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October 24, 2024 
 
 
Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia 
c/o  Owen Bird Law Corporation 
Vancouver Centre II 
2900 – 733 Seymour Street 
Vancouver, BC  
V6B 0S6 
 
Attention:  Christopher P. Weafer 
 
Dear Christopher P. Weafer: 
 
Re: FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) 

Application for Approval of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
(CPCN) for the Okanagan Capacity Mitigation Project (OCMP) (Application) 

Response to the Commercial Energy Consumers of BC (CEC) Information 
Request (IR) No. 1 

 
On July 30, 2024, FEI filed the Application referenced above.  In accordance with the regulatory 
timetable established in BCUC Order G-227-24 for the review of the Application, FEI 
respectfully submits the attached response to CEC IR No. 1. 
 
FEI has filed a portion of the responses to CEC IR1 18.5, 19.1, and Attachments 19.1A and 
19.1B on a confidential basis as identified in those responses and has provided redacted 
versions for the public record of this proceeding. 
 
For convenience and efficiency, if FEI has provided an internet address for referenced reports 
instead of attaching the documents to its IR responses, FEI intends for the referenced 
documents to form part of its IR responses and the evidentiary record in this proceeding. 
 
If further information is required, please contact the undersigned. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
FORTISBC ENERGY INC. 
 
Original signed:  
 

 Sarah Walsh 
 
Attachments 
 
cc (email only): Commission Secretary 

Registered Interveners 

mailto:gas.regulatory.affairs@fortisbc.com
mailto:electricity.regulatory.affairs@fortisbc.com
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1. Reference: Exhibit B-1, page 11 and 12 1 

  2 

 3 

1.1 Please explain when the most recent, 2023, Peak Demand Forecast was made, 4 

what years’ data it was based on, and when FEI will have the next Peak Demand 5 

Forecast available. 6 

  7 
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Response: 1 

The 2023 Peak Demand Forecast was completed near the end of Q3 2023. It is based on the 2 

year-end customer additions data from 2022, the 2023 customer account forecast, and the 2023 3 

use per customer (UPC) and customer energy usage information. 4 

FEI is currently in the process of completing the new peak demand forecast using the actual 2023 5 

year-end data; as such, the 2024 peak demand forecast is not currently available. However, given 6 

the 2023 actual year-end data show close alignment to the 2023 forecast, the 2023 Peak Demand 7 

Forecast provided in the Application remains valid for forecasting the near-term peak demand. 8 

Please refer to the responses to BCUC IR1 1.1 and 1.2 for further details. 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

1.2 Does FEI have other, non-Traditional Peak Method forecasts which could provide 13 

alternative views at this time? If so, please provide.  14 

  15 

Response: 16 

FEI does not have any alternative peak demand forecasts at this time. The 2023 Peak Demand 17 

Forecast, which is based on the Traditional Peak Method, is the appropriate peak forecasting 18 

method for assessing the needs of the OCMP given that the Project only addresses the 19 

anticipated near-term capacity shortfall. While FEI has explored an alternative, end-use peak 20 

demand method for long-term peak demand forecasting in its 2022 Long-Term Gas Resource 21 

Plan1 (LTGRP), that method remains exploratory only and would not provide an alternative view 22 

of the near-term. A re-examination of long-term customer and peak demand forecasting will be 23 

conducted and presented as part of the next LTGRP, which is due to be filed by March 2026. That 24 

work is not sufficiently advanced at this time to confirm whether or not it represents a viable 25 

evolution of long-term, peak forecasting methods. 26 

  27 

 
1  FEI 2022 Long-Term Gas Resource Plan, Sections 7.2 and 7.3. https://www.fortisbc.com/about-us/corporate-

information/regulatory-affairs/our-gas-utility/gas-bcuc-submissions/fortisbc-energy-inc.-gas-
submissions/LTGRP/2022-long-term-gas-resource-plan. 

https://www.fortisbc.com/about-us/corporate-information/regulatory-affairs/our-gas-utility/gas-bcuc-submissions/fortisbc-energy-inc.-gas-submissions/LTGRP/2022-long-term-gas-resource-plan
https://www.fortisbc.com/about-us/corporate-information/regulatory-affairs/our-gas-utility/gas-bcuc-submissions/fortisbc-energy-inc.-gas-submissions/LTGRP/2022-long-term-gas-resource-plan
https://www.fortisbc.com/about-us/corporate-information/regulatory-affairs/our-gas-utility/gas-bcuc-submissions/fortisbc-energy-inc.-gas-submissions/LTGRP/2022-long-term-gas-resource-plan
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2. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 15-16 1 

2 

 3 

2.1 Please provide a timeline that FEI believes would be possible to develop and test 4 

a revised forecasting methodology and please confirm, or otherwise explain, that 5 

FEI has already commenced developing this new methodology. 6 

2.1.1 The CEC recalls that FEI has introduced other forecasting methodologies 7 

in the past. Will this methodology form the basis for future 8 

methodologies? Please explain why or why not. 9 

  10 

Response: 11 

Please refer to the response to CEC IR1 1.2. 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

2.2 Has FEI commenced any work towards the follow-up project that it believes will be 16 

necessary? Please discuss and, if yes, please explain how far FEI has progressed 17 

on this follow-up project. 18 

  19 
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Response: 1 

FEI has begun the initial scoping process and feasibility assessment for a variety of potential 2 

project alternatives; however, these activities are in the very early stages. FEI will explore all 3 

reasonable alternatives, including additional compression, pipeline extensions, LNG-based 4 

solutions, and combinations of the above to meet peak demand in the Okanagan region beyond 5 

the winter of 2028/29.  6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

2.2.1 Please explain whether or not FEI’s future projects will be specifically 10 

designed to capitalize on the current proposed Project’s capacity and 11 

expenditures, and if not, please explain why not.  12 

  13 

Response: 14 

Please refer to the response to BCUC IR1 8.1. 15 

  16 
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3. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 17 1 

  2 

3.1 Considering that FEI purchases natural and/or renewable natural gas from various 3 

sources which are not directly controlled by FEI, please elaborate on why the 4 

Enbridge tap pressure provisions are outside of FEI’s control in this instance.  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

Please refer to the responses to BCUC IR1 5.3 and 5.5. 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

3.2 Please elaborate on what possibilities do or could exist for FEI to secure 12 

commitment from Enbridge for the Savona tap pressure requirements, even 13 

though they are physically out of FEI’s control.  14 

  15 

Response: 16 

Please refer to the responses to BCUC IR1 5.3 and 5.5. 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

3.3 Please provide FEI’s rough estimate of the chance that FEI’s reliance on the 21 

Enbridge tap pressure increase could fail, and please provide an example of the 22 

circumstances which could cause such a result.  23 

  24 
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Response: 1 

FEI is unable to estimate the likelihood of this risk materializing on a pipeline system it does not 2 

own or operate. While FEI has reached an understanding that Enbridge will attempt to provide a 3 

higher delivery pressure at Savona when requested, Enbridge could be prevented from providing 4 

such a higher pressure in circumstances that include an operational upset of compressor units 5 

upstream of Savona on its T-South system or if unplanned maintenance is required to ensure the 6 

safe operation of its system. Please refer to the responses to BCUC IR1 5.3 and 5.5 for further 7 

discussion. 8 

Please also refer to the response to RCIA IR1 2.1 which explains that Enbridge has no contractual 9 

obligation to provide FEI with notice of any planned or actual operating pressure changes on its 10 

T-South system. 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

3.4 Please calculate the cost of providing this peaking capacity in terms of $ per TJ/day 15 

of capacity provided, including capital and operating costs, and show the 16 

breakdown and please contrast this to the same metric for the original pipeline 17 

proposal and the shorter pipeline proposal. 18 

  19 

Response: 20 

Please see Table 1 below comparing the PV of incremental revenue requirement over 70 years 21 

per daily capacity provided (i.e., $ PV per TJ/day) between the proposed OCMP Small Scale LNG 22 

Storage Facility (Preferred Alternative 6), OCMP 6.4 km Pipeline Extension (Alternative 1 as 23 

described in Section 4.3.1 of the Application), and OCU 30 km Pipeline Extension (as proposed 24 

in the original OCU CPCN application). FEI used the PV of incremental revenue requirement for 25 

comparison as it combines the impact of both capital and operating costs to customers’ rates over 26 

the expected life of the assets. 27 

Table 1:  Comparison of $ PV of Incremental Revenue Requirement per Delivery Capacity ($ 28 
million per TJ/day) 29 

  30 

Note 1: The 57 TJ/day of additional delivery capacity for the original OCU CPCN project is based on the 31 

daily capacity of 395 TJ/day (blue solid line from Figure 3-1 of the Application) minus the ITS Capacity of 32 

OCMP Small Scale 

LNG Storage Facility

(Proposed - 

Alternative 6)

OCMP 6.4 km 

Pipeline 

(Alternative 1)

Supplementary Filing 

OCU 30km Pipeline

(Original OCU CPCN)

Approximate Additional Delivery Capacity (TJ/day) 14                                     8                                       57 (See Note 1)

Total PV of Incremental Revenue Requirement over 70 years 

($ millions) 90.651                            120.838                          331.711                          

Total PV of Incremental Revenue Requirement per Daily 

Delivery Capacity ($ millions per TJ/day) 6.475                               15.105                            5.819                               
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338 TJ/day with temporary load shifting and station modifications (solid purple line from Figure 3-1 of the 1 

