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British Columbia Utilities Commission 
6th Floor 900 Howe Street 

' 
Vancouver, B.C. 
V6Z 2N3 

Attention: Patrick \Vruck, Commission Secretary and 
Manager, Regulatory Support 

Dear Sirs/Mesdames: 

OWEN 1 BIRD 
LAW CORPORA ION 

POBox49130 
Three Bentall Centre 
2900-595 Burrard Street 
Vancouver, BC 
Canada V7X lJ5 

Telephone 604 688-0401 
Fax 604 688-2827 
Website www.owenbird.com 

Direct Line: 604 691-7557 

Direct Fax: 604 632-4482 

E-mail: cweafer@owenbird,com 

Our File: 23841/0187 

Re: :FortisBC Energy Inc. - Application for Use of Lands under Sections 32 and 33 of 
the Utilities Commission Act in the City of Coquitlam for the Lower Mainland 
Intermediate Pressure System Upgrade.("LMIPSU") Projects - Project No.1598963 

We are counsel to the Commercial Energy Consumers Association of British Columbia (the 
"CEC"). Attached please find the CEC's first set of Information Requests to the City of 
Coquitlam with respect to the above-noted matter. 

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

Yours truly, 

OWEN BIRD LAW CORPORATION 

-Cfui.slopher 

CPW(jj 
cc: CEC 
cc: FortisBC Energy Inc. 
cc: Registered Interveners 

{01151460;1) 
INTERLAW MEM!H::R OF INTERLAW, AN INTERNATIONAL ASSOCJA""!"!ON 

OF INDEPENDENT LAW ftRMS lN MAJOR WORLD CENTRES 
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COMMERCIAL ENERGY CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION  

OF BRITISH COLUMBIA (“CEC”) 

 

INFORMATION REQUEST #1 TO CITY OF COQUITLAM 

 

FortisBC Energy Inc. ~ Application for Use of Lands under Sections 32 and 33 of the 

Utilities Commission Act in the City of Coquitlam for the Lower Mainland Intermediate 

Pressure System Upgrade (“LMIPSU”) Projects 

Project No.1598963 

 

November 21, 2018 

 

ISSUE 4 – REMOVAL OF DECOMMISSIONED NPS 20 PIPELINE 

1. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8, page 2 and Exhibit B-12, page 1 and page 21 

 

 

 

1.1 The City’s evidence is that the City requires that FEI remove the entire 5.5 km of NPS 20 

pipeline under Como Lake Avenue, whereas FEI’s evidence appears to be that the City 

requires FEI to remove an approximate 380 metre segment of the NPS 20, at FEI’s cost, 

but has also later requested removal of the entire 5.5 km of pipeline.  Please clarify the 

City’s position   
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2. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 21 and page 32 

 

 

 

2.1 Please provide the City’s views as to whose cost the removal of the entire 5.5 km of NPS 

20 Pipeline underneath Como Lake Avenue would accrue under the City’s proposal and 

under the Operating Agreement.  Please be specific as to which portions would accrue to 

the City and which portions would accrue to FEI. 

2.2 Please comment on FEI’s assessment of the Municipality’s Contribution shown on page 

32 of FEI’s evidence and discussed later. 
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3. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 33 

 

 

3.1 Please comment on the validity of FEI’s estimation of total costs shown in Table 3-6 and 

discussed in Exhibit B-12. 

3.2 Please comment on the validity of FEI’s allocation of costs to FEI and the City as shown 

in Table 3-6 and discussed in Exhibit B-12. 



 

{01151443;1}   

- 4 - 

4. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8, page 2  

 

 

4.1 Please describe how the City has ascertained that its proposed approach is most ‘cost 

effective’.  Please itemize and provide quantification of the costs, and identify which 

party would be responsible for each of the costs under the City’s proposal and under the 

Operating Agreement. 

4.2 Please provide a more precise estimate of when the City expects to require the space 

currently occupied by the NPS Pipeline in the 380 m section between North Road and 

Clarke Road, and the other segments of the 5.5 km pipeline space.  

4.3 For how long has the City deferred installation of its new 250 mm water main and 450 

mm sanitary sewer? 

