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A. PROJECT  

 Reference: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  1.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.2, p. 1 
Burnaby Mountain DEU  

Corix states on page 1 of its Application: “The Burnaby Mountain DEU is being designed to provide 
renewable energy service to existing customers of the UniverCity NUS (a portion of UniverCity Phase 2) 
and to Phases 3 and 4 of the UniverCity development.” 
 
1.1 Please explain what energy source will supply phase 1 and 2a after completion of the Biomass 

plant. 

1.1.1 If Phase 1 and 2a are to be served by something other than biomass please explain how 
the energy source used for Phase 1 and 2a contributes to the overall sustainability 
objectives set out by SFU and the BC energy objectives.  

1.2 Please discuss Corix’s plans for SFU’s current gas boiler plant. 

1.2.1 What is SFU’s current load and how will this affect the nominal capacity from the new 
biomass plant? 

 Reference: PROJECT NEED, ALTERNATIVES, AND JUSTIFICATION  2.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2, p. 10 
Project alternatives  

On page 10 of the Application, Corix lists the alternative technologies that were considered as a 
potential low carbon energy source “[a]s part of the detailed technical and financial analysis that was 
carried out in connection with the development of a district energy system at UniverCity…” 

 
2.1 Please provide a graph clearly comparing the GHG values for each of the evaluated technologies. 

Please include all incremental GHG associated with each Fuel source.   

2.1.1 Please explain all the environmental and cost benefits of Biomass over the other 
evaluated technologies.  

2.2 What, if any, options were considered for reducing the GHG emission on the current gas boilers? 

On page 10 of the application it states: “A low-carbon energy source is the stated objective of the SFU 
Trust and a requirement of SFU. It is also consistent with the BC Clean Energy Act and BC Energy 
Objectives. For comparison purposes, Corix undertook a cost analysis of supplying energy to the 
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UniverCity customers from a permanent natural gas plant.” 
 
2.3 In table format please show the full comparative analysis between the biomass plant and a 

permanent natural gas plant. 

2.3.1 If the UniverCity and SFU were to continue with using only natural gas as their fuel 
source would load demand and GHG targets be achieved. Please explain.  

2.4 Please show the full comparative analysis between a single CEP and combined CEP, for service 
to  UniverCity and the SFU Campus. 

 Reference: BC ENERGY OBJECTIVES AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS  3.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 5, p. 13, 
Table 1: addressing energy objectives  

On Page 13 in Table 1, summarizing the project’s alignments with objectives, Corix states “By utilizing 
the biomass CEP, the implementation of the Burnaby Mountain DEU will result in an estimated 
reduction in overall GHG emissions of 11,600 tonnes / year”   
 
3.1 Please clarify if the above statement takes into account the incremental GHG’s involved with the 

release of contaminants into air through the burning of wood residue, the incremental GHG’s 
involved with the maximum 7 trucks per day moving wood waste up to Burnaby mountain, the 
incremental trucks involved with moving bottom ash out of the filtering processes, the disposal 
and environment impact of recycling bottom ash for fertilizer use, and the air quality issues in 
the surrounding neighborhoods. Please discuss thoroughly and provide numerical data, if 
necessary.  

 Reference: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 4.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 7.1, 7.3, pp. 16, 19, 23 
Project scope  

On page 16 of the Application Corix states: “In selecting a location for the CEP, consideration was given 
to the impact on costs to customers, environmental requirements / limitations, technical feasibility / 
constructability requirements, land use and SFU development plans, as well as fuel delivery truck access 
and traffic impact.” 
 
4.1 What traffic mitigation measures, if any, are planned for the construction phase of the CEP? 

4.2 What other routes, if any, were considered for the fuel delivery trucks? 

4.2.1 What consultation, if any, was carried out specific to the fuel delivery truck route? 

4.3 How does Corix plan to mitigate the risk of no fuel supply, in the event the road is inaccessible 
for a number of days due to extreme weather or other road conditions? 

4.4 What consideration has been given to a truck ‘holding area’ in the likely event more than one 
truck at a time arrives to deliver fuel? 

4.4.1 If no ‘holding area’ has been considered, how will traffic be managed in the event more 
than one delivery truck at a time arrives?   

On Page 19 of the Application it states “The biomass module, including the building, will be designed, 
fabricated, and installed by Wellons, a local biomass systems manufacturer. The supplier was selected 
through a competitive process supported by SFU and SFU Trust.” 
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4.5 Please explain in detail the competitive process used to assess the biomass manufacturers.  

4.5.1 In a table format, please show how each supplier compared against the selection criteria 
used by Corix. Please clearly show where Wellons exceeds against other suppliers.  

4.5.2 Please provide the performance criteria Wellons are requested to meet, if different 
from the selection criteria. 

4.6 How many successful biomass modules have Wellons supplied in the past 10 years? 

4.7 What part, if any, did Corix play in the competitive selection process? 

4.7.1 Does Corix own and operate any other Biomass modules? 

4.7.1.1 If yes, how does Wellon’s compare as system manufacturer to the systems 
Corix use elsewhere?  

4.8 When does Corix expect to have an agreement (or memorandum of understanding) with 
Wellons established? 

4.8.1 If a successful agreement between Corix and Wellons is not reached by the date 
intended, what alternative course of action would Corix pursue? 

 
Corix states on page 23 of the Application: “All construction work will be tendered with the exception of 
the ETSs at the UniverCity development, which is provided by a Corix affiliate.” 
 
4.9 Please identify the Corix affiliate providing the energy transfer stations (ETS). 

4.10 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the ETS construction work provided by a Corix affiliate 
is being provided at competitive market rates. 

4.11 Please explain the rationale for utilizing a Corix affiliate for ETS construction work as opposed to 
competitively tendering the work similar to the other construction work. 

 Reference: PHYSICAL, BIOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL IMPACTS 5.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 7.4.2, p. 27 
Biomass sourcing and delivery  

On Page 27 of the Application Corix states: “The project will use locally-sourced wood waste that is no 
longer accepted at local landfills including tree cuttings and trimmings, clean wood waste such as wood 
chips from sawmills, shavings, hog fuel (an unprocessed mix of bark and wood fiber), and clean 
construction wood waste.” 
 
5.1 Please explain whether fuel sourcing will undergo a competitive bidding process. 

5.2 What due diligence criteria has Corix defined to assess the reliability of a supplier? 

5.3 Please confirm if a local fuel supplier has been established. 

5.3.1 If confirmed, please provide the location of the fuel source(s). 

5.3.2 Will the supplier provide service to other customers similar to Corix?  

5.4 Please verify any fuel supply contracts that have been established or when a memorandum of 
understanding should be anticipated. 

5.4.1 If not, please explain when Corix will have fuel supply contract(s) in place. 

5.5 For how many years will fuel initially be secured? 

5.6 Does the biomass fuel meet the requirement of the Clean Energy Act in achieving low 
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emissions? 

5.6.1 How does Corix plan to monitor the fuel source or fuel quality to ensure that it 
continues to meet the low GHG emission of the Clean Energy Act? 

5.7 In the event that the supplier fails to meet the demand or the contract ceases for whatever 
reason, what is the alternative fuel source? 

 Reference: PERMITS AND APPROVALS  6.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 7.6, pp. 27-28; Section 9, p. 50 
Outstanding permits and approvals 

On pages 27 to 28 of Exhibit B-1, Corix explains that a number of permits and approvals are required, including 
preliminary plan approval, building permit, environmental permitting, BCSA permit, and statutory rights of way 
approvals. 
 
On page 50 of the Application, Corix lists permitting as a moderate project risk that may result in schedule 
delays. 

6.1 In a table form, please list: i) all of the permits, requirements and approvals that are required for 
the biomass facility, ii) the organization or authority that requires the requirement(s), and iii) 
either the timing of when the requirement was met, or the timing of when the requirement is 
anticipated to be completed.  

6.1.1 Of the permit and approvals pending, please explain the impact on the project if the 
permit was not approved. Please also list Corix’s alternative option in this event. 

6.2 What is the timing of the completion of the air emission dispersion modelling assessment? 

6.2.1 Does Corix intend on filing the detailed air emission dispersion modelling assessment as 
an evidentiary update in this proceeding? 