Application). 2 

To facilitate the comparison, FEI extended the analysis period for the Alternative 1 – 6.4 km 3 

pipeline and the Preferred Alternative 6 – Small Scale LNG Storage Facility to 70 years, matching 4 

the financial analysis completed for the 30 km pipeline in the original OCU CPCN application. FEI 5 

also included future replacement costs every 30 years for the LNG equipment under the Preferred 6 

Alternative 6, such as LNG bulk transport trailers, LNG storage tanks, LNG mobile day tank, and 7 

skidded gas fired vaporizers.  8 

Based on the $ PV per TJ/day comparison from Table 1 above, the original 30 km OCU pipeline 9 

would have been more cost effective in providing additional daily delivery capacity to support the 10 

ITS than the proposed small-scale LNG storage facility. This is to be expected given the higher 11 

operating costs for the LNG facility and for transporting the LNG trailers between FEI’s Tilbury 12 

LNG facility and the Kelowna Gate Station. The original 30 km OCU pipeline would also have 13 

been more cost effective than the 6.4 km pipeline (Alternative 1 of this OCMP Application) given 14 

the significant economies of scale. 15 

  16 
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4. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 19 and 20 1 

2 

3 

 4 

4.1 FEI’s objectives for the Project relate to mitigating the risk of imminent capacity 5 

shortfalls.  The CEC understands that FEI expects to require a future, larger project 6 

to address longer-term capacity issues. Please discuss how the future, larger 7 

project can be expected to make use of the current project, such that the value of 8 

the expenditures for current Project can be capitalized upon and ultimately reduce 9 

the long-term costs for ensuring capacity in the Okanagan. To what extent has FEI 10 

factored such considerations into the planning of this current Project? 11 

  12 

Response: 13 

Please refer to the responses to BCUC IR1 8.1 and BCOAPO IR1 1.3.   14 
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5. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 19, and page 25, and Section 4 1 

2 

 3 

5.1 FEI describes 6 alternatives, including 3 infeasible alternatives and 3 feasible 4 

alternatives. Could any of the Alternatives, including the infeasible Alternatives, 5 

provide value in the long term such as by acting as a foundation for a future Project, 6 

or providing off-peak benefits to other areas of the utility or on-peak benefits in 7 

other areas of the utility, when not required for this location when a longer-term 8 

solution is implented? 9 

5.1.1 Do all the Projects have mainly short-term value?  Please explain.  10 

  11 

Response: 12 

The proposed Project (Alternative 6) is a permanent solution which will provide approximately 14 13 

TJ/d of incremental capacity to the ITS and will be complementary to any future project that FEI 14 

may propose. Please refer to the response to BCUC IR1 8.1 for additional discussion. 15 

The other feasible alternatives (Alternative 4 – CNG Trucking and Alternative 5 – LNG Trucking), 16 

could provide value in the long term by providing temporary gas supply, emergency response, 17 

and operational support. However, due to the safety and reliability concerns associated with 18 

heavy reliance on trucking energy through mountain passes during peak cold weather events, 19 

these alternatives would not likely be able to serve as a foundation for a future project.  20 

Of the non-feasible alternatives, Alternative 2 – CNG Storage Facility would not be appropriate to 21 

mitigate the forecast energy shortfall in the ITS due to the magnitude of the shortfall. The extent 22 

of the infrastructure necessary to store sufficient energy makes the alternative infeasible. In 23 

contrast, both Alternative 1 – Pipeline Extension and Alternative 3 – LNG Production and Storage 24 

Facility could provide value in the long term (i.e., could provide incremental capacity to the ITS) 25 

and could act as a foundation for a future project. FEI would consider both of these alternatives 26 

when evaluating a future project. However, for the reasons discussed in Sections 4.3.1.2 and 27 

4.3.2.2, neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 3 could be constructed in time to meet the winter 28 

2026/27 shortfall; therefore, FEI dismissed the alternatives as infeasible. 29 

  30 
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6. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 22 and page 94 1 

2 

 3 
6.1 Please elaborate descriptively and quantitatively on the ‘many advantages’ that 4 

would have been available in the Pipeline Extension alternative. 5 

6.1.1 Please quantify any cost benefits to the extent possible, including a 6 

general order of magnitude cost comparison to the feasible alternatives.  7 

  8 
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Response: 1 

The advantages of the Pipeline Extension (Alternative 1) include the following: 2 

• Minimal socio-economic and health and safety concerns, as the pipeline would be located 3 

underground and there would be limited truck traffic throughout the duration of the project; 4 

• Minimal ongoing operations and maintenance, resulting in lower associated O&M costs 5 

during the project’s lifespan; 6 

• A pipeline is a proven effective and reliable solution that offers uninterrupted additional 7 

capacity without relying on the road network, in contrast to alternatives that depend on the 8 

transportation of CNG or LNG by truck during peak demand days; and 9 

• Improved resiliency, as the Pipeline Extension would consist of a second pipeline running 10 

parallel to the existing pipeline and could support the system in the event of an outage on 11 

the parallel line. 12 

Please refer to the cost comparison for the three feasible alternatives and Alternative 1 (Pipeline 13 

Extension) below. 14 

 15 
 16 

 17 

 18 

6.2 Did FEI have approval from the local indigenous groups, including the snpink’tn, 19 

for the original 30 km pipeline proposal and application? Please explain. 20 

  21 

Response: 22 

FEI engaged with Indigenous groups who hold interest in the area, according to the province’s 23 

Consultative Area Database. Due to the original OCU project’s proximity to snpink’tn area of 24 

responsibility, most communities either deferred further engagement to snpink’tn, or did not 25 

respond to project updates or raise any concerns.  26 

As noted in FEI’s November 21, 2023 letter filed in the original OCU CPCN project proceeding, 27 

snpink’tn voted in support of the original OCU project and was completing the remaining steps 28 

required to execute the Mutual Benefit Agreement prior to the BCUC’s denial of the application. 29 

 30 

 31 

 32 

CNG Trucking 

(Alternative 4)

LNG Trucking

(Alternative 5)

Small Scale LNG 

Storage Facility

(Alternative 6)

Pipeline

Option

(Alternative 1)

Total Capital Costs, incl. AFUDC, As-spent ($ millions) 40.870                             24.950                             37.492                             125.437                           

Annual O&M Costs ($ millions) 0.438                               0.723                               0.673                               -                                    

Total PV of Incremental Revenue Requirement 34 years ($ millions) 57.402                             36.040                             50.969                             113.184                           

Levelized Delivery Rate Impact over 34 years (%) 0.36% 0.23% 0.32% 0.71%
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6.3 Please elaborate on why the snpink’tn’s requirements could not accommodate the 1 

pipeline mitigation solution in the required timeframes.  Did FEI undertake to 2 

negotiate with the snpink’tn in order to advance the approvals? Please explain.  3 

  4 

Response: 5 

FEI met with snpink’tn on April 12, 2024 to discuss the alternatives and gather input and feedback 6 

in an effort to develop a solution together for a proposed phased pipeline option. FEI followed up 7 

by email, summarizing the discussion and expressing the need for an agreement for the OCMP 8 

and the required filing timeline. 9 

As discussed in Section 4.3.1.2 of the Application, FEI understands the requirements of snpink’tn 10 

(in order) to be:  11 

1. The BCUC’s approval of the Project;  12 

2. The negotiation of a new agreement; and  13 

3. A successful community vote. 14 

Negotiation of a new agreement and organizing a community consent vote is uncertain and would 15 

take many months.  Accordingly, FEI determined that these requirements could not be met in time 16 

to meet the BCUC’s application filing deadline or the Project execution requirements to meet 17 

winter demand in 2026/27. 18 

  19 
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7. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 34  1 

2 

 3 

7.1 Please confirm or otherwise explain that FEI does not have standardized 4 

Evaluation Criteria with pre-established weightings that it uses for all its projects.  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

FEI’s evaluation criteria (and weightings) can vary based on the specifics of the project. The 8 

intention of the alternatives analysis process is to determine the best solution to meet a project’s 9 

objectives. In order ensure that the process is effective at selecting the best alternative to meet 10 

each project’s drivers and objectives, which will vary depending on the nature of the project, FEI 11 

considers the needs and specifics of each project in determining the appropriate evaluation 12 

criteria and establishing weightings. As an example, the evaluation criteria and weightings for the 13 
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Pattullo Gasline Replacement CPCN project necessarily were somewhat different from the 1 

Coastal Transmission System Transmission Integrity Management Capabilities CPCN project.  2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

7.2 Please elaborate on why the weighting was not determined based on key issues 6 

for the Project prior to comparing how each alternative would impact the identified 7 

concern.  8 

  9 

Response: 10 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to determine the best (preferred) project alternative. In 11 

setting up the analysis framework, FEI considers the key project issues while also evaluating how 12 

each alternative may affect the project. This approach ensures that the process yields useful and 13 

accurate results that are specific to the project details and objectives, not over- or under-14 

representing the impact of a component of an alternative. It allows for the combination of scores 15 

and weightings to effectively represent the overall impact and significance of the issues on each 16 

alternative and ensures that the correct alternative is identified as the preferred. 17 