4.4 If the City had undertaken the installation of its new 250 mm water main and/or 450 mm 

sanitary sewer and consequently relocated the NPS 20 pipeline while it remained in 

service, would the City have incurred more costs than it expects to do under the City’s 

proposed scenario?  Please explain. 
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4.4.1 If yes, please provide a list of costs with quantification.  

4.5 For how long would the City be able to continue to defer the new 250 mm water main 

and/or the 450 mm sanitary sewer if FEI was not upgrading its infrastructure under Como 

Lake Avenue as part of its LMIPSU project? 

4.6 Why does the City believe that all 5.5 km should be removed when the urgency is related 

to only 380 m?  Please explain.  

4.7 Please confirm that if FEI were not upgrading its infrastructure, the City would bear the 

costs of related to any accommodations FEI was required to make for the City to install 

its water mains and sanitary sewers. 

4.8  If FEI were not upgrading its infrastructure at this time, would the City proceed 

immediately or in the near future with the installation of water mains and sanitary 

sewers?  Please explain. 

4.8.1 If yes, would the City pay for removal and/or relocation of all 5.5 km of pipeline, 

or would the City require only a portion of the pipeline to be removed/relocated.  

Please explain. 

4.8.2 If the City would not conduct removal/relocation of the 5.5 km of pipeline, please 

detail the length of pipeline the City would undertake to remove/relocate in order 

address its future needs.  

4.9 Please provide the City’s standard operating processes regarding removal of any City 

infrastructure under roadways, when it may choose to abandon all or a portion of the 

infrastructure for whatever reason.  

4.10 Please provide the City’s historical requirements for crossing the Como Lake Avenue 

span as a frequency per year for a 380 mm width of impact. 
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5. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8, page 5 and page 7 

 

 

 

5.1 Recognizing that the City disputes the cost effectiveness of FEI’s proposal relative to its 

own, please comment on whether or not FEI’s proposal represents a safety hazard, and if 

so, why. 

5.2 Please elaborate on the ‘precautions’ required by the City’s contractor to deal with 

asbestos. 



 

{01151443;1}   

- 7 - 

5.3 Please confirm that the City’s contractor is capable and versed in managing the 

precautions that would be required for dealing with asbestos.  

5.4 Please provide the estimated additional costs for both FEI and the City that would be 

required as a result of the need for ‘precautions’ to deal with asbestos.  

ISSUE 5 – REPAIR AND REPAVING OF DAMAGE TO COMO LAKE AVENUE 

CAUSED BY PROJECT 

6. Reference:  Exhibit C1-8 Page 8 and 9 

 

 

6.1 Please provide the specific terms that FEI will not be abiding by in the City’s view.  

6.2 Please discuss whether or not the terms of the Operating Agreement require FEI to return 

disrupted roadways to current condition or better than current condition, and provide 

evidence to support the City’s position.  

6.3 How does the City normally deal with contractors that disrupt/damage more than was 

anticipated in an original agreement?  Please explain.  

6.4 Please confirm that FEI’s proposal does not limit it to repaving the centre two lanes if it 

damages more than that.  

6.5 If FEI did not disturb/damage more than the two middle lanes of Como Lake Avenue, 

would the City still require FEI to repave all four lanes?  Please explain why or why not.  

6.6 When the City conducts its own repairs to City roadways, does the City policy require 

itself to repair and repave all lanes, or only those disturbed/damaged by the activity?  

Please explain and attach any policies that the City has in place.  

6.7 Please discuss the current condition of the roadways at issue.  

6.8 Please provide the City’s definition of ‘acceptable’ condition.  
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7. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 4 

 

7.1 Please comment on FEI’s evidence related to the condition of the existing pavement.  

8. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 3 and page 10 

 

8.1 FEI states that it is committed to repairing any damage to Como Lake Avenue resulting 

from the Project.  Please comment on the steps the City would take if FEI was required to 

repave two lanes but damaged some segments of a third lane.  

8.2 Does the City expect that FEI would be willing to make repairs to those areas it 

damaged?  Please explain why or why not. 

8.3 Please comment on the City’s recourse options if FEI was required to repave two lanes 

and damaged some segments of a third lane.  

8.4 Who is the arbiter of whether or not damage has been done and, if so, whether it has been 

fully mitigated? 
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9. Reference:  Exhibit B-12, page 5 

 

9.1 Do the City’s requests exceed its own specifications as posed by FEI?  Please comment. 