6.3 Please explain whether Corix is seeking conditional approval of the CPCN, subject to its approval 
with Metro Vancouver and successful registration of the facility under the bylaw and air permit 
requirements. 

6.3.1 In the event the CPCN is not approved by the Commission, what are Corix’s alternatives 
and how would Corix work to meet SFU sustainability objectives and BC energy 
objectives? 

 
B. ENERGY LOAD AND ANNUAL ENERGY DEMAND 

 Reference: LOAD DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECAST 7.0
Corix Application for a CPCN for Additional Capital and Amended Rates for UniverCity 
Neighbourhood Utility Service on Burnaby Mountain (2015 Corix CPCN) proceeding, 
Exhibit B-21, BCUC IR 13.1-13.3, 15.0 
Demand forecast methodology 

Corix explains in response to BCUC IR 13.1 through 13.3 in Exhibit B-2 of the 2015 Corix CPCN 
proceeding the methodology and assumptions to calculate the UniverCity load forecast.  

 
Corix explains in response to BCUC IR 13.2.2 in the 2015 Corix CPCN proceeding that “The underlying 
difference between the 2011 forecast and the current forecast is that the assumed EUI is no longer 
based off of a feasibility study but rather real data collected by the utility which reflects the actual 

                                                           
1 http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_45193_B-2_Corix%20Responses-BCUC-IR-1.pdf  

http://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2015/DOC_45193_B-2_Corix%20Responses-BCUC-IR-1.pdf
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performance of the system in its entirety.” In response to BCUC IR 15.0 series, Corix further explains the 
uncertainties associated with the 2015 load forecast, and how Corix has minimized or alleviated the 
uncertainties from the 2011 forecast. 

 
7.1 Please provide an update on whether the methodology and assumptions as described in 

response to IR 13.1 through 13.3 is used to produce the UniverCity residential energy demand as 
shown in Table 6 of the application. Where there has been a refinement, please identify and 
explain.  

 Reference: LOAD DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECAST 8.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.1.1, p. 29; 2015 Corix NUS CPCN, Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 16.1, 16.3; 
UniverCity NUS 

Corix states on page 29 of its application: “Based on the measured data collected over the first five years 
of development, the following EUIs have been used to calculate the system load and total energy 
demand” 

 
Corix states in response to BCUC IR 16.1 in the 2015 Corix NUS CPCN proceeding that “Corix is 
developing a website for its customers, the building strata’s, and developers which it expects to unveil 
sometime in Q1 of 2016. The website will include information on conservation measures, customer care, 
and billing and have a separate area for developers looking for connection information regarding the 
utility.” 

 
Corix states in response to BCUC IR 16.3 in the 2015 Corix NUS CPCN proceeding that “Corix monitors 
energy load and consumption data and any impacts from this information campaign or future 
conservation programs will be evaluated and incorporated into future development of the NUS.” 

 
8.1 Please provide the peak Energy Use Intensity (EUI) for each completed parcel since the 

respective completion date for each year to date. 

8.2 Please provide an update on Corix’s current and planned conservation programs and campaigns. 

8.3 With reference to information gathered from Corix’s information campaign and existing and/or 
future conservation programs, please explain whether there have been any changes in i) the EUI 
for connected buildings from the date of connection to date and ii) changes to future 
developments of the NUS. 

8.3.1 If yes, please explain whether and how the changes as explained above are accounted 
for in the annual energy and diversified capacity forecast. 

 Reference: LOAD DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECAST 9.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.1, pp. 29–31, Appendix II, p. 9 
SFU base load needs 

Corix states on pages 29 to 30 of Exhibit B-1 that “The energy requirements for SFU were obtained from 
the SFU DES’s operational data. SFU provided information about the system load demand as well as the 
monthly natural gas consumption data for the past five years. Using information from SFU operating 
personnel, an assumption of 80% plant efficiency was used to calculate the SFU thermal annual energy 
demand.” 

 
Figure 10 on Page 31 of the application shows SFU’s energy demand from 2019 to 2022. 

 
9.1 Please provide SFU’s historical total thermal energy demand from 2011 to 2016 and SFU's 

energy demand forecast up to 2023 in a well-labeled graph and in a functional excel data table, 
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and identify the base load as a portion of SFU’s total historical and forecast energy demand in 
the graph. 

9.2 Please explain how SFU’s energy demand forecast is calculated, including a discussion of the 
methodology used, data source and input assumptions. 

9.3 Please quantify the volume and percentage of SFU's historical energy demand and forecasted 
demand that is considered as base load.  

9.3.1 What percentage of SFU's total base load will be supplied by the new 13.5MW biomass 
facility from 2019 onwards? 

9.4 Please explain why SFU’s energy demand from the biomass CEP is higher in years 2019 and 2020 
than in 2021 onwards. 

Corix states on page 30 of Exhibit B-1 that “Since SFU will continue to use its existing natural gas plant 
for peaking and back-up; Burnaby Mountain DEU will only provide baseload biomass energy to the SFU 
Campus.” 

 
9.5 Please identify the energy supply resource(s) and each resource’s respective capacity and 

energy supplied that is used to meet SFU’s current base load energy needs. 

9.5.1 Please explain whether the existing energy supply resources identified above will be 
available after 2019, if the biomass module is not available to supply SFU’s base load. 

9.5.2 Please explain whether the energy sourced from the proposed biomass module will 
displace volume supplied by existing energy supply resource(s) when the biomass 
module comes online in 2019. If yes, please elaborate on the status and usage (including 
the energy, capacity, and percentage of nameplate capacity used) of the existing energy 
supply resource(s) when the biomass CEP begins service. 

The amended and restated thermal energy service agreement by and between SFU and Corix included in 
Appendix II of Exhibit B-1 states on page 9 in section 2.2(a) that “…SFU will have no obligation to take 
and use Thermal Energy from the CEP under this Agreement” 
 
9.6 Please elaborate on SFU’s energy supply resource stack usage priority to supply its base load, 

detailing the maximum energy and capacity of each resource.  

9.7 Please layout in a table form how the proposed resources (8.3 natural gas module, 13.5MW 
biomass module, and others if any) matches up with the UniverCity NUS and SFU's total base 
load energy and capacity requirements for each year from 2016 to 2023, and include the 
amount of any energy and capacity shortfall or surplus. 

 Reference: LOAD DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECAST 10.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.1.4-8.2, p. 31; Corix application for a CPCN for the Neighborhood 
Utility Service at UniverCity Burnaby dated November 26, 2010, p. 16 
Sensitivity analysis 

On page 31 of Exhibit B-1, Figure 10 shows SFU and UniverCity annual energy demand, Table 10 shows 
the build-out schedule of UniverCity NUS. 

 
Corix presents a load duration curve on page 16 of its application for a CPCN for the Neighborhood 
Utility Service at UniverCity Burnaby dated November 26, 2010. 

 
10.1 Please provide a similar load duration curve (as referenced in the preamble) for 2016 actual load 

and 2023 forecasted load for i) UniverCity, ii) total SFU base load, and iii) UniverCity and total 
SFU baseload combined.   
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10.2 In the excel spreadsheet provided, please provide the diversified capacity and the annual energy 
demand from 2017 to 2027 under the following scenarios: 

1. buildout schedule is consistently 20% slower, 10% slower, 10% faster and 20% faster 
than anticipated; 

2. UniverCity annual energy consumption for each year is -20%, -10%, +10% and +20% 
from forecast; and 

3. SFU takes 0%, 25%, 50% and 75% of the anticipated load included in Figure 10 from 
2019 onwards. 

10.3 In the excel spreadsheet provided, for each of the scenarios above, please comment on the 
likelihood of each scenario occurring, and how each of the scenarios would impact the need for 
the CEP biomass plant in terms of timing and size.  

10.3.1 Under which conditions is the project considered no longer feasible? 

 Reference: VARIABLE OPERATING COST 11.0
Exhibit B-1, pp. 36, 44 
Biomass 

Corix states on page 36 of its Application that “The cost of biomass fuel used to calculate the rates is at 
2016 market price.” 

 
Biomass cost is included in Corix’s revenue requirement, as presented in Table 22 on page 44 of 
Exhibit B-1.  

 
11.1 Please provide the forecast biomass unit cost and volume included in each year of the forecast 

revenue requirement from 2019 to 2023. 