For example, and as discussed in the response to BCUC IR1 3.1, the Financial weighting was 18 

established understanding that the variation in the rate impact was relatively small (i.e., the impact 19 

for all alternatives was the same order of magnitude). This was an important consideration in 20 

setting the weight at only 10 percent. Had one of the alternatives been one or more orders of 21 

magnitude higher, it may have been appropriate to apply a higher weighting to the Financial 22 

criterion. 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

7.3 Please provide a discussion of how the Evaluation Criteria could be modified to 27 

include ‘scalability’ – either up or down – such that the Alternatives could be 28 

evaluated including how well they can be adjusted to meet changing expectations 29 

regarding forecast demand, FEI’s ability to mitigate shortfalls, and the potential for 30 

a future project. 31 

  32 

Response: 33 

While FEI did not include scalability as a criterion within the evaluation criteria, FEI did evaluate 34 

the scalability of the three feasible alternatives, as shown in Table 4-8 of the Application. FEI 35 

defined scalability as the ability to increase the capacity of the alternative to reduce reliance on 36 

short-term mitigation measures. Table 4-8 outlines considerations regarding additional 37 

equipment, incremental truck deliveries, and expanded project costs. The six-tank option 38 

(Alternative 6) was identified as the most advantageous, as it offers enhanced reliability and 39 

capacity with the lowest additional costs. Furthermore, while the storage at Alternative 6 cannot 40 
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be expanded, once constructed, FEI could supplement the LNG stored on site by utilizing 1 

additional trucks while also leveraging the on-site storage. In contrast, the CNG and LNG trucking 2 

options do not provide additional storage capacity; thus, any needed capacity increases would 3 

require significant procurement of extra trailers and major equipment without having the added 4 

benefits of increasing reliability and safety. Therefore, of the feasible alternatives, Alternative 6 5 

provides the most flexibility when considering changing forecast demand and FEI’s ability to 6 

mitigate shortfalls. 7 

Additionally, and as explained in the response to BCUC IR1 8.1, the incremental capacity 8 

provided by Alternative 6 can serve as the foundation for a future project to address incremental 9 

capacity issues beyond the winter of 2028/29. In contrast, FEI does not consider Alternatives 4 10 

and 5 as viable solutions for the foundation of a future project due to their heavy reliance on 11 

trucking during peak demand days in cold weather events, which raises reliability and safety 12 

concerns. 13 

  14 
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8. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 35 1 

 2 

8.1 Please evaluate each Alternative using the criteria of Scalability, as identified in 3 

the previous Information Request.  4 

  5 

Response: 6 

Please refer to the response to CEC IR1 7.3. 7 

  8 
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9. Reference:   Original FEI Okanagan Capacity Upgrade Project Proceeding, FEI 1 

Final Argument, page 28 2 

 3 

9.1 Please provide a table showing where each of the Evaluation Criteria in the current 4 

project application would have been considered in the original Okanagan Capacity 5 

Upgrade CPCN project, such that the two evaluation criteria can be compared.  6 

  7 

Response: 8 

Please see the table below. Descriptions of the equivalent categories in the original OCU project 9 

CPCN application can be found in Section 4.5.1 of the updated application (Exhibit B-1-2). 10 

Criteria Weight (%) OCMP Category Equivalent OCU Category 

Indigenous 
Relations 

10 
Community, Stakeholder and 
Rightsholder 

Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 

Socio-Economic 10 
Community, Stakeholder and 
Rightsholder 

Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 

Health and Safety 5 
Community, Stakeholder and 
Rightsholder 

Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 

Ecology 5 Environmental 
Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 

Cultural Heritage 5 Environmental 
Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 

Operation 10 Asset Management Asset Management Capability 

System Reliability & 
Capacity 

20 Asset Management Asset Management Capability 

Constructability 10 Technical 
Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 
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Criteria Weight (%) OCMP Category Equivalent OCU Category 

Execution Certainty 15 Technical 
Project Execution and Lifecycle 
Operation 

Levelized Delivery 
Rate Impact 

10 Financial Financial 

 1 

 2 

 3 

9.1.1 Where criteria were not included in both projects, please explain why.  4 

  5 

Response: 6 

Though the criteria may have been referred to and weighted differently due to the needs of the 7 

respective projects, all criteria were included and considered in both projects. Please see the 8 

response to CEC IR1 9.1. 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 
9.1.2 For each area of difference, please explain why there is a difference. In 13 

particular, please address why the Financial/Rate Impact was changed 14 

from 30% to 10% for this Project.  15 

  16 

Response: 17 

The table below summarizes what the OCU criteria weighting would have been had the weighting 18 

assigned to the specific criteria in the OCMP development process been applied, and is summed 19 

directly from the table provided in the response to CEC IR1 9.1. 20 

The difference in the weighting is due to how the different alternatives interact with the different 21 

project constraints to meet the projects’ objectives and needs. The compressed timeline 22 

associated with the OCMP necessitated a higher weighting on the key considerations that could 23 

delay the project in-service date, leading to a potential capacity shortfall. This is shown in the 24 

increased weighting associated with the “Project Execution and Lifecycle Operation” criteria 25 

category. Similarly, the Asset Management Capability criteria was also reduced when evaluating 26 

alternatives for the OCMP due to the need to focus on an alternative that could be constructed in 27 

time to meet the forecast winter 2026/27 capacity shortfall. Please refer to the response to BCUC 28 

IR1 3.1 for a discussion on why the Financial criterion was weighted at 10 percent.  29 

OCU Criteria Category OCU Weighting Equivalent OCMP Weighting 

Asset Management Capability 40% 30% 

Project Execution and Lifecycle Operation 30% 60% 

Financial 30% 10% 
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10. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 28 and page 37 1 

2 

 3 

10.1 The CEC notes that Alternative 5’s Health and safety assessment differs from 4 

Alternative 6 because it is the highest km driver per year compared to other 5 

trucking options and the winter conditions.  Please confirm, or otherwise explain, 6 

that the worst Health and Safety ranking being attributed to Alternative 5 is based 7 

on ‘up to 3 days per year’.  8 

  9 

Response: 10 

Not confirmed. Please refer to the response to RCIA IR1 7.3. 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

10.2 Please provide the number of kms on which the ranking is based. 15 

  16 

Response: 17 

Please refer to Tables 3.11 and 3.12 in Confidential Appendix B-1 for the Alternative 4 and 18 

Alternative 5 trailer loads per day and travel distance, respectively. The total kilometres driven on 19 

a winter peak demand day are indicated below. FEI notes that Alternative 6 is anticipated to have 20 

no kilometres driven during cold weather conditions due to onsite storage capabilities. 21 

• Alternative 4 (CNG Trucking) requires 16 trailer loads per day during peak cold weather 22 

events, with a one-way travel distance of approximately 180 kilometres. Assuming each 23 

trailer load completes round trips to and from the site, the total distance traveled per day 24 

would be approximately 5,760 kilometres.  25 

• Alternative 5 (LNG Trucking) requires nine trailer loads per day during peak cold weather 26 

events, with a one-way travel distance of approximately 385 kilometres. Assuming each 27 

trailer load completes round trips to and from the site, the total distance traveled per day 28 

would be approximately 6,930 kilometres.  29 
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• Alternative 6 (Small Scale LNG Storage Facility) requires zero trailer loads per day during 1 

peak cold weather events because the LNG is transported during the shoulder season. 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

10.3 Please provide the length of time LNG can be successfully stored under pressure 6 

in the transportable tanks until use, and include the further length of time LNG can 7 

be stored in these tanks while the boil off is injected into the distribution lines. 8 

  9 

Response: 10 

The transportable tanks (bulk LNG transport trailers as further described in the response to CEC 11 

IR1 19.1) are conservatively estimated to have a one-way travel time (OWTT) of 1,100 hours, or 12 

48 days. The OWTT is the theoretical time for the pressure inside the LNG trailer to be high 13 

enough to activate its pressure relief valve, at which point the energy would start to be released 14 

through the pressure relief valve to atmosphere. In the operation envisioned for Alternative 5, the 15 

LNG would be in the tanker for less than 24 hours before being transferred to the mobile day tank 16 

and injected into the distribution system. 17 

The mobile day tank (mobile LNG storage and regasification tank, as further described in the 18 

response to CEC IR1 19.1) is conservatively estimated to have an OWTT of 1,400 hours, or 58 19 

days. The system will be designed such that it can automatically inject the generated boil-off gas 20 

from the mobile day tank to the distribution system at an operating pressure much below the 21 

specified pressure relief valve set pressure. Under all operating conditions, the design will make 22 

sure that the likelihood of emitting to the atmosphere is minimized.  23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

10.4 Please detail the required regasification equipment required to make use of the 27 

LNG in the transportable tanks and its cost and flexibility to move to other locations. 28 

  29 

Response: 30 

As described in Section 4.4.2.1 of the Application, Alternative 5 will require two mobile gas fired 31 

vaporizers. The units specified are “250K Gas Fired Vaporizer System - Trailer Mounted MODEL 32 

LNG-250-700-GFV-T-G” from Applied Cryo Technologies. A summary of the information is 33 

provided in Section 3.4.3.3 (page 31) of Confidential Appendix B-2. More detailed information, 34 

including the cost, is provided in Appendix D (pages 181 and 189) of Confidential Appendix B-2. 35 

