
REQUESTOR NAME: Richard T. Landale BCUC Intervener C1 
INFORMATION REQUEST No. 1: 
TO: FortisBC Energy Inc. 
DATE: 5 September 2017 
PROJECT NO: 1598915 BCUC 
APPLICATION NAME: FortisBC Energy Inc. and City of Surrey Applications for 

Approval of Terms for an Operating Agreement. 

PRE-EXISTING  STANDARD  OPERATING  AGREEMENTS 
FortisBC Energy Inc. Application for Operating Terms Between the District of Coldstream and 
FortisBC Energy Inc., Final Order with Reasons, G-113-12. 

http://www.ordersdecisions.bcuc.com/bcuc/orders/en/item/118398/index.do?r=AAAAAQAJRy0xMTMtMTIgAQ 
Quote from the Commission’s Final Determination. 

“FEI Pro-forma Agreement 

The Commission notes the Municipality’s concerns over the emphasis placed on the Pro-
forma Agreement by FEI and is in agreement with the Municipality that, with regard to 
applications made pursuant to section 32 of the Act, the circumstances in each municipality 
should be considered to determine the appropriate terms and conditions on an individual 
basis.  The Commission has reviewed submissions from both parties and has included its 
determination on each of the Specific Terms in Dispute in Appendix A.1. 

The Commission does not agree with comments made by the Municipality in the Coldstream 
Reply that questions raised and comments made by the Commission specific to the Pro-forma 
Agreement do not provide a “strong endorsement” of the Pro-forma Agreement. Instead, such 
questions and comments are part of the regulatory process that the Commission engages in 
prior to issuing orders and decisions. In the Commission’s view, that FEI has successfully 
negotiated new operating agreements that are substantially similar to the Pro-forma 
Agreement with 21 municipalities, each with individual circumstances, since 2006 provides 
strong support for the merits of the Pro-forma Agreement.” 

And reiterated in the Commission Order C-7-14 
RE: FortisBC Energy Inc. Application for Approval of an Operating Agreement with the Village 

of Keremeos 

INFORMATION REQUESTS: 

1. Please discuss the over arching rational / FEI Policy as why FEI agreement
proposal differentiates between 21 other Municipalities to FEI  / Surrey
negotiations  and disagreement.

Will FEI please respond to these “IR’s 2 & 3” using the BCUC guidelines for confidentiality 
filings,  for security reasons.  As FEI’s response pertains to facilities, pipeline routing,  
transmission systems in neighbourhood connection networks to customers. 
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2. Does FEI have any underground natural gas pipelines, or underground piping 
systems in Hawthorne Rotary Park,  located within the Municipality of Surrey.   
A simple Yes/No answer is all that is requested. 

3. As a follow up,  is it normal practice, whether in Surrey or any other 
Municipality,  or Federal/Provincial Parks for FEI’s distribution network to 
route natural gas supply systems through Parks of any kind.   A simple 
Yes/No answer is all that is requested. 
 

The following IR’s I believe can be responded to in an open IR response,  unless FEI has 
reasons to keep their fulsome responses confidential. 

 

4. That said,  in the past (pre 2017) what has been the prevailing agreements 
with each jurisdiction (Municipality, Federal, Provincial) when it comes to FEI 
relocating, upgrading,  adding or removing FEI facilities and piping in Parks.  
This IR can be conjoined with IR 5 below. 

5. In terms of Parks - Who pays for what and when,  what are the cost sharing 
arrangements.  Please also take into consideration the 3%  or  0.7% Operating 
Fee structure discussed in this application for cost sharing,  such as 
“Delivery Margin” or “Gross Revenue”  

6. Given FEI’s application and the responses to the above IR’s,  how does FEI 
expect (hope) the Commission will take into consideration FEI’s responses to 
the above 5 IR’s.  Please discuss the pros and cons,  again within the context 
of Parks the cost sharing arrangements.  Please also discuss why,  since 
these “Public Park spaces” are not revenue sources from a capital cost 
sustainability point of view,  but are 100% a cost burden to each jurisdiction 
(and the taxpayer in each jurisdiction). 

7. For clarity, will FEI please provide an executive summary that explains why 
Surrey is so unique.  In as much as the operating fee structure being offered 
by FEI to Surrey is at 0.7%,  as opposed to say 0.5% or 1.0% or 3%.  In this 
executive summary please include an Operating Fee table for the last 10 
years, with as best estimate FEI can for the next 3 years to 2021.  For this 
intervener’s comprehension,  please provide an Averaged Residential column. 

8. The attached residential monthly FEI Billing, line items all charges and taxes. 
Will FEI please demonstrate using this format as to how the requested 
Operating Fee to be collected on behalf of Surrey will be tabled in the billing.  
And how will this Operating fee not be summed for the purposes of Carbon 
Tax, Clean Energy Levy, GST and PST calculations. 

9. (A):  Will FEI please confirm or others indicate,  how has FEI and Surrey been 
adding prior years operating fees to residential customers in their monthly 
billing, if at all,  meaning: never. 

9. (B):  If Customers have been paying for operating fees to FEI (on behalf of 
Surrey or others wise) how has this been accounted for in the monthly 
residential billings.  Please demonstrate and how much has been collected for 
/ on behalf of Surrey for each of the last 10 years. 
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ATTACHMENT FOR INFORMATION REQUEST # 8 
Redacted for Personal Information Privacy 
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