11.2 Please provide the reference to the 2016 market price used to calculate the cost of biomass fuel. 

11.2.1 Please explain whether the price accounts for the value of any environmental attributes. 

11.3 Please explain whether trucking cost to deliver the biomass is included in the revenue 
requirement. If not, why not? 

11.3.1 If biomass delivery cost is included, please explain how the delivery cost is derived.  

 
C. RATES – THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 12.0
Exhibit B-1: Section 8.12, p. 46; Appendix II, Section 1.1, pp. 4-5 
SFU rate design 

On page 46 of the Application, Corix states that the SFU revenue requirement is proposed to be divided 
into a three-part rate: a basic charge, a commodity charge and an availability charge. 
 
Corix describes the basic charge as follows: “A basic charge that is intended to recover both capital costs 
and operating costs that are allocated to SFU, less an agreed amount that is reallocated to the 
availability charge in order to put that amount at risk.” 

 
The Definitions section of the TESA does not include the term “basic charge”; however, on page 5 of the 
TESA, Corix defines “Capacity Charge” as “the monthly fixed charge per MW ($/MW/month) of 
Nominated Capacity payable by SFU to Corix under this Agreement as specified in the SFU Rate Schedule 
and entitled ‘Capacity Charge’”. 
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12.1 Please clarify if the “Capacity Charge” defined in the TESA is the same charge as the “Basic 

Charge” described in Section 8.12 of the Application and if so, please explain why Corix has used 
a different term in the Application compared to the TESA. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 13.0
Exhibit B-1: Sections 4, 8.10, pp. 12, 38; Appendix II, Section 2.2(a), p. 9 
Use of thermal energy from the CEP 

Corix states the following on page 12 of the Application: 

A termination provision allows SFU to terminate the Agreements and discontinue 
service for their portion of the biomass facility with 10 years’ notice to the utility. SFU 
can elect to provide notice of termination on the 10th year, or on the 15th year after 
commencement of service... The larger facility would not have been viable if these 
conditions were not met, and the residents in turn would not have had the opportunity 
to benefit from the economies of scale from a larger facility. 

 
Section 2.2(a) of the TESA states: 

While SFU intends to use Thermal Energy generated by Corix from the Biomass fired 
boilers in the CEP to meet the baseload Thermal Energy requirements of the Campus 
Distribution System during the Service Term, SFU will have no obligation to take and use 
Thermal Energy from the CEP under this Agreement. [emphasis added] 

 
13.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that based on the wording in Section 2.2(a) of the TESA, it 

is possible that SFU could elect to not take any thermal energy from Corix in any given month or 
year of the Service Agreement. 

13.1.1 If confirmed, please explain if, in the event that SFU does not elect to take thermal 
energy from Corix in a given month or year, SFU is still required to pay all or part of the 
monthly rate outlined in the TESA. As part of this response, please specifically explain 
how this scenario would impact the Availability Charge, Capacity Charge and 
Consumption Charge payable by SFU to Corix. 

13.1.2 If confirmed, please explain the implications, if any, to UniverCity ratepayers if SFU 
elects not to take Thermal Energy from the CEP. 

13.2 What, if any, impact does Section 2.2(a) of the TESA have on the effectiveness of the 
termination provision described on page 12 of the Application in terms of its ability to mitigate 
the risks to UniverCity customers on loss of the SFU load? 

13.2.1 Did Corix consider the potential impact of Section 2.2(a) of the TESA on UniverCity 
ratepayers as part of its benefit/risk analysis for building the larger combined CEP? If 
yes, please explain how this risk was assessed and mitigated. If not, please explain why 
not. 

Corix states on page 38 of the Application: “The allocation of the capital and operations cost associated 
with the CEP are based on the portion of that facility that is dedicated to SFU and to the UniverCity 
customers respectively.” 

 
13.3 Under a scenario where SFU chooses not to take and use Thermal Energy from the CEP, how 

would this impact the allocation of capital and operations costs associated with the CEP 
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between SFU and UniverCity customers? Please explain. 

13.4 For the purposes of setting rates for UniverCity customers and SFU, will the cost allocations 
remain the same from year to year, or could they change depending on the actual usage of 
UniverCity and SFU customers? Please explain. 

13.5 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that any proposed changes to the cost allocations would 
require BCUC approval prior to their implementation. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 14.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Sections 2.3, 2.4, p. 10 
Increase or decrease in Nominated Capacity 

Section 2.3(c) of the TESA states the following: 

If following receipt of Corix’s quote pursuant to Section 2.3(b) SFU desires Corix to 
provide such additional Thermal Energy capacity for the cost reflected in such quote, 
the Parties will use commercially reasonable efforts to negotiate the terms and 
conditions upon which Corix will supply such additional Thermal Energy capacity to SFU 
through an increase in the Nominated Capacity under this Agreement, including how 
the costs associated with such increase will, subject to BCUC approval if required, be 
recovered by Corix and reflected in the SFU Rates. 

 
Section 2.4 of the TESA states, in part, the following: 

Upon receipt of such notice Corix will use commercially reasonable efforts to reallocate 
the Thermal Energy capacity associated with such decrease in the Nominated Capacity 
to other Customer Groups and, to the extent that Corix is able to so reallocate the 
Thermal Energy capacity associated with such requested decrease, the Nominated 
Capacity will be decreased effective on the date of such reallocation, provided that the 
BCUC approves, if such approval is required, a reduction in the SFU Rates (including the 
Capacity Charge) to reflect such decrease in the Nominated Capacity on terms and 
conditions acceptable to SFU, acting reasonably. 

 
14.1 Please explain when BCUC approval would not be required to amend the SFU Rates, as 

contemplated in the above provisions of the TESA. 

14.2 Please discuss the potential impact of SFU increasing or decreasing the Nominated Capacity on 
the following rate parameters/structures: 

1. Capacity Charge; 
2. Availability Charge; 
3. Consumption Charge; 
4. Percentage allocation of capital costs between SFU and UniverCity; and 
5. Percentage allocation of fixed operating costs between SFU and UniverCity. 

 
14.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that in the event that SFU and Corix reached an agreement 

to either decrease or increase SFU’s Nominated Capacity, any potential changes to the rates of 
UniverCity customers resulting from this agreement would require BCUC review and approval 
prior to implementation. 
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 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 15.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Section 7.3, p. 18 
Failure to pay 

Section 7.3 of the TESA states the following: 

If SFU fails or neglects to make any payment required under this Agreement to Corix 
when due, interest on the outstanding amount will accrue at the annual rate of interest 
declared by the chartered bank in Canada principally used by Corix for loans in Canadian 
dollars to its most creditworthy commercial customers and commonly referred to as its 
“prime rate”, plus 2%, from the date when such payment was due until the same is paid. 

 
15.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the “Failure to pay” terms of the TESA, including the 

calculation of the interest charged on late payments, are consistent with the terms being 
applied to UniverCity customers. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 16.0
Exhibit B-1: Section 8.3, Table 11; Appendix II, Schedule 1, Table 1, p. 2 
Cost of service parameters – Capital costs 

Table 1 of Schedule 1 in the TESA shows an amount of $1,521,000 for the “SFU Interface at Biomass 
Module.” 
 
16.1 Please indicate where this capital cost item is shown in Table 11 of the Application. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 17.0
Exhibit B-1: Section 8.6, p. 36; Appendix II, Schedule 1, p. 10 
Cost of service parameters – Deferral account treatment 

Corix states on page 10 of Schedule 1 of the TESA that it will be “entitled to recover, or will be required 
to refund, any difference between the forecast and actual property taxes incurred between the Service 
Commencement Date and receipt of the first property tax assessment for the Infrastructure (if any such 
taxes are payable).” 
 
17.1 Please explain if Corix is proposing to record the variance between forecast and actual property 

taxes (if any) in the same deferral account as is described in paragraph (b) of page 10 of 
Schedule 1. 

17.2 Please explain how the variance between forecast and actual property taxes is proposed to be 
recovered from SFU and over what period of time the recovery would occur. 

 
On page 36 of the Application, Corix states the following: 

The residential portion of the CEP building (32%) and the entire residential distribution 
system are subject to property taxation, but the methodology on how the taxes will be 
determined has not been finalized…Once the methodology is finalized, Corix will apply 
for any adjustments needed in developing the final rate application. 

