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CORIX MULTI-UTILITY SERVICES INC. 
RESPONSE TO BRITISH COLUMBIA UTILITIES COMMISSION 

INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2  
 

Corix Multi-Utility Services Inc.  
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for Additional Capital and 

Amended Rates for UniverCity Neighbourhood Utility Service (NUS) on Burnaby Mountain 

 

 Reference: CHANGE TO CAPITAL PLAN 
Exhibit B-8, Attachment 1, p. 5; Exhibit B-10, Attachment 2, Table 8;  
Exhibit B-1, Table 24, p. 42  
Changes to capital costs 

In Attachment 1 on page 5 of Exhibit B-8, Corix Multi-Utility Services Inc. (Corix) states that “in order to 
integrate the 6.0 MW module into the current operation with the 2.3 MW plant, Corix will need to 
upgrade the existing 2.3 MW plant,” and goes on to list three items related to the 2.3 megawatt (MW) 
module upgrades and additions. 
 
Corix further states on page 5 of Attachment 1: “A class C level estimate is provided below for the 
implementation of the additional 6.0 MW module and 2.3 MW existing plant upgrades.” 
 
The total class C level estimate provided on page 5 of Attachment 1 for the 6.0 MW additional boiler 
module is $1,200,000. One of the costs included in the class C level estimate is $85,000 for Controls. The 
description for the Controls cost is “includes new plant and upgrade to existing plant”. 

 
As provided in Table 24 on page 42 of the original application (Exhibit B-1), the estimated capital cost for 
the 8.0 MW Temporary Energy Centre (TEC) was $1,330,000, excluding engineering, salvage value, and 
project management costs. 
 
19.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the costs to upgrade the existing 2.3 MW plant are 

included as part of the $85,000 “Controls” cost. 

Response:  
Confirmed 
 

19.1.1 If confirmed, please provide a breakdown of the capital costs specifically related to 
upgrading the existing 2.3 MW plant and explain the basis for this cost estimate. 

Response:  
Corix has estimated the capital specifically related to upgrading the 2.3MW TEC controls to be $30,000. 
This estimate is derived from the cost of a full controls system for a TEC, which has historically 
amounted to approximately $55,000. The reason only $30,000 has been allocated to the 2.3 MW TEC is 
that Corix will be able to leverage the controls system in the new 6.0MW TEC for the majority of the 
front end control and therefore Corix only needs to allow for costs pertaining to labor, minor 
instrumentation and metering equipment.  
 

19.1.2 If not confirmed, please explain where Corix has accounted for these costs and provide 
a breakdown and description of the costs. 
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Response: 
Please see response to 9.1.1 
 
19.2 Please provide a capital cost breakdown which compares the $1,330,000 TEC capital cost shown 

in Table 24 of Exhibit B-1 to the $1,200,000 capital cost estimated for the 6.0 MW additional 
boiler module. Please highlight the differences between the two capital costs and explain the 
causes of the cost differences. 

Response:  
Please refer to the table below. The reduction in Plant Cost is due to elimination of the additional boiler 
module (2.0MW) as well as pumping in the 8MW TEC. The reduction in the concrete slab cost is due to 
installation of a slightly smaller slab. The controls cost increase is associated with the upgrade of the 
existing 2.3MW TEC controls system and the increase in permitting costs is based on the assumption 
that a PPA submission will be required for the 6MW TEC.  
 

 
 
 
 
Per the revised Table 8 in Attachment 2 of Exhibit B-10, the incremental project development/project 
management costs have changed compared to Table 8 in the original application for years 2016, 2018, 
2019 and 2020. 
 
19.3 Please explain the reasons for the change in incremental project development/management 

costs in each of these years. Please provide the supporting calculations for each amount and 
explain any assumptions. 

Response:  
The difference is due to the method used to calculate project management costs. Corix estimates 
project management costs at 6% of capital costs. The two tables below show the comparison of capital 
costs and the associated project management costs under the original CPCN application and (Exhibit B-
1) and under the new capital plan (Exhibit B-10). 
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 Reference: CHANGE TO CAPITAL PLAN 
Exhibit B-8: Covering Letter, p. 2; Attachment 1, p. 5; Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2, p. 12 
Space constraints and alternatives 

In the original application (Exhibit B-1), Corix lists the rationale for and the benefits of replacing the 
existing 2.3 MW TEC with a proposed 8.0 MW TEC. One of the benefits Corix states is space reduction, 
and describes as follows: 

SFU [Simon Fraser University] has indicated that with the loss of two parking lots due to 
the construction of new UniverCity residential buildings, parking space within the 
campus is limited. Providing additional parking spaces to accommodate a second small 
TEC module would be a challenge. 