These units are designed to be mobile and can be moved anywhere in the service territory that 36 

has roads rated for the load.  37 

As described in Section 4.4.3.1 of the Application, Alternative 6 will require two skid-mounted gas 38 

fired vaporizers. The units specified are “IFWB 500 Vaporizers” from Chart Inc. A summary of the 39 
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information is provided in Section 3.5.3.4 (page 42) of Confidential Appendix B-2. The vendor 1 

quoted cost of each unit is provided in Appendix D to Confidential Appendix B-2 (page 201). 2 

These units are not designed to be mobile, though as skid-mounted units, they could be 3 

redeployed. Once installed, they will stay at the site to provide peaking capacity when required. 4 

Please refer to the response to BCUC IR1 8.2 for a discussion on how the skid-mounted 5 

vaporizers could be re-deployed if no longer required at the facility site.  6 

  7 
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11. Reference:  Exhibit B-1, page 27 and 28 1 

 2 

11.1 Please provide the volume of the LNG bulk tanks in GJs and the number of trips 3 

required for Alternative 5. 4 

  5 

Response: 6 

As listed in Table 3.12 and Section 3.4.3.1 of Confidential Appendix B-1, the 11,150 USG LNG 7 

transport trailers contain approximately 920 GJ. The system will require nine trailer loads per day 8 

during a 1-in-20-year cold weather event to maintain the system.  9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

11.2 Please discuss whether or not FEI would or could have a larger LNG storage tank 13 

on site for the LNG bulk transport trailers to transfer into. 14 

  15 

Response: 16 

The LNG mobile day tanks specified for Alternative 5 (LNG Trucking) are currently the largest 17 

available on the market, based on advice from Jenmar, and are limited to a trailer length of 53 18 

feet.  19 

FEI notes that the proposed OCMP (Alternative 6) is essentially what is proposed in this question. 20 

Alternative 6 includes purchasing and installing six large LNG storage tanks for the LNG bulk 21 

transport trailers to transfer the LNG. 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 

11.3 Please provide the rate per day, also in GJ, that the regasification vaporizers would 26 

be able to transfer gas into the distribution systems. 27 

  28 

Response: 29 

Please refer to Section 3.4.3.3 in Confidential Appendix B-1 for details on the gas fired vaporizers 30 

for Alternative 5 (LNG Trucking). The specified vaporizers are ACT Model LNG-160-175-EER-T-31 

TD and have a maximum capacity of 16,000 US gal, or approximately 6,470 GJ/day each. 32 
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 1 

 2 

 3 

11.4 Please describe and quantify the peak demand in GJ/day that these facilities would 4 

be expecting to be able to meet if required. 5 

  6 

Response: 7 

As discussed in Section 3.4.1.5 of Confidential Appendix B-1, the alternative was scoped to inject 8 

up to 7,000 GJ/day. 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

11.5 Please describe what will happen to the LNG if it is not needed for a winter peaking 13 

requirement. 14 

  15 

Response: 16 

For Alternative 5, FEI would only plan to load the trailers with LNG in preparation for a forecast 17 

peak cold weather event approaching 1-in-20-year conditions.  18 

If a peak cold weather event is not forecast, the LNG would not be withdrawn from the Tilbury 19 

LNG facility, and the LNG would be available for other uses.  20 

If a peak cold weather event is forecast such that FEI loads the trailers, but not realized (that is, 21 

a 1-in-20-year condition does not appear), the LNG could either be returned to the Tilbury LNG 22 

facility, or vaporized and injected into the local distribution system.  23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

11.6 Please provide FEI’s LNG transportation safety record experience and such other 27 

safety record experience for transporting LNG in terms of probability of accidents 28 

and severity of accidents. 29 

  30 

Response: 31 

FEI has delivered LNG using its LNG tankers since 2011, and since 2016, FEI has delivered LNG 32 

to its marine customers close to 8,000 times without lost time injuries, asset loss, or material 33 

incidents affecting third parties or the public.  34 

LNG tankers in Canada are regulated by Transport Canada and are required to contain numerous 35 

safety devices, including shut-off valves, a double walled tank, vacuum insulation, and relief 36 

valves, among others.  37 
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FEI has an Emergency Assistance Response Plan (ERAP) that lists the necessary activities, 1 

assets, and personnel to address a severe LNG transportation incident. FEI organizes tabletop 2 

exercises to test the ERAP plan once per year and performs a full-scale exercise every five years 3 

to ensure FEI’s employees, its contractors and the first responders in the areas where FEI ships 4 

LNG, are aware of the plan and how to best resolve an unlikely ERAP activation scenario.  5 

FEI also provides communities and first responders in the regions where it ships LNG with 6 

information and training sessions to ensure that in the unlikely event of an LNG tanker incident, 7 

the response is appropriate.  8 

LNG transportation by tanker is a safe and established method, which FEI has undertaken 9 

numerous times. However, as discussed in the response to BCUC IR1 11.4 in the original OCU 10 

CPCN proceeding: 11 

Trucks … would be required to travel through the Coquihalla Highway passes. 12 

Trucking does continue through this region in the winter, but delays and road 13 

closures are frequent during the winter. [Emphasis Added] 14 

In the case of the OCMP, these LNG deliveries would be needed to keep the system online. Any 15 

delay could result in insufficient energy for customers and a collapse of the distribution system. 16 

The proposed OCMP, unlike Alternative 5, is able to reduce this reliability risk, as well as the 17 

winter driving safety risk, by staging the LNG safely in Kelowna prior to the challenging road 18 

conditions. 19 

  20 
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12. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 30 and page 33 1 

2 

 3 

12.1 Please provide further rationale for the 30-years expected average service life, and 4 

please discuss whether or not the storage facility would continue to be used and 5 

useful given FEI’s expectation of building a larger project in the future.  6 

  7 

Response: 8 

FEI described the rationale for the 30-year expected service life in Section 6.4.1 of the Application, 9 

including the following: 10 

The proposed depreciation rate is based on FEI’s consultation with Jenmar, who 11 

recommended an average service life for the fixed LNG equipment of 30 years 12 

before a full overhaul or replacement is required. This is consistent with the 13 

manufacturers’ specifications and Jenmar’s experience with LNG facilities of 14 

similar sizes to this Project. Additionally, Jenmar considers 30 years to be 15 

appropriate for the LNG transport trailers because the trailers are not expected to 16 

require re-certification within the first 30 years of purchase if routine inspections 17 

are performed. 18 

Please also refer to the responses to BCUC IR1 8.1 and 8.2.  19 

 20 

 21 

 22 
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12.2 Please provide Table 4-3 for Alternatives 5 and 6, using a 10-, 15- and 20-year 1 

service life, and considering any salvage value or other useable aspects of the 2 

capital.   3 

  4 

Response: 5 

Please see Table 1 below comparing the financial results between Alternative 5 – LNG Trucking 6 

and Alternative 6 – Small Scale LNG Storage, assuming the assets are fully amortized in 10, 15, 7 

20, and 30 years. As shown in Table 1, reducing the amortization of the assets does not change 8 

the comparison between the two alternatives. FEI also notes that the difference in the PV of 9 

incremental revenue requirement and levelized rate impact is small between the different 10 

amortization periods. 11 

Table 1:  Comparison Between LNG Trucking (Alternative 5) and Small Scale LNG Storage Facility 12 
(Alternative 6) Based on 10-, 15, 20-, and 30-year Amortization Periods 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

12.3 Please provide the number of LNG transportation trips required for Alternative 6. 18 

  19 

Response: 20 

Each LNG transport trailer is capable of carrying approximately 11,150 USG of LNG. As the facility 21 

is planned to consist of six, 50,000 USG tanks for a total storage volume of 300,000 USG, it would 22 

take 27 round trips to fully fill the storage tanks. 23 

  24 

10 Years 15 Years 20 Years
30 Years 

(As-Filed)

Total Capital Costs, incl. AFUDC, As-spent ($ millions) 24.950        24.950        24.950        24.950        

Annual O&M Costs ($ millions) 0.723          0.723          0.723          0.723          

Total PV of Incremental Revenue Requirement ($ millions) 33.199        33.702        34.479        36.040        

Levelized Delivery Rate Impact over amortization period (%) 0.32% 0.27% 0.25% 0.23%

Total Capital Costs, incl. AFUDC, As-spent ($ millions) 37.492        37.492        37.492        37.492        

Annual O&M Costs ($ millions) 0.673          0.673          0.673          0.673          

Total PV of Incremental Revenue Requirement ($ millions) 46.917        47.831        48.927        50.969        

Levelized Delivery Rate Impact over amortization period (%) 0.45% 0.38% 0.35% 0.32%

Amortization Period

LNG Trucking (Alternative 5)

Small Scale LNG Storage Facility (Alternative 6)
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13. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 37 1 

 2 

 3 

13.1 How did FEI compare the risks of vehicle accidents with the risk of injury that could 4 

occur during the construction of the LNG plant?  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

FEI evaluated the category based on the overall aggregate health and safety impacts for the 8 

Project during construction and during its ongoing operation, including the risk of vehicle accidents 9 

and the risk of injury during construction. FEI notes that none of the risks associated with 10 

construction of the LNG facility were considered “high”. Please see Section 3.5.10 of Confidential 11 

Appendix B-1 for more information on the risks associated with the LNG facility. 12 

  13 
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14. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 37 1 

 2 

14.1 Please elaborate on the ‘containment basin’, including why such a basin would not 3 

be included in Alternative 5 if it is a valuable mitigation technique, and why the 4 