 
17.3 When does Corix expect the methodology to be finalized? 

17.4 Does Corix anticipate the property tax forecast to change significantly depending on the 
methodology selected? Please discuss the potential increase or decrease in the property tax 
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forecast based on the methodologies under consideration and, if possible, quantify the impact 
of these different forecasts on UniverCity customers’ rates. 

17.5 Is Corix proposing similar treatment for any variances between forecast and actual property 
taxes recovered from UniverCity ratepayers? If not, please explain why not. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 18.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Schedule 1, p. 10 
Cost of service parameters – Deferral account treatment 

Paragraph (b) on page 10 of Schedule 1 of the TESA states: 

For the entire Service Term, Corix will, subject to BCUC approval, establish a deferral 
account to capture the difference between the forecast and actual costs incurred by 
Corix for Biomass and electricity to provide service to SFU under the Thermal Energy 
Services Agreement (subject to the floor on plant efficiency in the performance 
requirements), and will recover or refund any such differences in future periods through 
adjustments to the Consumption Charge. 

 
18.1 Please clarify if Corix is requesting deferral account approval as part of this Application and why 

Corix considers deferral account treatment to be appropriate for these costs. 

18.2 Please explain the factors that Corix anticipates will cause any variance between forecast and 
actual costs for biomass and electricity. For each factor, please identify whether it impacts the 
forecast volume or forecast unit cost for biomass and electricity, respectively. 

18.2.1 As part of this response, please explain which component of the biomass and electricity 
cost forecasts Corix considers to have a high enough degree of uncertainty to warrant 
deferral account treatment. For example, is the uncertainty related to volume or to unit 
cost and what is driving the uncertainty? 

18.3 Please explain what steps Corix plans to take to minimize variances between forecast and actual 
costs for biomass and electricity. 

18.4 Please explain why the proposed deferral account does not capture differences between the 
forecast and actual costs incurred by Corix for natural gas. 

18.5 Please clarify how often the Consumption Charge would be adjusted to reflect the 
refund/recovery of any differences in biomass and electricity costs. 

18.6 What type of carrying cost, if any, is Corix proposing to accrue on the deferral account balance 
(i.e. Weighted Average Cost of Capital, Weighted Average Cost of Debt, or Short-term Interest)? 
Please provide a rationale for this proposal. 

18.7 What period of time is Corix requesting approval of this deferral account for? Is the deferral 
account intended to be in place for a specific period of time, such as three years, or is Corix 
requesting approval to utilize this deferral account indefinitely? Please explain. 

18.8 Does Corix propose to establish a similar deferral account for UniverCity customers? 

18.8.1 If no, please explain why there is greater forecast certainty for biomass and electricity 
costs related to UniverCity ratepayers than there is for SFU and why it is appropriate for 
only one customer group to receive deferral account treatment for these costs. 
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 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 19.0
Exhibit B-1: Section 8.10.1, Table 19, p. 41; Appendix II, Schedule 2;  
Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, SRP Transcript, p. 25  
Cost allocation and rate design principles – Biomass Module 

Page 2 of Schedule 2 of the TESA states the following regarding the Biomass Module: 
 

All costs (including capital and direct operating and maintenance costs) associated with the 
Biomass module within the CEP will be allocated to SFU and the other Customer Groups based 
on their respective Biomass capacity entitlement, which will be as follows as of the Service 
Commencement Date: 

1. 10 MW to SFU (74%) 
2. 3.5 MW to the Residents (26%) 

 
19.1 Please clarify if the Construction Management and Project Management costs associated with 

the Biomass Module are included within this allocation. If no, please explain why not. 

19.2 Please provide a more fulsome explanation as to why Corix considers it most appropriate to 
allocate the Biomass Module costs based on capacity entitlement. 

19.2.1 As part of this response, please discuss other potential methods of allocating the 
Biomass Module costs and why these alternative methods are considered to be less 
appropriate than the proposed method. 

 
Table 19 on page 41 of the Application describes the cost allocation of “Shared Project Management, 
Construction Management, and Development Costs” as follows: “Development costs associated with the 
CEP evaluation, location, site preparation, environmental assessment, and public consultation. Project 
management costs and construction management of the CEP infrastructure, Campus Connection, and 
UniverCity Connection.” 
 
19.3 Please explain why there is no corresponding description of the cost allocation for the above-

described costs in Schedule 2 of the TESA. 

 
In Table 19 on page 41 of the Application, Corix proposes to allocate the “Shared Project Management, 
Construction Management, and Development Costs” 50/50 between UniverCity and SFU and provides 
the following rationale: “Proposed split equally between the customer groups due to the fact that these 
costs are mostly fixed and do not change with the size of the plant, and would also apply to the 
UniverCity standalone biomass plant.” 
 
19.4 Please clarify if the costs included in the above description relate solely to the “Biomass 

Module” or to the entire CEP infrastructure. 

19.5 Please provide a breakdown and accompanying calculations for the following “Shared Capital 
Costs” described in Table 19 on page 41: 

1. Biomass portion of CEP equipment; 
2. Shared Project Management costs; 
3. Shared Construction Management costs; and 
4. Shared Development costs. 

 
19.5.1 Please reconcile the above amounts to the applicable capital cost line items in Table 11 

of the Application. 
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19.6 Please provide the total estimated capital cost amounts for each of the following as of 2019: 

1. Project development costs; 
2. Project management costs; and 
3. Construction management costs. 

 
19.6.1 For each of the above three categories, please provide the amount that is proposed to 

be directly allocated to UniverCity, directly allocated to SFU, and shared between the 
two customer groups. 

As part of the streamlined review process (SRP) in the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, 
Corix stated on page 25 of the transcript that the project management and construction management 
costs were calculated based on approximately 6 percent of the total capital cost. 
 
19.7 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the project and construction management costs for 

the CEP are calculated in a manner similar to what was described in the SRP (i.e. calculated 
based on a percentage of the capital costs). 

19.7.1 If confirmed, please clarify Corix’s statement in Table 19 of the Application that “costs 
are mostly fixed and do not change with the size of the plant.” 

19.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that for depreciation purposes, the construction and 
project management costs associated with the CEP are capitalized and depreciated at the same 
rate as the CEP capital assets. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 20.0
Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Schedule 2 
Cost allocation and rate design principles – Civil works, buildings and foundations 

On page 1 of Schedule 2 of the TESA, the CEP Civil Works costs are separated into Upper Site Area and 
Lower Site Area costs for the purposes of cost allocation. 
 
With regard to the Lower Site Area, the allocation of costs is described as follows: “All capital costs…will 
first be allocated based on the square footage of the respective footprints of the Biomass module and 
the natural gas module within the CEP.” 
 
On pages 1 to 2 of Schedule 2, the allocation of the Buildings and Foundations capital costs associated 
with “CEP building and foundations (excluding fuel bin building and foundations)” is described as 
follows: “All capital costs… will first be allocated based on the square footage of the respective 
footprints of the Biomass module and the natural gas module within the CEP.” 
 
20.1 Please provide a more complete explanation as to why the Lower Site Area CEP Civil Works costs 

and the Buildings and Foundations costs are subject to an additional allocation factor (i.e. 
square footage of the respective footprints within the CEP). 

20.2 If SFU were to build its own biomass plant, what is the likelihood that the lower site CEP 
building’s size and cost would be reduced significantly with respect to civil works, buildings and 
foundations? Please provide a detailed justification for this response. 

20.3 Did Corix consider any other methods for allocating these costs? If yes, please describe these 
other methods and why they were considered less appropriate. If no, please explain why not. 
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 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 21.0
Exhibit B-1: Appendix II, Schedule 2, p. 2; Sections 7.1.2, 8.11, Table 24, pp. 19, 45; 
Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, Exhibit B-1, p. 22 
Cost allocation and rate design principles – Natural gas module 

The Natural Gas Module costs are described in Schedule 2 of the TESA as follows: “All costs (including 
capital, direct operating and maintenance costs, lease rental payments, utilities and natural gas fuel 
costs, and the allocated share…” [emphasis added] 
 
Corix states on page 19 of the Application: “The CEP will include natural gas boilers that will provide 
peaking and back-up to UniverCity residential customers. The natural gas boilers currently in operation 
in the existing TECs will be relocated to the CEP and integrated into the permanent facility.” 
 