On page 2 of the covering letter to Exhibit B-8, Corix provides the following response to Directive 3 of 
Order G-215-15: 

Corix has elected not to proceed with the installation of the 8 MW TEC as proposed in 
the CPCN application. Corix has instead elected to retain the existing 2.3 MW TEC in 
service and supplement this capacity with an additional and separate 6 MW TEC. 

In Attachment 1 of Exhibit B-8, Corix states that it has “discussed the implementation of this second 
module with its partner, the SFU Community Trust, and they have indicated that they fully support this 
addition.” 
 
20.1 Based on Corix’s statement provided in the above preamble, please confirm, or explain 

otherwise, that the space issue related to adding a second TEC module has now been resolved. 

Exhibit B-1       Table 8

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Capital 30,000            1,655,000     390,000     1,246,000      785,000     65,000       

Capital PM assumption 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%

PM cost 1,800              99,300          23,400       74,760           47,100       3,900         

Dev/Legal 22,260            12,960          11,660       13,160           11,660       11,660       

PM/Legal/Dev. Costs 24,060            112,260        35,060       87,920           58,760       15,560       

Exhibit B-10       Table 8

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Capital 30,000           1,755,000      390,000       1,246,000    585,000     390,000     

Capital PM assumption 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%

PM cost 1,800             105,300         23,400         74,760         35,100       23,400       

Dev/Legal 22,260           11,660           11,660         11,660         11,660       11,660       

PM/Legal/Dev. Costs 24,060           116,960         35,060         86,420         46,760       35,060       
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Response: 
Corix and SFU Community Trust are currently working with SFU staff to determine an appropriate 
location for the second TEC module. We anticipate that a final location will be determined before the 
end of April 2016.  
 

20.1.1 If confirmed, please explain how circumstances have now changed to enable the 
addition of a second TEC and why such accommodations were not considered possible 
when the original application was filed. 

Response: 
As was stated in the original CPCN (Exhibit B-1) use of additional parking space for a TEC “would be a 
challenge”.  In light of the changed circumstances related to the financial implications for the utility of 
the 8 MW option, further discussions with SFU Community Trust resulted in their support of 
implementing a second module.  
 
20.2 When developing the new capital plan presented in Exhibit B-8, did Corix investigate any other 

alternatives beyond the proposed 6.0 MW TEC addition? If yes, please describe each of these 
alternatives and explain why it was not chosen. If not, please explain why not. 

Response: 
Corix reviewed options that would maintain the existing 2.3 MW TEC in service. Size constraints within 
the existing TEC container do not allow for increases to the capacity of the 2.3 MW TEC. Adding an 
additional TEC with sufficient capacity to serve anticipated load until such time as a low carbon energy 
system can be implemented was determined to be the most cost effective approach. 
 
Corix states on page 5 of Exhibit B-8 that it will be required to “prepare and submit a full Preliminary 
Plan Approval (PPA) through the City of Burnaby” as well as a “full Building Permit (BP) in order to 
ensure the new module is built and installed in accordance with the BC Building Code and local code 
requirements.” 
 
20.3 Please provide a status update on the Preliminary Plan Approval and Building Permit. Have 

these been submitted to the City of Burnaby at this time? 

Response:  
Corix is currently working on preparation of materials for the Preliminary Plan Approval and Building 
Permit submissions 
 

20.3.1 If yes, have the approvals been granted? 

Response: 
Please see response to 20.3 
 

20.3.2 If no, what is Corix’s planned timeline for submitting the PPA and BP and the expected 
time until approval is granted? 

Response:  
Corix is planning on submitting PPA and BP applications in May 2016. The anticipated timeframe for 
approval is 3-4 months from the date of submission. 
 
20.4 Based on Corix’s new capital plan, please provide an updated project timeline, including the 
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estimated date of completion of the new 6.0 MW TEC module. 

Response:  
Please see the updated project timeline below. 
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 Reference: CHANGE TO CAPITAL PLAN 
Exhibit B-10, Attachment 2, Table 11; Exhibit B-1, Table 11, p. 22 
Changes to fuel costs 

Based on the revised Table 11 in Attachment 2 of Exhibit B-10, forecast natural gas demand in 2016 has 
decreased by 17,362 gigajoules (GJ) to 18,819 GJ. 
 
21.1 Please explain the reason for this decrease in forecast 2016 natural gas demand. 

Response:  
The reduction in energy demand is due to delays in build-out compared to the build-out schedule 
assumed in the original CPCN filing (Exhibit B-1).   
 
21.2 In consideration of the large reduction in forecast 2016 natural gas demand, what is the 

likelihood that 2017 natural gas demand will also be lower than expected? Please discuss. 

Response:  
Based on current development activity and build-out schedules Corix believes that the forecast for 
energy use in 2017 is accurately reflected in the model. 
 
 
21.3 Please explain why Corix’s forecast for annual electricity costs (i.e. the electricity cost per 

megawatt hour) has increased compared to the original forecast. Please explain the changes in 
any assumptions and why Corix considers this revised forecast to be more appropriate. 