‘containment basin’ is sufficient to warrant a better scoring.  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

A containment basin is an arrangement of equipment, structures, and site topography, used to 8 

contain a release in a manner that is open to atmosphere. 9 

Alternative 5 requires substantially more footprint to park all the equipment trailers and provide 10 

appropriate trucking access for trailer deliveries. There is insufficient space to include an effective 11 

containment basin with the required setbacks to property line and the riparian area at the Kelowna 12 

Gate Station site. As such, FEI did not prepare a cost estimate for a containment basis for 13 

Alternative 5. 14 

The facility siting for Alternative 5 is based on the key assumption that the equipment can be sited 15 

based on CSA Z276, Clause B.5.2.9.3 for “temporary peak shaving” applications, which allows 16 

reduced setbacks and does not require containment. An identified risk of Alternative 5 is that the 17 

BCER may not consider the operations temporary and not allow the application of Clause 18 

B.5.2.9.3, as discussed in Section 3.4.10.3 of Appendix C-1 to the Application. 19 

The inclusion of a containment basin in Alternative 6 warrants a better Ecology score as it includes 20 

a collection system for any accidental liquid releases during operation that is not available for 21 

Alternative 5. 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 

14.2 Please provide the cost of including a ‘containment basin’ for Alternative 5 if 26 

feasible. 27 

  28 
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Response: 1 

Please refer to the response to CEC IR1 14.1. 2 

  3 
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15. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 40 1 

 2 

15.1 Please explain whether or not the Small Scale LNG Storage Facility has limitations 3 

with respect to future use in the same or other areas of the utility, when compared 4 

to the trucking options. For instance, could the trucking equipment be utilized to 5 

reach other areas of potential shortfall that could not be undertaken with a 6 

permanent LNG storage facility?  Please explain. 7 

15.1.1 If there is a difference in usefulness of the equipment/experience or other 8 

aspects of the various alternatives for the future, please explain why FEI 9 

did not include this information in the Alternatives Analysis. 10 

  11 

Response: 12 

As explained in the response to BCUC IR1 8.1, the Small Scale LNG Storage Facility (i.e., the 13 

proposed Project) is expected to be a permanent facility that will provide ongoing peaking capacity 14 

for the ITS; therefore, FEI does not consider there to be limitations regarding its future use.  15 

As scoped, the Small Scale LNG Storage Facility would have more flexibility and functionality 16 

than the trucking options. As the LNG is staged prior to winter, the LNG trailers and mobile day 17 

tank (Phase 1) are not expected to be needed during a cold weather event. By procuring or 18 

contracting mobile vaporization and send-out equipment, FEI could potentially utilize those mobile 19 

assets in other parts of the system.  20 

In contrast, the trucking equipment for Alternatives 4 and 5 could only be utilized to reach other 21 

areas of potential shortfall if they are not required in the ITS. While there is more mobile equipment 22 

available under these alternatives, the same equipment cannot address multiple capacity 23 

shortfalls concurrently. From a planning perspective, the equipment has the same limitations as 24 

Alternative 6, as the equipment in all cases is needed to support the ITS during a peak cold 25 

weather event. Please also refer to the response to CEC IR1 5.1 which explains that Alternatives 26 

4 and 5 could not likely act as a foundation for a future project due to the safety and reliability 27 

concerns associated with heavy reliance on trucking energy through mountain passes during 28 

peak cold weather events. 29 

The benefits of the alternate uses of each feasible alternative during the “off-season” were not 30 

included in the analysis, as the purpose of the Project is to meet the primary objective of ensuring 31 

capacity requirements in the Okanagan region can be met by the winter of 2026/27. 32 

  33 
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16. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-2, PDF pages 118 to 158, PDF 120 1 

  2 

16.1 The OCU Concept Screening Presentation identified 5 alternatives, with different 3 

names than those of the 6 provided in the Application.  Please relate the OCU 4 

alternative names to those presented in the Application. 5 

  6 

Response: 7 

Please refer to Table 1 below, which details the names utilized in both the OCU Concept 8 

Screening Presentation and the Application. The names in the Application were simplified to 9 

better describe the nature of each alternative. 10 

Table 1:  Project Names Used in the OCU Concept Screening Presentation and Application 11 

Jenmar OCU Concept Screening 
Presentation 

OCMP Application OCMP Alternative # 

CNG Virtual Pipeline CNG Trucking Alternative 4 

CNG Peak Shaving CNG Storage Facility Alternative 2 

LNG Virtual Pipeline LNG Trucking Alternative 5 

LNG Peak Shaving LNG Production & Storage Facility Alternative 3 

LNG Peak Shaving/Virtual Pipeline Hybrid Small Scale LNG Storage Facility Alternative 6 

Not Included in the Jenmar scope, as 
work was contracted to Innovative 
Pipeline Projects Ltd. 

Pipeline Extension Alternative 1 

The OCU Concept Screening Presentation was the culmination of the initial phase of work that 12 

FEI contracted to Jenmar; namely, to conceptually scope and screen the alternatives at an AACE 13 

Class 5 level of definition to determine which alternatives should be taken forward and further 14 

developed. The non-feasible CNG and LNG alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3), as described in 15 

the Application, are consistent with what is presented in the OCU Concept Screening 16 

Presentation. There are no differences, as this was the extent of scoping and development 17 

performed on those alternatives. 18 

The CNG and LNG alternatives that were deemed feasible (Alternatives 4, 5, and 6) were further 19 

developed to an AACE Class 4 level of definition. The information associated with this further 20 

stage of development is provided in Confidential Appendix B-1 – Jenmar Class 4 Scope and 21 



FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI or the Company) 

Application for Approval of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for 
the Okanagan Capacity Mitigation Project (OCMP) (Application)  

Submission Date: 

October 24, 2024 

Response to the Commercial Energy Consumers of BC (CEC) Information Request (IR) 
No. 1 

Page 32 

 

Estimate Report. The differences between the alternatives as described in the Concept Screening 1 

Presentation and in Confidential Appendix B-1 are due to the further development that occurred. 2 

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) was further developed, and the scope expanded, as 3 

described in Sections 3.4.2 and 4.5.5 of the Application. The extent of the change was to increase 4 

the number of permanent storage tanks from three to six. 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

16.2 Please describe any differences between the Alternatives in the Application and 9 

those in the Presentation. 10 
  11 

Response: 12 

Please refer to the response to CEC IR1 16.1. 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

16.3 Please identify the 6th alternative and please explain why it was not included in 17 

the OCU Presentation.  18 
  19 

Response: 20 

Alternative 1 (Pipeline Extension) was not included in the Jenmar Concept Screening Slides. As 21 

discussed in Section 4.2 of the Application, Innovative Pipeline Projects Ltd. (IPP) was contracted 22 

for the pipeline extension work due to its history on the original OCU project.  23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

16.4 Please discuss whether or not FEI considered thermal batteries as a potential 27 

solution to peak capacity mitigation on a long-term basis, and if not why not. 28 
  29 

Response: 30 

FEI did not consider thermal batteries as a potential solution to peak capacity mitigation.  31 

Central, large scale thermal batteries require a medium (such as water) and a distribution system 32 

to convey the heat from the battery to the load center (homes and businesses).  33 

Alternatively, thermal batteries can be distributed or on-site (at the home or business) and could 34 

be used to store heat energy for peak use. However, the use of the energy stored in the thermal 35 

battery requires changes to a customer’s equipment at the premise, including a means to 36 

exchange and distribute this form of energy inside their premise.  37 

FEI did not contemplate building out either system in this case as neither are feasible alternatives 38 

to the OCMP.  39 
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17. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 38, and Appendix B-2, PDF page 141 1 

2 

 3 

17.1 Please elaborate on the statement that “Mobile equipment can be utilized during 4 

the ‘off-season’ as compared to peak shaving system”, and please explain all the 5 

ways in which it could potentially be utilized by FEI, and/or by FBC, to address 6 

peak capacity issues in FortisBC and please quantify the benefits of such 7 

alternative uses. 8 

17.1.1 Please identify where this advantage has been reviewed and 9 

incorporated into the Alternatives Analysis.  10 

  11 

Response: 12 

For both the LNG Virtual Pipeline (LNG Trucking / Alternative 5) and the Small Scale LNG Storage 13 

(Alternative 6), the LNG trucks and mobile day tank(s) could be utilized during the off-season for 14 

activities such as delivering LNG in emergency response, and the option to support downstream 15 

systems using trucked LNG during planned maintenance instead of installing a bypass.  16 
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The benefit for the LNG Trucking alternative is that it includes mobile vaporization and send-out 1 

equipment. Alternative 6 utilizes fixed vaporization and send-out equipment, so a mobile version 2 

would have to be procured or contracted for full off-peak utilization. However, neither option offers 3 

the benefit of utilizing the equipment to address additional areas of potential shortfall if they are 4 

needed in the ITS. The same equipment is unable to simultaneously address multiple capacity 5 

shortfalls. From a planning standpoint, all the equipment in each alternative shares the same 6 

limitations, as it is required to support the ITS during a peak cold weather event. 7 