On page 22 of the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN application, Corix stated the following: “The existing 
TEC is situated on land licensed from SFU. The site is located in a parking lot and Corix pays a fee of $107 
per parking space to SFU, totaling $1,070 per month (10 parking spaces).” 
 
In Table 24 on page 45 of the Application (Residential Revenue Requirement) there is a line item titled 
“Land lease” in the amount of $35,185 per year. 
 
21.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that once the CEP is completed, the TEC will be removed 

from its current location and Corix will no longer be paying these monthly parking fees to SFU. 

21.2 Please clarify the meaning of “lease rental payments” described in Schedule 2 of the TESA. 

21.2.1 Is Corix required to pay lease rental payments to SFU for use of the land on which the 
CEP will be built? If yes, please provide the amount and how this amount was 
determined/calculated. 

21.3 Is the annual Land Lease amount in Table 24 of the Application (i.e. $35,185) the same cost item 
as the “lease rental payments” described in Schedule 2 of the TESA? 

21.3.1 If not, please explain what the Land Lease cost of $35,185 per year relates to. 

 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT 22.0
Exhibit B-1: Section 8.10.1, Table 21, p. 43; Appendix II, Schedule 2, pp. 2–3 
Cost allocation and rate design principles – Shared operating and maintenance Costs 

In Table 21 on page 43 of the Application, Corix describes the allocation principle for the shared CEP 
Building O&M as follows: “Maintenance of the overall building using the same allocation principle 
calculation as architectural allowance above.” 
 
22.1 Please provide a more complete explanation as to why this allocation method is most 

appropriate and the principle underlying this allocation method. 

22.2 Please explain the cost drivers behind building maintenance. As part of this explanation, please 
describe the following: 

1. Whether the maintenance activities comprising these costs are regular/scheduled 
activities; 

2. The types of activities which will be performed; and 

3. Whether the cost of these activities is incurred on an hourly basis or on a “per day/visit” 
basis (i.e. whether or not the driver of the cost is the number of hours spent during a 
maintenance visit or if the cost is based on the number of times annually a maintenance 
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visit is required). 

22.3 Please discuss other potential methods of allocating the CEP Building O&M costs and why these 
alternative methods are considered to be less appropriate than the proposed method. 

22.3.1 As part of this response, please explain why it is not more appropriate to allocate the 
CEP Building O&M costs in the same manner as the shared Utility Management O&M 
costs, which are proposed to be allocated based on annual Thermal Energy demand 
from the CEP. 

In Table 21 of the Application, Corix describes the allocation principle for Corporate Overhead as 
follows: “Costs allocated based on total capacity required and supplied from CEP (SFU 10 MW, 
UniverCity 9.1 MW – biomass and gas).” 
 
22.4 Please explain why the allocation principle chosen to allocate Corporate Overhead costs is 

considered by Corix to be the most appropriate method. 

22.5 What other methods for allocating the Corporate Overhead costs did Corix consider? Please 
describe these methods and explain why Corix considered these methods less appropriate than 
the proposed method. 

22.5.1 Did Corix consider utilizing the Massachusetts Formula for allocating corporate 
overhead? Please discuss. 

In Table 21 of the Application, Corix describes the allocation principle for Utilities, Licensing and 
Chemical Treatment as follows: “Costs allocated based on total customer energy capacity required and 
supplied from CEP (SFU 10 MW, UniverCity 11.8 MW – biomass and gas) divided by total CEP output 
capacity (biomass and gas), which at the Service Commencement date is estimated at 21.8 MW.” 
 
22.6 Please explain the rationale/principle underlying the proposed allocation method for these 

costs, and why Corix has distinguished these costs from Corporate Overhead costs for the 
purposes of the cost allocator chosen. 

22.6.1 As part of this response, please clearly explain why, for the purposes of allocating 
Utilities/Licensing/Chemical Treatment costs, the UniverCity energy capacity and thus 
the total CEP output capacity has been increased compared to the capacity amounts 
utilized for the purposes of the Corporate Overhead allocation. 

22.7 Why has Corix grouped Utilities, Licensing and Chemical Treatment costs together for the 
purposes of cost allocation? Why are these three cost categories considered to be similar in 
terms of cost drivers? Please explain. 

On page 35 of the Application, Corix states the following: 

Certain maintenance items will be subcontracted due to the specialized skill set and 
training requirements. These include: 

1. Biomass boiler maintenance; 
2. Gas boiler maintenance; 
3. System SCADA maintenance; and 
4. Chemical treatment. 

 
22.8 Given that Chemical Treatment costs have been described by Corix as being similar to 

maintenance costs, please explain why it is not more appropriate to allocate Chemical 
Treatment in the same way as is proposed for boiler maintenance and SCADA maintenance 
costs. 
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22.9 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the Utilities and Licensing costs would be incurred 
regardless of the size of the CEP facilities. 

22.9.1 If confirmed, please explain why these costs are proposed to be allocated based on 
customer energy capacity. 

 
D. FINANCIAL MODELING AND INPUTS 

 Reference: CAPITAL COSTS 23.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.3, Table 11, pp. 31-32  
Capital costs summary 

Corix states on page 32 of the Application: “The table below provides a summary of current estimated 
capital costs related to development of the Burnaby Mountain DEU including already approved 
infrastructure for UniverCity.” [emphasis added] 
 
Table 11 on page 32 of the Application shows total incremental capital in 2016 of $1,363,715, including 
$1,230,000 for gas plants. 
 
23.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $1,230,000 relates to the gas plant approved by 

Order G-48-16A. 

23.2 Please provide a breakdown of the actual capital costs incurred prior to 2016, by year, which 
were approved pursuant to Order C-7-11.  

Corix states on page 31 of the Application: “The capital costs assumed for development of the 
UniverCity NUS remain the same, and the additional infrastructure costs will be added to the project to 
deliver the permanent biomass CEP and connection lines to customers.” 
 
23.3 Please provide a capital cost breakdown which compares the capital costs forecast in the 2010 

Corix UniverCity CPCN application to the capital costs forecast in Table 11 of the current 
Application. Please provide explanations for significant differences. 

 Reference: CAPITAL COSTS 24.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.3.2, Table 12, pp. 33-34;  
Corix 2015 CPCN proceeding: Exhibit B-1, Table 9, p. 20, Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 4.1, 4.2  
Project development and project/construction management costs 

Table 12 on page 34 of the Application provides a summary of the project development, project 
management and construction management costs. 
 
In the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN application, Corix provided the following table: 
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24.1 Please update the above table to include the project development and project/construction 
management costs for the years 2015 through 2021. Please ensure the total costs agree with 
the costs provided in Table 12 of the current Application or explain the reason for any variances. 

In response to BCUC IR 4.2.1 in the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, Corix stated the 
following: “A portion of the costs associated with the permanent low carbon energy plant were included 
in the original feasibility study, as the scope of the work included the full project concept complete with 
a low carbon energy plant.” 
 
24.2 Please explain if any of the project development costs and/or project management costs 

incurred in the 2009–2011 time period, such as a portion of the costs in the original feasibility 
study related to the permanent low carbon energy plant, are proposed to be allocated to SFU 
customers. If not, please explain why not. 

In response to BCUC IR 4.1 in the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, Corix provided an 
explanation for the 2009/2010 project development costs exceeding the originally forecast $90,000 in 
the 2011 CPCN application as follows: 

The additional costs include the remainder of the public consultation process, legal 
support for the BCUC submission, Corix project development costs during the feasibility 
study, and the costs associated with negotiating an agreement with the SFU Trust and 
the BCUC application process. 

24.3 Please explain if any of the above-mentioned costs, such as the costs associated with 
negotiating an agreement with SFU Trust, are proposed to be included in the allocation of costs 
between UniverCity and SFU customers. If not, please explain why not. 
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 Reference: OPERATING COSTS 25.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.4, Table 13, pp. 34-36; Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN 
proceeding, Exhibit B-1, Table 10, p. 21 
Fixed operating costs 

In the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN application, Corix provided a breakdown of fixed operating costs 
for the years 2015 through 2021 in Table 10 on page 21. 
 