Response:  
The revised cost per MWh values shown in Table 11 of Exhibit B-10 Attachment 2 include changes to the 
assumed BC Hydro rate class and incorporate a methodology for calculating the expected demand 
charges for the utility.   
 

 Reference: CHANGE TO CAPITAL PLAN 
Exhibit B-10, Attachment 2, Table 17; Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 9.5 
Revenue deficiency deferral account 

22.1 Please provide a revised continuity schedule for the revenue deficiency deferral account for 
years 2011 through 2026 in a similar format to the continuity schedule provided in response to 
BCUC IR 9.5. 

Response:  
Please see the table below. 

 
 
22.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that Corix is still proposing to fully recover the balance in 
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the revenue deficiency deferral account by year 2026 (i.e. a 15-year levelization period), as was 
approved in Order G-215-15. 

Response:  
Confirmed 

 Reference: CHANGE TO CAPITAL PLAN 
Exhibit B-8, Covering Letter, pp. 1–4; Order G-215-15 
Directives in Order G-215-15 

In its January 20, 2016 filing to the Commission (Exhibit B-8), Corix responded to each of the 
Commission’s directives in Order G-215-15. 
 
Corix states on page 2 of Exhibit B-8 that Directives 3 and 4 of Order G-215-15 as well as a portion of 
Directive 5 are no longer applicable due to Corix electing to “retain the existing 2.3 MW TEC in service…” 
 
Further, in response to Directive 6 of Order G-215-15, Corix states on page 4 of Exhibit B-8 that it 
“requests approval of the updated rate base, revenue requirement and rates as described in the 
company’s response to directive 5.” 
 
23.1 In consideration of Corix’s proposed change in capital plan and the impact the change has had 

on many of the directives in Order G-215-15, is Corix seeking relief from the Commission of the 
applicable directives in Order G-215-15? 

Response: 
Yes, Corix requests relief from certain directives in Order G-215-15 that are no longer applicable or that 
need to be modified under the revised capital plan, as set out below. 
 
  

23.1.1 If yes, please specifically state the directives with which relief is being sought by Corix 
and why relief is appropriate. 

Response:  
 
Relief from Directive 3.  
This directive is no longer applicable since, as was discussed in our response (Exhibit B-8) to Order G-
215-15, Corix has elected to retain the 2.3 MW TEC in service and to add a second 6 MW TEC.  
 
Relief from Directive 4.  
Given that the utility has proposed to implement a revised capital plan that maintains the 2.3 MW TEC in 
service, it is the view of Corix that the information requested in Directive 4 related to the net book value 
of the 2.3 MW TEC at the time that it was proposed to be removed from service under the assumptions 
in the original CPCN (Exhibit B-1) is no longer relevant and Corix requests relief from this directive. 
 
Relief from Directive 5. 
Given that Corix has proposed to implement a revised capital plan that maintains the 2.3 MW TEC in 
service, and given that the utility has filed an updated schedule of residential rates, including the initial 
2016 and 15 year levelized rate in dollars per MW hour (see Exhibit B-8), Corix requests relief from this 
directive.  
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Relief from Directive 6. 
Corix requests relief from this directive and requests the following revised approvals that reflect the 
revised capital plan: 
 
Approval is granted under sections 60 and 61 of the UCA as follows: 

 
a. the rate base as provided in Exhibit B-10 Attachment 2 Table 12; 
  
b. the revenue requirement as provided in Exhibit B-10 Attachment 2 Table 14 and consistent with the 

recent Commission decision in the Phase 2 Generic Cost of Capital proceeding applicable to small 
thermal energy utilities: 
 

i. a deemed capital structure of 57.5 percent debt and 42.5 percent equity; 
ii. long term debt financing costs estimated at 3.75 percent; 
iii. a return on equity of 9.5 percent, which is based on the current low risk benchmark equity 

return plus 75 basis points to account for additional risk related to the development of the small 
scale energy utility; 

iv. operating costs as set out in Exhibit B-10 Attachment 2 Tables 10 and 11; and 
v. a 15-year levelized rate structure with 11 years remaining, as set out in Exhibit B-10 Attachment 

2 Table 15; and 
 

c. the accounting treatment of the following: 
 
i. an updated revenue deferral account which is used to record those portions of revenue 

requirements which are not recovered in the early stages of development, with the goal of 
complete recovery of the funds over the 15-year rate levelization period, as set out in Exhibit B-
10 Attachment 2 Tables 12 and 17, and Exhibit B-11 Corix response to 22.1; and 

ii. the rate design as set out in Exhibit B-10 Attachment 2 Table 16. 
 

 
23.1.2 If not, please explain why not. 

Response: 
Please see our response to 23.1.1. 
 
 