As discussed in the response to CEC IR1 15.1, the benefits of alternate uses of each alternative 8 

during the “off-season” were not included in the analysis, as the purpose of the Project is to meet 9 

the primary objective of ensuring capacity requirements in the Okanagan region can be met by 10 

the winter of 2026/27. Accordingly, FEI is unable to quantity the benefits associated with any “off-11 

season” uses. FEI notes that the benefits would be heavily dependent on the energy needs of the 12 

downstream system, the extent and duration of the emergency or planned maintenance, and the 13 

capabilities of whatever fleet of mobile equipment FEI has at the time. 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

17.2 Please rationalize the advantage of off-season use with FEI’s statement that 18 

‘Utilization of the equipment is anticipated to be very low’ in both Alternative 5 and 19 

Alternative 6. 20 

  21 

Response: 22 

Section 4.5.3.3 of the Application is referring to the utilization of equipment during the winter 23 

heating season. This references that the system would be on stand-by with a very low utilization 24 

rate for the majority of the season, requiring rigorous preventative maintenance activities to 25 

ensure operation is capable when required. 26 

The summary from the Jenmar presentation is referring to the capability of the LNG mobile 27 

equipment to be utilized during the summer “off-season”. The mobile LNG equipment could be 28 

deployed to support planned construction or maintenance activities and inline inspection 29 

operations, as described in the responses to BCUC IR1 8.1 and 8.2. 30 

 31 

 32 

 33 

17.3 Please quantify the trucking distance for CNG and the trucking distance for LNG 34 

and provide the trade-off costs for each and the crossover point for economic cost 35 

effectiveness. 36 

  37 
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Response: 1 

The approximate round-trip CNG trucking distance for Alternative 4 is 325 km. The approximate 2 

round-trip LNG trucking distance for Alternatives 5 and 6 is 910 km. 3 

To determine the crossover point for economic cost effectiveness, there are a number of variables 4 

that must be considered, including: 5 

1. The quantity and upfront cost of equipment required; 6 

2. The distance between the energy loading and injection locations; 7 

3. The annual cost of operating and maintaining the equipment (i.e., annual inspections or 8 

insurance); and 9 

4. The distance-based cost of operating and maintaining the equipment (i.e., cost of fuel, 10 

replacing worn out parts). 11 

The analysis provided in Section 4 of the Application considered these variables in the presented 12 

scopes and assessments of Alternatives 4 and 5. The results were that it was more cost effective 13 

to utilize LNG trucking to support the forecast capacity shortfall in the ITS than to utilize CNG 14 

trucking.  15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

17.4 Please discuss the risk of stranded assets for each feasible alternative. 19 

  20 

Response: 21 

The risk of stranded assets for all of the feasible alternatives is low. Please refer to the responses 22 

to BCUC IR1 8.1 and RCIA IR1 7.1. 23 

  24 
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18. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-2, PDF page 156 and page 30 to 31 1 

 2 

3 

 4 
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18.1 The CEC notes that the LNG Virtual Pipeline is the best option in ‘Infrastructure’, 1 

in the OCU Concept Screening. Please explain where this has been incorporated 2 

into the Alternative Evaluation.  3 

  4 

Response: 5 

As discussed in the response to CEC IR1 16.1, the Concept Screening Presentation was the 6 

culmination of the initial phase of work that FEI contracted to Jenmar; namely, to conceptually 7 

scope and screen the alternatives at an AACE Class 5 level of definition. Further definition 8 

occurred thereafter, bringing the feasible alternatives to an AACE Class 4 level. This Class 4 9 

information, which is provided in Confidential Appendix B-1 to the Application, contains the best 10 

available information and formed the basis of the alternatives evaluation.  11 

The concepts considered in the “Infrastructure” category in the Concept Screening Presentation 12 

are considered in the scoring for the Land Rights Acquisition & Adjacent Infrastructure, Operation, 13 

and Constructability criteria in FEI’s evaluation categories in Section 4.5 of the Application. 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

18.2 The CEC notes that the LNG virtual pipeline (which the CEC interprets as LNG 18 

Trucking) is not identified as the lowest cost option in the OCU Concept Screening 19 

Report, whereas it appears to be the lowest cost option in the Alternatives analysis. 20 

Please address this discrepancy.  21 

  22 

Response: 23 

This is not a discrepancy. The information in the OCU Concept Screening Presentation was only 24 

developed to a Class 5 level of definition for the purposes of screening out infeasible options. The 25 

feasible options, including the LNG Trucking (LNG Virtual Pipeline) alternative, were further 26 

defined to an AACE Class 4 level. This further level of definition forms the basis of the alternatives 27 

analysis and is provided in Confidential Appendix B-1 to the Application. 28 

 29 

 30 

 31 

18.3 The CEC notes that in the OCU Concept Screening Report, the LNG Virtual 32 

Pipeline Schedule criteria is shown as ‘Acceptable’, and the LNG Virtual Pipeline 33 

Peak Shaving Hybrid option is shown as ‘Preferred’.  However, the CEC 34 

understands that the LNG virtual pipeline can be ready in 22 months, whereas the 35 

Hybrid option only has Phase 1 ready in 24 months.  Please discuss, and please 36 

explain how this time difference was incorporated into the Alternatives analysis. 37 

  38 
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Response: 1 

The information in the OCU Concept Screening Presentation was not used in the alternatives 2 

analysis, as further explained in the response to CEC IR1 16.1.  3 

The difference in the schedule is immaterial to the alternatives analysis because FEI expects to 4 

be able to build either Alternative 5 or Alternative 6 in time to support the projected winter 2026/27 5 

shortfall. However, the uncertainty in the schedule is different for the two alternatives, and this 6 

uncertainty has been incorporated into the analysis. Please refer to Section 4.5.3.4 of the 7 

Application for a discussion of why Alternative 6 was scored higher than Alternative 5. 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

18.4 The CEC notes that the LNG Virtual Pipeline is acceptable on all fronts.  Given 12 

that LNG Trucking is the lowest-cost option in the Alternatives Evaluation, please 13 

explain why the cost does not become the deciding factor if all other aspects are 14 

acceptable. 15 

  16 

Response: 17 

Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 are all acceptable in that they are able to meet the Project objectives, 18 

which is why FEI determined them to be feasible alternatives and therefore developed AACE 19 

Class 4 level estimates and evaluated each alternative as described in Section 4.5 of the 20 

Application. While Alternative 5 is the lowest cost option, it is not ranked as high overall, and in 21 

particular does not rank as high in the Asset Management and Technical categories. 22 

Please refer to the response to BCUC IR1 3.1 for further explanation of the Financial criterion. 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

18.5 Please provide the costs for one mobile LNG tank in Alternative 5 and its capacity 27 

in GJs and the cost for one of the LNG tanks of the 6 permanent storage tanks in 28 

Alternative 6 and their capacity in GJs. 29 

  30 

Response: 31 

For this response, FEI has redacted certain information and is requesting that this information be 32 

filed on a confidential basis and be held confidential by the BCUC in perpetuity, pursuant to 33 

Section 18 of the BCUC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure regarding confidential documents as 34 

set out in Order G-72-23. The response contains commercially sensitive and market competitive 35 

information which, if disclosed publicly, could prejudice or influence future negotiations of 36 

contracts between FEI and suppliers or counterparties, which could result in higher costs for 37 

customers.   38 
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The upfront capital cost for one LNG mobile day tank is approximately (Confidential 1 

Appendix B-3, PDF page 6) and the capacity is 16,000 USG, or approximately 1,300 GJ. 2 

The upfront capital cost for one LNG permanent storage tank is approximately  3 

(Confidential Appendix B-1, PDF page 201) and the capacity is 50,000 USG, or approximately 4 

4,100 GJ.  5 

  6 
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19. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, pages 40, 41 and 54 1 

  2 

  3 
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 1 

19.1 Please specify the length (20ft or 40ft) of the LNG mobile day tanks, whether or 2 

not they are capable of cryogenic storage under pressure, their capacity in GJs, 3 

and the technical specifications for the tanks (similar to the ones attached as 4 

Appendix A to these IRs) and include the storage duration and the costs for each 5 

such alternative. 6 

  7 

Response: 8 

For a portion of this response, including Attachments 19.1A and 19.1B, FEI has redacted certain 9 

information and is requesting that this information be filed on a confidential basis and be held 10 

confidential by the BCUC in perpetuity, pursuant to Section 18 of the BCUC’s Rules of Practice 11 

and Procedure regarding confidential documents as set out in Order G-72-23. The response 12 

contains commercially sensitive and market competitive information which, if disclosed publicly, 13 

could prejudice or influence future negotiations of contracts between FEI and suppliers or 14 

counterparties, which could result in higher costs for customers.   15 

The bulk LNG transport trailer (ACT model LNG-126-070-P-T-TD), as described in Section 16 

5.5.3.5.1 of the Application, is a 48-foot tank with a 920 GJ (11,100 USG) capacity. The Maximum 17 

Allowable Working Pressure (MAWP) is 70 psig (483 kPa). The OWTT2 is 1,100 hours. The 18 

technical specifications are provided in Confidential Attachment 19.1A. The bulk LNG transport 19 

trailers have a budgetary price of  20 

The mobile LNG storage and regasification tank (ACT model LNG-160-175-EER-T-TD), as 21 

described in Sections 4.4.2 and 5.5.3.5.2 of the Application, is a 52-foot tank with a 1,320 GJ 22 