25.1 For the years 2015 and 2016, please provide the actual 2015 and 2016 fixed operating costs 

broken down into the same cost categories as were provided in Table 10 of the 2015 
application. Please provide explanations for any variances. 

Table 13 on page 35 of the Application shows 2017 Corporate Overhead costs of $80,387 and 2017 
Utility Management costs of $63,672. 
 
Corix states on pages 35 to 36 of the Application, “the combined charge of $144,000 in 2019 is for an 
average year and includes estimates for legal, accounting, regulatory, administration, human resources, 
IT support and maintenance, telephones, office supplies, vehicle costs, as well as operational / 
management support of Corix’s Energy Western Canada division.” 
 
25.2 Please provide a breakdown of the 2017 Corporate Overhead and Utility Management Costs 

into the cost categories described in the above preamble. Please explain all inputs and 
assumptions. 

25.2.1 Please provide the same breakdown described above showing the Actual 2015 and 2016 
Corporate Overhead and Utility Management Costs. 

 
Corix forecasts $276,020 in 2019 for Biomass plant operators in Table 13 of the Application and explains 
on page 35 of the Application that the CEP is currently expected to require 3.5 FTE. 
 
25.3 Please clarify if the $276,020 for Biomass plant operators in 2019 reflects labour costs for 3.5 

FTEs. If not, please explain what comprises the $276,020. 

25.4 Please provide a more detailed explanation for why Corix expects the CEP to require 3.5 FTEs. 

 
Corix forecasts $219,016 for Biomass boiler maintenance in 2019 in Table 13 of the Application. 
 
25.5 Please provide a more detailed explanation for how this cost was derived. Please also explain 

the reasons for the significantly higher forecast cost for Biomass boiler maintenance compared 
to the maintenance for the other infrastructure components (i.e. gas boilers, ETS, DPS and 
building). 

25.6 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the Utilities cost item in Table 13 of the Application 
corresponds to the “Annual water and sewer charges payable to the City of Burnaby” described 
on page 35 of the Application. 
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 Reference: FINANCIAL ASSUMPTIONS 26.0
Exhibit B-1, Sections 8.7, 8.8, Tables 14, 15, pp. 36, 37; Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS 
CPCN proceeding, Exhibit B-1, Tables 6, 13, pp. 17, 23 
Electricity, insurance and depreciation 

Table 14 on page 36 of the Application shows an escalation rate of 2.0 percent for Electricity and an 
escalation rate of 2.0 percent for Insurance. 
 
Table 6 on page 17 of the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN application shows an escalation rate of 
3 percent for Electricity and an escalation rate of 5 percent for Insurance. 
 
26.1 Please explain why Corix has revised its forecast for Electricity and Insurance escalation rates 

downwards in the current Application. 

26.2 Please explain how Corix derived the depreciation percentages provided in Table 15 of the 
Application. 

26.3 Please explain why the depreciation percentages provided in the current Application are 
different from the depreciation percentages provided in Table 13 of the Corix 2015 UniverCity 
NUS CPCN application. 

 Reference: PROJECT FINANCING 27.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2, p. 5 
Financial capacity 

Corix states the following on page 5 of the Application: 

bcIMC is the primary shareholder in Corix Infrastructure Inc., the parent entity of the 
Corix Group…The Corix Group has a borrowing capacity of $200 million through a 
revolving credit facility, and access to interim financing from its shareholders and 
external partners as needed. This capacity can be used to provide interim financing for 
projects. 

27.1 Please provide a risk assessment addressing Corix’s ability to obtain financing for the Burnaby 
Mountain DEU project. Please explain whether this risk is considered high, medium or low, and 
why. 

 Reference: COST ALLOCATION PRINCIPLES 28.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.10, Tables 17-19, 23-24, pp. 38, 41, 45 
Cost allocation 

Tables 17 and 18 on page 38 of the Application show the allocation factor for Working Capital to be 
Biomass Capacity. 
 
28.1 Please explain the rationale for allocating Working Capital based on Biomass Capacity. 

 
Tables 24 and 25 (SFU and Residential Revenue Requirements) classify the allocation factor for Interest 
and Return on Equity as “Direct.” 
 
28.2 Please clarify why the allocation factor for Interest and Return on Equity has been classified as 

“Direct” given that some of the capital costs, such as the Biomass plant and Building, are 
proposed to be shared between SFU and UniverCity. 
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 Reference: UNIVERCITY RESIDENTIAL RATE IMPACT ANALYSIS 29.0
Exhibit B-1, Section 8.13, Table 26, p. 47 
Biomass excluding SFU 

Table 26 on page 47 of the Application provides Year 1, Year 15, Year 30, and 30-year levelized rates 
under a “Residential Stand-alone Biomass” scenario. 
 
29.1 Please re-create Table 18 (Residential Rate Base) and Table 24 (Residential Revenue 

Requirement) under the “Residential Stand-alone Biomass” scenario. 

29.2 Please qualitatively explain the key drivers which result in significantly higher expected rates 
under the Residential Stand-alone Biomass scenario. Please also explain all assumptions. 

29.3 Please provide the working excel model which was used to calculate the Residential Stand-alone 
Biomass rates in Table 26. 

29.4 Under the Biomass Excluding SFU scenario, where would the biomass plant be located? 
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	8.3.1 If yes, please explain whether and how the changes as explained above are accounted for in the annual energy and diversified capacity forecast.


	9.0 Reference: LOAD DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECAST Exhibit B-1, Section 8.1, pp. 29–31, Appendix II, p. 9 SFU base load needs
	9.1 Please provide SFU’s historical total thermal energy demand from 2011 to 2016 and SFU's energy demand forecast up to 2023 in a well-labeled graph and in a functional excel data table, and identify the base load as a portion of SFU’s total historic...
	9.2 Please explain how SFU’s energy demand forecast is calculated, including a discussion of the methodology used, data source and input assumptions.
	9.3 Please quantify the volume and percentage of SFU's historical energy demand and forecasted demand that is considered as base load.
	9.3.1 What percentage of SFU's total base load will be supplied by the new 13.5MW biomass facility from 2019 onwards?

	9.4 Please explain why SFU’s energy demand from the biomass CEP is higher in years 2019 and 2020 than in 2021 onwards.
	9.5 Please identify the energy supply resource(s) and each resource’s respective capacity and energy supplied that is used to meet SFU’s current base load energy needs.
	9.5.1 Please explain whether the existing energy supply resources identified above will be available after 2019, if the biomass module is not available to supply SFU’s base load.
	9.5.2 Please explain whether the energy sourced from the proposed biomass module will displace volume supplied by existing energy supply resource(s) when the biomass module comes online in 2019. If yes, please elaborate on the status and usage (includ...

	9.6 Please elaborate on SFU’s energy supply resource stack usage priority to supply its base load, detailing the maximum energy and capacity of each resource.
	9.7 Please layout in a table form how the proposed resources (8.3 natural gas module, 13.5MW biomass module, and others if any) matches up with the UniverCity NUS and SFU's total base load energy and capacity requirements for each year from 2016 to 20...

	10.0 Reference: LOAD DEMAND AND ENERGY FORECAST Exhibit B-1, Section 8.1.4-8.2, p. 31; Corix application for a CPCN for the Neighborhood Utility Service at UniverCity Burnaby dated November 26, 2010, p. 16 Sensitivity analysis
	10.1 Please provide a similar load duration curve (as referenced in the preamble) for 2016 actual load and 2023 forecasted load for i) UniverCity, ii) total SFU base load, and iii) UniverCity and total SFU baseload combined.
	10.2 In the excel spreadsheet provided, please provide the diversified capacity and the annual energy demand from 2017 to 2027 under the following scenarios:
	1. buildout schedule is consistently 20% slower, 10% slower, 10% faster and 20% faster than anticipated;
	2. UniverCity annual energy consumption for each year is -20%, -10%, +10% and +20% from forecast; and
	3. SFU takes 0%, 25%, 50% and 75% of the anticipated load included in Figure 10 from 2019 onwards.
	10.3 In the excel spreadsheet provided, for each of the scenarios above, please comment on the likelihood of each scenario occurring, and how each of the scenarios would impact the need for the CEP biomass plant in terms of timing and size.
	10.3.1 Under which conditions is the project considered no longer feasible?


