEI will take steps to expropriate the required land rights. Should FEI need to 
proceed with expropriation in a particular situation, FEI would make an application 
under Section 6 of the Gas Utility Act or section 34(3) of the Oil and Gas Activities Act as 
appropriate for approval to expropriate the necessary land. Should FEI have to 
undertake expropriation, costs are not expected to vary beyond those in the estimate. 

64.1 Please confirm if the November 2021 milestone represents the conclusion of land acquisition, 
including expropriation. If not, please clarify. 

64.2 Please provide examples of other recent FEI applications which required right of way 
expropriations, including a discussion of how long these processes took; how costs varied 
beyond initial project budget estimates; and any impacts on project scheduling. 
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	55.2.1 If yes, please provide the forecasted minimum supply pressure at the inlet pressure to the OLI PEN 406 Extension over the 20 year-planning period.
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	c) the NBV to be calculated at the date of the final decision on this proceeding.
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	56.12.1 Please provide the NBV of the carrying costs on each of the above 3 scenarios, and compare to current estimated cost for the alternatives of deactivation and abandonment.

	56.13 Please explain whether there are any other economic differences between deactivating and abandoning the section of pipeline, which have not yet been identified from the above information requests.
	56.13.1 If yes, please provide details of the other economic differences between deactivating and abandoning the section of pipeline.



	E. Project Cost Estimate
	57.0 Reference: PROJECT COST ESTIMATE Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 32.2–32.3  Negative Project Management Costs
	57.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that Validation Estimating LLC performed the review of FEI’s portion of the cost estimate.
	57.2 Please explain the negative Project Management costs of $503,000 in 2019.


	F. Environment and Archaeology
	58.0 Reference: ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 36.1 Permitting Risks
	58.1 Please provide an update of the discussions with the MoTI, and discuss any impacts on project timing or cost if applicable.

	59.0 Reference:  ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY  Exhibit B-1-2, Section 7.2.3, p. 103; Appendix F, Table 6.3, p. 45  Permitting
	59.1 Please clarify what level of project definition is required in order to finalize timelines for permits.
	59.2 Please update Table 6.3 of Appendix F based on the latest available information.

	60.0 Reference: PROJECT SCHEDULE Exhibit B-1-2, Table 5-11, p. 77 Project Schedule and Milestones
	60.1 Please elaborate on situations where FEI would consider it necessary to pause or delay the project schedule to address concerns raised from Indigenous consultation.

	61.0 Reference:  ENVIRONMENT AND ARCHAEOLOGY Exhibit B-1-2, Section 7.1, p. 98; Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 35.1 Environment and Archeology
	61.1 Please provide more information on the specific environmental or archeological issues or concerns raised by the Penticton Indian Band, and FEI’s responses to these concerns to date. Include supporting materials where available, confidentially if ...


	G. Consultation and Engagement
	62.0 Reference: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT Exhibit C5-2; p. 2 Exhibit B-1-2, pp. 83, 117, 119–120, 123 First Nations engagement and consultation
	62.1 Please provide an updated version of Table 8-4 or Appendix I-4 to capture any activities since the filing of the Application.
	62.2 Please detail the steps taken by FEI to date to identify, avoid or mitigate the potential impacts of the Project on the PIB’s asserted rights and title.
	62.3 Please provide further explanation for FEI’s submission that “there are no known outstanding issues or concerns with regard to the Project, which cannot be addressed through planned future engagement”, given the current stage of project developme...
	62.4 Please discuss how FEI determines that consultation has been sufficient or appropriate for a specific stage of project development.
	62.5 Please provide a copy of the interim report provided to FEI by the PIB, and any other related materials. These can be provided confidentially if necessary.
	62.6 Please discuss the consultation requirements which are required to be met:
	- prior to BCOGC approval.

	63.0 Reference: CONSULTATION AND ENGAGEMENT CPCN Guidelines, pp. 5-6; Exhibit B-1-2, p. 107, Table 8-4, pp. 123–124
	63.1 Please provide any additional underlying relevant, non-confidential written documentation related to the specific issues or concerns raised by any Indigenous groups.
	63.2 Please describe how these specific issues or concerns were or can be avoided, mitigated or otherwise accommodated, or explain why no further action is required to address an issue or concern.

	64.0 Reference: CONSULTATION Exhibit B-1-2, Table 5-11, p. 77; Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 39.2.1 Expropriation timing
	64.1 Please confirm if the November 2021 milestone represents the conclusion of land acquisition, including expropriation. If not, please clarify.
	64.2 Please provide examples of other recent FEI applications which required right of way expropriations, including a discussion of how long these processes took; how costs varied beyond initial project budget estimates; and any impacts on project sch...