(16,000 USG) capacity. The MAWP is 175 psig (1,210 kPa). The OWTT is 1,950 hours. Technical 23 

specifications are provided in Confidential Attachment 19.1B. The mobile LNG storage and 24 

regasification tanks have a budgetary price of  25 

 26 

 27 

 28 

19.2 At what AACE class level was the financial analysis for the Expanded Scope for 29 

the Alternatives comparison conducted? Please identify if this cost assessment 30 

was conducted in-house or by an independent third party. 31 

  32 

 
2  One-Way Travel Time is the theoretical time for the pressure inside the LNG trailer to be high enough to activate its 

pressure relief valve. 
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Response: 1 

The expanded scope was completed to an AACE Class 4 level, conducted by an independent 2 

third party (Jenmar). 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

19.3 Alternative 5 appears to rely on significantly less equipment, much of which FEI is 7 

already familiar with and does not include construction of LNG storage tanks in 8 

FEI’s preferred Alternative 6.  Please explain whether or not the Class 4 cost 9 

assessments are likely to be ‘better’ (i.e., have less error) for Alternative 5 than 10 

they are for Alternative 6. 11 

  12 

Response: 13 

The Class 4 cost estimates for the feasible alternatives were developed to the same level of rigor 14 

and utilized external third-party reports. Accordingly, FEI does not consider any of the cost 15 

estimates of the feasible alternatives to be “better” than the others. 16 

FEI, in conjunction with Jenmar, developed the base cost estimates using AACE 18R-97 as a 17 

guide. The AACE Class 4 cost estimates are based on quantities developed from designs and 18 

material take-offs completed by Jenmar. Jenmar then used these quantities as the basis to 19 

develop the direct and indirect costs for each alternative. A risk assessment and contingency 20 

calculation was performed for all feasible alternatives, providing a P50 cost estimate used for the 21 

financial analysis. 22 

As such, FEI considers the cost estimate for each alternative is of the same quality considering 23 

that the maturity level of project definition and that the cost estimate methodology was consistent 24 

for each alternative. 25 

  26 
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20. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 44 and page 28 1 

2 

 3 

20.1 Please discuss the impacts if the BCUC were to deny the proposed Project but 4 

indicate that another Alternative, such as the LNG Trucking alternative, would be 5 

acceptable. What steps would FEI take in such a situation to address the imminent 6 

capacity issues? 7 

  8 

Response: 9 

FEI would need to consider the BCUC’s decision and rationale for making such a determination 10 

and would consider what steps it would need to take at that time. FEI has developed the 11 

Application in response to the BCUC’s Decision and Order G-361-23 and has proposed the best 12 

solution to meet the imminent capacity shortfall expected by the winter of 2026/27. As such, FEI 13 

would seek to recover its costs associated with the development and preparation of this 14 

Application (as well as the regulatory proceeding costs incurred). 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

20.2 What costs would FEI need to write off, and how much would FEI seek to recover 19 

from ratepayers relating to the proposed application? Please explain and quantify 20 

to the extent possible. 21 

  22 

Response: 23 

Please refer to the response to CEC IR1 20.1. 24 

  25 
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21. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 27 and page 54 1 

 2 

 3 

21.1 Please convert the 1,000 GJ into USG capacity. 4 

  5 

Response: 6 

The conversion for 1,000 GJ into USG capacity is as follows:3 7 

1,000 GJ = 12,119 USG LNG 8 

FEI notes that the bulk LNG transport trailers currently part of FEI’s existing fleet have a capacity 9 

range of between 11,150 to 12,160 USG, which converts to between approximately 920 GJ and 10 

1,000 GJ. For the purposes of development of the OCMP, FEI has selected a model with 11,150 11 

USG (approximately 920 GJ) capacity. Please see the response to CEC IR1 19.1 for more 12 

information on which LNG transport trailer model was selected. 13 

 
3  https://apps.cer-rec.gc.ca/Conversion/conversion-tables.aspx?GoCTemplateCulture=en-CA. 

https://apps.cer-rec.gc.ca/Conversion/conversion-tables.aspx?GoCTemplateCulture=en-CA
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22. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 46 1 

 2 

22.1 Please provide an overview of the rationale for the weightings in the Site 3 

Evaluation, and in particular address why ‘Financial’ is only weighted at 10%. 4 

  5 

Response: 6 

The weightings were determined through collaborative discussions and reviews with FEI’s subject 7 

matter expert representatives, based on the impacts of the scope of each of the site options and 8 

how they would support the Project objectives and FEI’s ongoing operation in the community. FEI 9 

provides further discussion on each category as follows: 10 

• As a schedule driven project, the Schedule and Project Execution category was weighted 11 

the highest to reflect the importance of selecting a site location that would allow the Project 12 

to be executed by winter 2026/27.  13 

• The Community and Stakeholder Impacts category was weighed at 25 percent to reflect 14 

the importance the OCMP would have on the community and the environment. FEI 15 

considers 25 percent to be appropriate to ensure the site selection considers the impact 16 

to the community, stakeholders and Indigenous groups. 17 

• The Land Ownership, Permitting and Zoning category and the Technical category were 18 

weighted at 20 percent and 15 percent, respectively, to reflect the importance of selecting 19 

a site location that will support long-term operations and that has the lowest potential risks 20 

(i.e., land acquisition, regulatory requirements, etc.) that could ultimately impact the overall 21 

Project objectives and execution.   22 
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• The Financial category was weighed at 10 percent because the OCMP is considered a 1 

capacity and schedule driven project. Although minimizing rate impacts to customers is 2 

important, FEI considered the impacts and risks of the other categories to outweigh the 3 

financial component in this case.  4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

22.2 Please discuss whether or not, in evaluation of projects, the financial costs and 8 

rate impacts should be considered separately, because they depend on the 9 

magnitude of differences vs. the assumed values of the subjective criteria, which 10 

should also be evaluated separately and then justified relative to the cost and 11 

benefit of differences.  12 

  13 

Response: 14 

The intent of the evaluation of projects, or alternatives evaluation, is to determine which feasible 15 

alternative should be selected as the preferred alternative. This evaluation must consider both 16 

the total cost (and rate impact) of the alternatives, and the subjective impact of the alternatives, 17 

as they pertain to the criteria, to determine which alternative is preferred. As part of the evaluation, 18 

FEI must assign weights to each of the categories (including the Financial category) to ensure 19 

that each category is being considered within the larger context of the project objectives. 20 

Otherwise, for example, FEI might conclude that a feasible alternative is the “best” purely because 21 

the financial impact is the lowest, even if that alternative scores worse in every other category. 22 

  23 
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23. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 47 1 

 2 

23.1 Please explain where FEI proposes to transfer the activities that were being 3 

conducted on the site, such as storage of emergency pipe and repair materials. 4 

23.1.1 How did FEI account for these requirements in its Alternatives Analysis?  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

FEI included costs associated with procuring and developing a parcel of land to be utilized for the 8 

storage of emergency pipe and repair materials within the cost estimate. The evaluation of this 9 

cost was completed in the Site Selection Report, Table 3 in Appendix C of the Application between 10 

the alternative site locations. FEI did not consider this cost as part of the alternatives analysis for 11 

the feasible project alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 4, 5 and 6) because the costs would be 12 

consistent across all alternatives. 13 

  14 
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24. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, pages 54 and 55, and page 56 1 

 2 

 3 
24.1 Please confirm that the 1st phase of the temporary LNG storage is effectively 4 

Alternative 5 on a temporary basis.  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

Not confirmed. The first phase of the Project involves utilizing one mobile day tank and three LNG 8 

transport trailers as a temporary storage solution until the completion of Phase 2. This temporary 9 

storage equipment will be filled during the off-season and will be kept on-site as needed. The 10 

three bulk LNG transport trailers will then be used in Phase 2 to transport LNG from Tilbury to 11 



FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI or the Company) 

Application for Approval of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for 
the Okanagan Capacity Mitigation Project (OCMP) (Application)  

Submission Date: 

October 24, 2024 

Response to the Commercial Energy Consumers of BC (CEC) Information Request (IR) 
No. 1 

Page 49 

 

Kelowna and to fill the permanent tanks annually, and the mobile day tank will be used as part of 1 

FEI’s LNG fleet. 2 

While Phase 1 employs similar equipment to Alternative 5, there is no intention to transport LNG 3 

by truck during cold weather conditions on peak demand days. In contrast, Alternative 5 does not 4 

incorporate on-site storage and would depend on refilling the trailers as needed during peak 5 

demand days. 6 

  7 



FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI or the Company) 

Application for Approval of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for 
the Okanagan Capacity Mitigation Project (OCMP) (Application)  

Submission Date: 

October 24, 2024 

Response to the Commercial Energy Consumers of BC (CEC) Information Request (IR) 
No. 1 

Page 50 

 

25. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 62 1 

2 

 3 

25.1 Please explain why the entire Basis of Estimate, including assumptions, is held 4 

Confidential and not simply redacted for dollar values.  5 

  6 

Response: 7 

The entire Basis of Estimate, including assumptions, has been filed by FEI on a confidential basis 8 

due to its commercially sensitive nature.  As stated in the cover letter to the Application, Appendix 9 

B-3 is an engineering document and should be kept confidential on the basis that it contains 10 

operationally sensitive information pertaining to FEI’s assets as they identify areas of risk to the 11 

Project and include cost estimates. Therefore, it is not simply a matter of redacting dollar values. 12 