	11.0 Reference: VARIABLE OPERATING COST Exhibit B-1, pp. 36, 44 Biomass
	11.1 Please provide the forecast biomass unit cost and volume included in each year of the forecast revenue requirement from 2019 to 2023.
	11.2 Please provide the reference to the 2016 market price used to calculate the cost of biomass fuel.
	11.2.1 Please explain whether the price accounts for the value of any environmental attributes.

	11.3 Please explain whether trucking cost to deliver the biomass is included in the revenue requirement. If not, why not?
	11.3.1 If biomass delivery cost is included, please explain how the delivery cost is derived.



	C. Rates – Thermal Energy Services Agreement
	12.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Section 8.12, p. 46; Appendix II, Section 1.1, pp. 4-5 SFU rate design
	12.1 Please clarify if the “Capacity Charge” defined in the TESA is the same charge as the “Basic Charge” described in Section 8.12 of the Application and if so, please explain why Corix has used a different term in the Application compared to the TESA.

	13.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Sections 4, 8.10, pp. 12, 38; Appendix II, Section 2.2(a), p. 9 Use of thermal energy from the CEP
	13.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that based on the wording in Section 2.2(a) of the TESA, it is possible that SFU could elect to not take any thermal energy from Corix in any given month or year of the Service Agreement.
	13.1.1 If confirmed, please explain if, in the event that SFU does not elect to take thermal energy from Corix in a given month or year, SFU is still required to pay all or part of the monthly rate outlined in the TESA. As part of this response, pleas...
	13.1.2 If confirmed, please explain the implications, if any, to UniverCity ratepayers if SFU elects not to take Thermal Energy from the CEP.

	13.2 What, if any, impact does Section 2.2(a) of the TESA have on the effectiveness of the termination provision described on page 12 of the Application in terms of its ability to mitigate the risks to UniverCity customers on loss of the SFU load?
	13.2.1 Did Corix consider the potential impact of Section 2.2(a) of the TESA on UniverCity ratepayers as part of its benefit/risk analysis for building the larger combined CEP? If yes, please explain how this risk was assessed and mitigated. If not, p...

	13.3 Under a scenario where SFU chooses not to take and use Thermal Energy from the CEP, how would this impact the allocation of capital and operations costs associated with the CEP between SFU and UniverCity customers? Please explain.
	13.4 For the purposes of setting rates for UniverCity customers and SFU, will the cost allocations remain the same from year to year, or could they change depending on the actual usage of UniverCity and SFU customers? Please explain.
	13.5 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that any proposed changes to the cost allocations would require BCUC approval prior to their implementation.

	14.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Sections 2.3, 2.4, p. 10 Increase or decrease in Nominated Capacity
	14.1 Please explain when BCUC approval would not be required to amend the SFU Rates, as contemplated in the above provisions of the TESA.
	14.2 Please discuss the potential impact of SFU increasing or decreasing the Nominated Capacity on the following rate parameters/structures:
	14.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that in the event that SFU and Corix reached an agreement to either decrease or increase SFU’s Nominated Capacity, any potential changes to the rates of UniverCity customers resulting from this agreement woul...

	15.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Section 7.3, p. 18 Failure to pay
	15.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the “Failure to pay” terms of the TESA, including the calculation of the interest charged on late payments, are consistent with the terms being applied to UniverCity customers.

	16.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Section 8.3, Table 11; Appendix II, Schedule 1, Table 1, p. 2 Cost of service parameters – Capital costs
	16.1 Please indicate where this capital cost item is shown in Table 11 of the Application.

	17.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Section 8.6, p. 36; Appendix II, Schedule 1, p. 10 Cost of service parameters – Deferral account treatment
	17.1 Please explain if Corix is proposing to record the variance between forecast and actual property taxes (if any) in the same deferral account as is described in paragraph (b) of page 10 of Schedule 1.
	17.2 Please explain how the variance between forecast and actual property taxes is proposed to be recovered from SFU and over what period of time the recovery would occur.
	17.3 When does Corix expect the methodology to be finalized?
	17.4 Does Corix anticipate the property tax forecast to change significantly depending on the methodology selected? Please discuss the potential increase or decrease in the property tax forecast based on the methodologies under consideration and, if p...
	17.5 Is Corix proposing similar treatment for any variances between forecast and actual property taxes recovered from UniverCity ratepayers? If not, please explain why not.

	18.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Schedule 1, p. 10 Cost of service parameters – Deferral account treatment
	18.1 Please clarify if Corix is requesting deferral account approval as part of this Application and why Corix considers deferral account treatment to be appropriate for these costs.
	18.2 Please explain the factors that Corix anticipates will cause any variance between forecast and actual costs for biomass and electricity. For each factor, please identify whether it impacts the forecast volume or forecast unit cost for biomass and...
	18.2.1 As part of this response, please explain which component of the biomass and electricity cost forecasts Corix considers to have a high enough degree of uncertainty to warrant deferral account treatment. For example, is the uncertainty related to...

	18.3 Please explain what steps Corix plans to take to minimize variances between forecast and actual costs for biomass and electricity.
	18.4 Please explain why the proposed deferral account does not capture differences between the forecast and actual costs incurred by Corix for natural gas.
	18.5 Please clarify how often the Consumption Charge would be adjusted to reflect the refund/recovery of any differences in biomass and electricity costs.
	18.6 What type of carrying cost, if any, is Corix proposing to accrue on the deferral account balance (i.e. Weighted Average Cost of Capital, Weighted Average Cost of Debt, or Short-term Interest)? Please provide a rationale for this proposal.
	18.7 What period of time is Corix requesting approval of this deferral account for? Is the deferral account intended to be in place for a specific period of time, such as three years, or is Corix requesting approval to utilize this deferral account in...
	18.8 Does Corix propose to establish a similar deferral account for UniverCity customers?
	18.8.1 If no, please explain why there is greater forecast certainty for biomass and electricity costs related to UniverCity ratepayers than there is for SFU and why it is appropriate for only one customer group to receive deferral account treatment f...


	19.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Section 8.10.1, Table 19, p. 41; Appendix II, Schedule 2;  Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, SRP Transcript, p. 25  Cost allocation and rate design principles – Biomass Module
	19.1 Please clarify if the Construction Management and Project Management costs associated with the Biomass Module are included within this allocation. If no, please explain why not.
	19.2 Please provide a more fulsome explanation as to why Corix considers it most appropriate to allocate the Biomass Module costs based on capacity entitlement.
	19.2.1 As part of this response, please discuss other potential methods of allocating the Biomass Module costs and why these alternative methods are considered to be less appropriate than the proposed method.

	19.3 Please explain why there is no corresponding description of the cost allocation for the above-described costs in Schedule 2 of the TESA.
	19.4 Please clarify if the costs included in the above description relate solely to the “Biomass Module” or to the entire CEP infrastructure.
	19.5 Please provide a breakdown and accompanying calculations for the following “Shared Capital Costs” described in Table 19 on page 41:
	19.5.1 Please reconcile the above amounts to the applicable capital cost line items in Table 11 of the Application.

	19.6 Please provide the total estimated capital cost amounts for each of the following as of 2019:
	19.6.1 For each of the above three categories, please provide the amount that is proposed to be directly allocated to UniverCity, directly allocated to SFU, and shared between the two customer groups.

	19.7 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the project and construction management costs for the CEP are calculated in a manner similar to what was described in the SRP (i.e. calculated based on a percentage of the capital costs).
	19.7.1 If confirmed, please clarify Corix’s statement in Table 19 of the Application that “costs are mostly fixed and do not change with the size of the plant.”

	19.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that for depreciation purposes, the construction and project management costs associated with the CEP are capitalized and depreciated at the same rate as the CEP capital assets.

	20.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1, Appendix II, Schedule 2 Cost allocation and rate design principles – Civil works, buildings and foundations
	20.1 Please provide a more complete explanation as to why the Lower Site Area CEP Civil Works costs and the Buildings and Foundations costs are subject to an additional allocation factor (i.e. square footage of the respective footprints within the CEP).
	20.2 If SFU were to build its own biomass plant, what is the likelihood that the lower site CEP building’s size and cost would be reduced significantly with respect to civil works, buildings and foundations? Please provide a detailed justification for...
	20.3 Did Corix consider any other methods for allocating these costs? If yes, please describe these other methods and why they were considered less appropriate. If no, please explain why not.

