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16 November 2020 

VIA E-FILING 

Acting Commission Secretary 
Marija Tresoglavic 
BC Utilities Commission  
6th Floor 900 Howe Street  
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3                                                                                 Our File:  7200.111 
 
Dear Ms. Tresoglavic,                                                           
 
 
Re:  Corix Multi-Utility Services Inc. (Corix) - Application for Approval of a Corporate 

Cost Allocation Methodology 
BCOAPO Supplemental Final Argument 

 
 
We represent the BC Old Age Pensioners’ Organization, Council of Senior Citizens’ Organizations 
of BC, Disability Alliance BC, and Tenant Resource and Advisory Centre, known collectively in 
Corix’s regulatory processes as “BCOAPO et al.” (“BCOAPO”). 
 
Enclosed please find the BCOAPO's Supplemental Final Argument with respect to the above-

noted Application.  

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

 
Sincerely,  
BC PUBLIC INTEREST ADVOCACY CENTRE  
 
Original on file signed by 
 
Leigha Worth 
 
Executive Director | General Counsel 
 
Encl. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reply to: Leigha Worth 

ED@bcpiac.org 

Ph: 604-687-3034 

BCPIAC 
Public Interest Advocacy Centre 

mailto:ED@bcpiac.org
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BCOAPO Supplemental Final Argument  

 
 

November 16, 2020 
 

Please be advised that we provide the following supplemental final argument regarding the above 

noted application on behalf of our client groups known in this and other Corix regulatory processes 

as BCOAPO or BCOAPO et al. The constituent groups of BCOAPO et al. represent the interests 

of residential energy consumers in British Columbia generally but in this process specifically the 

interests of Corix’s residential ratepayers. 

INTRODUCTION  

On June 5, 2020, Corix filed an application (the “Application”1) with the British Columbia Utilities 

Commission (“BCUC”) pursuant to Sections 59 and 60 of the Utilities Commission Act (“UCA”) for 

a  methodology for allocating corporate costs (“Cost Allocation Methodology”). 

Corix is proposing a methodology to allocate a portion of its corporate costs to the BCUC 

regulated utilities and in this Application it is seeking approval from the BCUC pursuant to Sections 

59 and 60 of the UCA of the following:2 

1) a methodology for allocating corporate costs to its utility operations;  

2) the creation of a deferral account for Corix to capture the costs associated with the 

regulatory review of this Application; and   

3) the subsequent allocation of the final balance in the regulatory cost deferral account, as 

per request number 2, to individual deferral accounts created for each of the utilities 

regulated by the BCUC, by using the Composite Allocator.   

The BCUC established3 a process for reviewing the Application that consisted of two rounds of 

information requests followed by Corix’s final argument, submissions by intervenors and a Utility 

reply. 

 
1 Exhibit B-1 
2 Exhibit B-1, page 2 
3 Orders G-171-20; G-229-20 & 20A 
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BCOAPO filed its final submissions on October 13, 2020.  On October 26, 2020, Corix filed its 

reply argument. On November 2, 2020, the BCUC determined that further regulatory process is 

required and issued a new regulatory timetable with involved Panel information requests, Corix 

responses, followed by supplementary submissions and Corix reply4.  

The Commission requested parties to address in their supplementary arguments only matters 

related to Corix’s responses to Panel information requests.  

 

BCOAPO SUPPLEMENTARY ARGUMENT  

In its responses to Panel information requests5 and in the supplementary final argument6 Corix is 

justifying the use of the Gross Property, Plant and Equipment (“PPE”) as an input to the Corporate 

CAM.  

The Utility was unable to provide the indicative corporate cost allocations if Net PPE was used in 

place of Gross PPE as Net PPE data is not available for CII’s 1,370 utility systems.7  

At the same time, Corix provides the following scenario if Net PPE was used in place of Gross 

PPE, when the Utility acquires $1 (or otherwise bargain-priced) utilities8: 

• In the case where non-regulated utilities are purchased by Corix for $1, for 
the Composite Allocator it essentially has a zero-weighted PPE input. For 
these $1 utilities, only Gross Revenues and Headcount would be applicable 
to the Composite Allocator since these utilities have essentially no Net PP&E. 
The hypothetical Composite Allocation example provided in the Application 
can be used to illustrate this impact.15 In this example, if Net PPE were used 
and Business Unit A were acquired for $1, then the weighted factor (f) in rows 
2 and 10 would essentially be 0% since both cells c2 and c10 would be 
0.000001 each. This would result in Allocator #1 being reduced from 1.38% 
to 0.71% (49%) and Allocator #2 being reduced from 5.33% to 3.67% (31%). 
By using Gross PPE these $1 utilities would be appropriately allocated 
corporate costs. CII has in the past and continues to acquire these bargain 
acquisition utilities. If Net PP&E were used in the Massachusetts Formula, 
these bargain acquisition utilities would be allocated much less indirect 
Corporate Costs and they instead would be allocated to other utilities with Net 
PP&E. 
 

 
4 Exhibit A-8, Order G-276-20 
5 Exhibit B-8; Panel IR 1.2.1 
6 Page 5 
7 Exhibit B-8; Panel IR 1.2.1 
8 Ibid 
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In other words, this scenario would result in the allocation of $0 in indirect costs via the Net PPE 

allocator component to the bargain utilities even though they were receiving shared services, i.e., 

these utilities would not share the costs, only the benefits. To be more precise, the bargain utilities 

would be allocated costs via the Gross Revenue and Headcount allocators but be under-allocated 

their share due to $0 being allocated to them via a Net PPE component.  

BCOAPO notes that it would be preferable to use Net Book Assets (i.e., Net PPE = Gross PPE 

less book depreciation) if it were possible: this would eliminate the $1 utility problem that comes 

when one uses the "market price" of a distressed asset as a measure of value of the net assets. 

Unfortunately, Corix has stated that it does not have Net PPE data for all of its 1,370 utility 

systems.  

Overall, BCOAPO agrees that due to the nature of Corix’s acquisitions of $1 or heavily discounted 

utilities, Gross PPE is fairer in the sense that utilities that receive benefits from shared services 

should contribute to the costs.   

Therefore, BCOAPO does not take issue with the use of the Gross PPE allocator. 

 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

Original on file signed by: 

              

Leigha Worth, Executive Director             Irina Mis, Staff Lawyer 

BC Public Interest Advocacy Centre             BC Public Interest Advocacy Centre                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 

 

 