Further, if FEI were to undertake to review and redact the confidential information including 13 

values, it would result in such a significantly redacted document so as to render it impractical for 14 

regulatory review purposes. 15 
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FEI has consistently filed the Basis of Estimates in CPCN applications on a confidential basis and 1 

requested that the confidential information be made available only to interveners upon filing an 2 

executed Confidentiality Declaration and Undertaking. The BCUC has consistently accepted 3 

FEI’s justification for confidentiality and has treated the Basis of Estimates as confidential.   4 

FEI also notes that in this proceeding, CEC has submitted executed Confidentiality Declaration 5 

and Undertaking forms for its consultants and legal counsel and, therefore, has been provided 6 

access to this information for the purposes of this proceeding. 7 

  8 
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26. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 70 and page 75 1 

2 

 3 

 4 

26.1 What is the typical treatment for Development costs when an application is not 5 

approved by the BCUC? 6 

  7 
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Response: 1 

The typical treatment for prudently incurred development costs is that the BCUC approves their 2 

recovery from customers through amortization in rates, regardless of whether a CPCN (or other 3 

type of application) is ultimately approved by the BCUC. Irrespective of whether an application is 4 

approved or not, prudently incurred development costs are recoverable in rates. Otherwise, the 5 

fair return standard would not be met. 6 

FEI has demonstrated in Section 6.4.3.2 of the Application why the development costs were 7 

incurred and the nature of the costs. FEI developed the original OCU CPCN project in accordance 8 

with the CPCN Guidelines and provided extensive evidence as to why it considered the originally 9 

proposed project to be in the public interest. While the BCUC ultimately did not approve the 10 

original OCU project as proposed by FEI, in the Decision and Order G-361-23, the BCUC found 11 

that “there is an immediate need to address this imminent capacity shortfall”4 and also 12 

acknowledged that denying the original OCU CPCN project will “put additional stress on the ITS’ 13 

capacity levels and existing mitigation efforts will provide only sort-term relief ending in the winter 14 

of 2026/2027”.5  15 

The steps that FEI undertook to progress the project were prudent and necessary given the 16 

circumstances at the time the original OCU project was developed and the CPCN application was 17 

filed in 2020. Accordingly, it is reasonable and appropriate for FEI to recover the development 18 

costs incurred for the original OCU CPCN project. 19 

Please also refer to the response to CEC IR1 27.2. 20 

  21 

 
4  Decision, p. 23. 
5  Decision, p. 25. 
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27. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, pages 75-77 1 

 2 

 3 
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 1 

27.1 Please explain why the expenditures have increased from $19.841 million to over 2 

$22 million being recovered.  3 

  4 

Response: 5 

The difference between the $19.841 million and $22.153 million is due to the financing costs at 6 

FEI’s weighted average cost of capital (WACC) and income tax recovery, as shown in Table 6-3 7 

of the Application. Please refer to Table 1 below for the reconciliation. 8 

Table 1:  Summary of 2018 – 2023 OCU CPCN Development Deferred Costs ($000s) 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

Line Particular

1 Pre-tax Costs 19,841                   

2 Income Tax Recovery (1,681)                    

3 Financing, WACC Return 3,993                      

4 Total ($000s) 22,153                   

2018-2023 OCU 

CPCN 

Development 

Costs
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 1 

27.2 The CEC seeks to separate out those costs accrued in the original application 2 

which FEI relied upon in the current application (i.e., costs that have ultimately 3 

been useful in the current application) vs those costs which did not ultimately 4 

contribute to the current application and/or were duplicated in the current 5 

application.  6 

 7 

The CEC includes, in the table below, the following costs in the original application 8 

that it considers that FEI would not have incurred had it originally proposed the 9 

current mitigation options. Please comment and adjust the table to reflect those 10 

costs that could have been avoided if the Mitigation Project had been proposed in 11 

the original application. 12 

  13 
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Response: 1 

FEI disagrees with the premise of the question, including the resulting table.  2 

FEI developed the original OCU CPCN project and application based on an identified need, and 3 

undertook the actions necessary to assess the feasible alternatives, develop a Class 3 level cost 4 

estimate for the proposed project, and to engage with Indigenous groups and stakeholders. The 5 

actions undertaken by FEI during the regulatory process to continue to progress the project were 6 

reasonable and prudent given the circumstances at that time, and FEI’s expectations of the timing 7 

of when the proposed project would need to be in-service to meet the anticipated capacity shortfall 8 

on the ITS. FEI believes that the original OCU project was the best alternative to meet the forecast 9 

capacity shortfall on the ITS, and it undertook the necessary steps to ensure that, if approved, the 10 

project would meet the in-service timelines. 11 

The BCUC’s Decision and Order G-361-23 affirmed that there is an imminent capacity shortfall 12 

on the ITS that needs to be addressed6, but disagreed that FEI’s proposed project was the 13 

appropriate means to address that shortfall. This decision does not mean that the costs incurred 14 

for the original OCU project were imprudent. 15 

In its decision, the BCUC expressed concern about the longer-term impacts of policy on the 16 

growth in peak demand and that “if the RRGCR application is denied in whole or in part, the 17 

forecast peak demand growth in FEI’s ITS is highly unlikely to occur.”7 However, at the time of 18 

the OCU Decision (after all development costs had been spent), FEI continued to have a 19 

reasonable expectation, had it been approved, that the Province would accept the compliance 20 

pathway it developed within the Revised Renewable Gas Comprehensive Review (RRGCR) 21 

application to connect residential and commercial customers to the gas system beyond 2030 22 

under the Zero Carbon Step Code. FEI received the RRGCR decision (Order G-77-24) on March 23 

24, 2024 denying its Connections program, approximately three months after the OCU Decision.   24 

As explained in Section 6.4.3.2 of the Application, the development costs incurred for the original 25 

OCU project were necessary and prudent, regardless of the proposed OCMP. A significant portion 26 

of the costs incurred were to prepare for the original OCU project CPCN application, including 27 

developing the cost estimate to an AACE Class 3 level (and to develop the feasible alternatives 28 

to AACE Class 4 levels), as well as extensive engagement with impacted Indigenous groups. 29 

Additional work (and costs) were required due to the adjournment of the regulatory process (i.e., 30 

work was required to be undertaken while the process was adjourned, particularly regarding 31 

Indigenous engagement) and the need to provide updated cost estimates once the process was 32 

re-started. 33 

In this Application, FEI considered various alternatives to address the Project need, including a 34 

pipeline extension. The OCMP, while a different solution than the original OCU project, is a 35 

 
6  Decision and Order G-361-23, p. 23. 
7  Decision and Order G-361-23, p. 24. 
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continuation of the process to address the expected capacity shortfall on the ITS, and the work to 1 

develop the OCMP builds on the work undertaken for the original OCU project. For example: 2 

• The 2023 Peak Demand Forecast, which was filed in the response to BCUC Panel IR2 3 

2.1 in the original OCU CPCN proceeding8, continues to be used as presented in Section 4 

3.2 of the Application and confirms the need for the OCMP by the winter of 2026/27;   5 

• As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1, the development work, including the cost estimate at the 6 

AACE Class 3 level, for the original OCU project’s 30 km alignment was leveraged in the 7 

development of Alternative 1 (Pipeline Extension) in this Application, which is a shorter 8 

length pipeline (i.e., 6.4 km) to address the short-term capacity shortfall. Significant work 9 

would have been needed to develop this alternative for the OCMP Application if the prior 10 

work from the original OCU application was not available. However, Alternative 1 was 11 

ultimately determined not feasible because there would not be enough time to execute the 12 

project in time to meet the capacity shortfall in 2026/27, considering the time needed to 13 

meet the requirements for consent from snpink’tn (though as FEI has explained in the 14 

response to CEC IR1 5.1, a pipeline extension may be considered for a future capacity 15 

project beyond the winter of 2028/29); and 16 

• The engagement with impacted Indigenous groups for the OCMP is a continuation of the 17 

engagement undertaken during the development of the original OCU project. As 18 

discussed in Section 8.3.1.1 of the Application, FEI began engaging with Indigenous 19 

groups as early as January 23, 2024 on potential options for the OCMP. 20 

  21 

 
8  Exhibit B-46. 
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28. Reference:   Exhibit B-1, page 94 and page 96 1 

 2 

 3 
28.1 Please confirm that, to date, FEI has no reason to expect that it will not ultimately 4 

receive support from the relevant Indigenous communities. 5 

  6 

Response: 7 

FEI initiated early engagement with the Intergovernmental Affairs staff of the local Indigenous 8 

group, Westbank First Nation (WFN), as the Project location falls within WFN’s Area of 9 

Responsibility within the syilx Okanagan Nation. The overall discussion was positive, with WFN 10 

advising they will likely want to participate in any archaeological and environmental studies. FEI 11 

updated referral information previously submitted to WFN for further review and feedback, along 12 

with Environmental and Archaeological Desktop studies completed to date. At WFN’s request, 13 

FEI agreed to provide further information such as detailed design and environmental studies once 14 

developed. 15 

FEI also sent notification letters to the other Indigenous communities that hold interest in the 16 

Project area, and, to date has not received any questions, concerns, comments, or requests for 17 

meetings to further engage on the Project. 18 

Based on discussions to date, and FEI’s commitment to provide further information as it becomes 19 

available, FEI does not anticipate concerns being raised from local Indigenous communities. 20 

 21 
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