	21.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Appendix II, Schedule 2, p. 2; Sections 7.1.2, 8.11, Table 24, pp. 19, 45; Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, Exhibit B-1, p. 22 Cost allocation and rate design principles – Natura...
	21.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that once the CEP is completed, the TEC will be removed from its current location and Corix will no longer be paying these monthly parking fees to SFU.
	21.2 Please clarify the meaning of “lease rental payments” described in Schedule 2 of the TESA.
	21.2.1 Is Corix required to pay lease rental payments to SFU for use of the land on which the CEP will be built? If yes, please provide the amount and how this amount was determined/calculated.

	21.3 Is the annual Land Lease amount in Table 24 of the Application (i.e. $35,185) the same cost item as the “lease rental payments” described in Schedule 2 of the TESA?
	21.3.1 If not, please explain what the Land Lease cost of $35,185 per year relates to.


	22.0 Reference: THERMAL ENERGY SERVICES AGREEMENT Exhibit B-1: Section 8.10.1, Table 21, p. 43; Appendix II, Schedule 2, pp. 2–3 Cost allocation and rate design principles – Shared operating and maintenance Costs
	22.1 Please provide a more complete explanation as to why this allocation method is most appropriate and the principle underlying this allocation method.
	22.2 Please explain the cost drivers behind building maintenance. As part of this explanation, please describe the following:
	1. Whether the maintenance activities comprising these costs are regular/scheduled activities;
	2. The types of activities which will be performed; and
	3. Whether the cost of these activities is incurred on an hourly basis or on a “per day/visit” basis (i.e. whether or not the driver of the cost is the number of hours spent during a maintenance visit or if the cost is based on the number of times ann...
	22.3 Please discuss other potential methods of allocating the CEP Building O&M costs and why these alternative methods are considered to be less appropriate than the proposed method.
	22.3.1 As part of this response, please explain why it is not more appropriate to allocate the CEP Building O&M costs in the same manner as the shared Utility Management O&M costs, which are proposed to be allocated based on annual Thermal Energy dema...

	22.4 Please explain why the allocation principle chosen to allocate Corporate Overhead costs is considered by Corix to be the most appropriate method.
	22.5 What other methods for allocating the Corporate Overhead costs did Corix consider? Please describe these methods and explain why Corix considered these methods less appropriate than the proposed method.
	22.5.1 Did Corix consider utilizing the Massachusetts Formula for allocating corporate overhead? Please discuss.

	22.6 Please explain the rationale/principle underlying the proposed allocation method for these costs, and why Corix has distinguished these costs from Corporate Overhead costs for the purposes of the cost allocator chosen.
	22.6.1 As part of this response, please clearly explain why, for the purposes of allocating Utilities/Licensing/Chemical Treatment costs, the UniverCity energy capacity and thus the total CEP output capacity has been increased compared to the capacity...

	22.7 Why has Corix grouped Utilities, Licensing and Chemical Treatment costs together for the purposes of cost allocation? Why are these three cost categories considered to be similar in terms of cost drivers? Please explain.
	22.8 Given that Chemical Treatment costs have been described by Corix as being similar to maintenance costs, please explain why it is not more appropriate to allocate Chemical Treatment in the same way as is proposed for boiler maintenance and SCADA m...
	22.9 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the Utilities and Licensing costs would be incurred regardless of the size of the CEP facilities.
	22.9.1 If confirmed, please explain why these costs are proposed to be allocated based on customer energy capacity.



	D. Financial modeling and inputs
	23.0 Reference: CAPITAL COSTS Exhibit B-1, Section 8.3, Table 11, pp. 31-32  Capital costs summary
	23.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $1,230,000 relates to the gas plant approved by Order G-48-16A.
	23.2 Please provide a breakdown of the actual capital costs incurred prior to 2016, by year, which were approved pursuant to Order C-7-11.
	23.3 Please provide a capital cost breakdown which compares the capital costs forecast in the 2010 Corix UniverCity CPCN application to the capital costs forecast in Table 11 of the current Application. Please provide explanations for significant diff...

	24.0 Reference: CAPITAL COSTS Exhibit B-1, Section 8.3.2, Table 12, pp. 33-34;  Corix 2015 CPCN proceeding: Exhibit B-1, Table 9, p. 20, Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 4.1, 4.2  Project development and project/construction management costs
	24.1 Please update the above table to include the project development and project/construction management costs for the years 2015 through 2021. Please ensure the total costs agree with the costs provided in Table 12 of the current Application or expl...
	24.2 Please explain if any of the project development costs and/or project management costs incurred in the 2009–2011 time period, such as a portion of the costs in the original feasibility study related to the permanent low carbon energy plant, are p...
	24.3 Please explain if any of the above-mentioned costs, such as the costs associated with negotiating an agreement with SFU Trust, are proposed to be included in the allocation of costs between UniverCity and SFU customers. If not, please explain why...

	25.0 Reference: OPERATING COSTS Exhibit B-1, Section 8.4, Table 13, pp. 34-36; Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, Exhibit B-1, Table 10, p. 21 Fixed operating costs
	25.1 For the years 2015 and 2016, please provide the actual 2015 and 2016 fixed operating costs broken down into the same cost categories as were provided in Table 10 of the 2015 application. Please provide explanations for any variances.
	25.2 Please provide a breakdown of the 2017 Corporate Overhead and Utility Management Costs into the cost categories described in the above preamble. Please explain all inputs and assumptions.
	25.2.1 Please provide the same breakdown described above showing the Actual 2015 and 2016 Corporate Overhead and Utility Management Costs.

	25.3 Please clarify if the $276,020 for Biomass plant operators in 2019 reflects labour costs for 3.5 FTEs. If not, please explain what comprises the $276,020.
	25.4 Please provide a more detailed explanation for why Corix expects the CEP to require 3.5 FTEs.
	25.5 Please provide a more detailed explanation for how this cost was derived. Please also explain the reasons for the significantly higher forecast cost for Biomass boiler maintenance compared to the maintenance for the other infrastructure component...
	25.6 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the Utilities cost item in Table 13 of the Application corresponds to the “Annual water and sewer charges payable to the City of Burnaby” described on page 35 of the Application.

	26.0 Reference: FINANCIAL ASSUMPTIONS Exhibit B-1, Sections 8.7, 8.8, Tables 14, 15, pp. 36, 37; Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN proceeding, Exhibit B-1, Tables 6, 13, pp. 17, 23 Electricity, insurance and depreciation
	26.1 Please explain why Corix has revised its forecast for Electricity and Insurance escalation rates downwards in the current Application.
	26.2 Please explain how Corix derived the depreciation percentages provided in Table 15 of the Application.
	26.3 Please explain why the depreciation percentages provided in the current Application are different from the depreciation percentages provided in Table 13 of the Corix 2015 UniverCity NUS CPCN application.

	27.0 Reference: PROJECT FINANCING Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2, p. 5 Financial capacity
	27.1 Please provide a risk assessment addressing Corix’s ability to obtain financing for the Burnaby Mountain DEU project. Please explain whether this risk is considered high, medium or low, and why.

	28.0 Reference: COST ALLOCATION PRINCIPLES Exhibit B-1, Section 8.10, Tables 17-19, 23-24, pp. 38, 41, 45 Cost allocation
	28.1 Please explain the rationale for allocating Working Capital based on Biomass Capacity.
	28.2 Please clarify why the allocation factor for Interest and Return on Equity has been classified as “Direct” given that some of the capital costs, such as the Biomass plant and Building, are proposed to be shared between SFU and UniverCity.

	29.0 Reference: UNIVERCITY RESIDENTIAL RATE IMPACT ANALYSIS Exhibit B-1, Section 8.13, Table 26, p. 47 Biomass excluding SFU
	29.1 Please re-create Table 18 (Residential Rate Base) and Table 24 (Residential Revenue Requirement) under the “Residential Stand-alone Biomass” scenario.
	29.2 Please qualitatively explain the key drivers which result in significantly higher expected rates under the Residential Stand-alone Biomass scenario. Please also explain all assumptions.
	29.3 Please provide the working excel model which was used to calculate the Residential Stand-alone Biomass rates in Table 26.
	29.4 Under the Biomass Excluding SFU scenario, where would the biomass plant be located?






