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Q.

WHAT IS YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION AND BUSINESS ADDRESS?
My name is Jennifer Ntiamoah. | am a Ultility Analyst for the Utah Office of
Consumer Services (“ OCS”). My business address is 160 East 300

South, Salt Lake City, Utah.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE.

| earned a Bachelor of Science in Mathematics and a Master’s degree in
Energy and Natural Resource Economics from the Kwame Nkrumah
University of Science and Technology, as well as a Master’s degree in
Mineral and Energy Economics from the Colorado School of Mines. Earlier
in my career, | worked in the banking sector in Ghana, serving as a
Banking Operations Officer. Prior to joining the Office of Consumer
Services in August 2025, | was a Graduate Research Assistant at the
Colorado School of Mines, where | worked in collaboration with the
National Laboratory of the Rockies (formerly NREL) on a Department of
Energy-funded grid modernization project focused on decarbonization
technologies within the U.S. electricity sector. | have completed The
Basics: Practical Regulatory Training course through New Mexico State
University, and the Wisconsin Public Utility Institute’s Energy Utility Basics
training program. | have not previously submitted testimony before the
Public Service Commission of Utah (“PSC”), but | have contributed to

OCS filings in various other dockets.
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Q.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testimony is to address end-user protection issues in
Corix Utah City Heating and Cooling LLC’s (“Corix”) proposed Thermal
Tariff.? 1 will also introduce OCS'’s expert witness, David Garrett, who will
provide testimony regarding the cost of capital. Exhibit OCS 1.1D will

contain copies of all Data Responses referenced in my testimony.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE CORIX APPLICATION.

Corix is a new, “greenfield” thermal utility seeking Commission approval,
through this General Rate Case (“GRC”), of its initial Thermal Tariff,
including the final base rates and terms of service for the Utah City district
energy system in Vineyard, Utah.? While the PSC approved interim rates
so Corix could begin serving its first connected building in August 2026,
those temporary rates are “subject to refund or surcharge” pending
completion of the final adjudication of this GRC Application.® Corix is
seeking final base rate approval for a two-part rate structure consisting of
a Capacity Charge of $15.85 per kW per month and an Energy

Charge of $0.0417 per kWh; a total delivery revenue requirement of
$4,639,486 and a total energy supply revenue requirement of $268,629 for
the test period; a deemed capital structure of 50% equity and 50% debt

with a return on equity of 10.5% and a cost of debt of 7.49%; an Energy

" Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0.
2 Application, pp.7,11.
3 PSC Order Approving Interim Rates, p.12 (June 19, 2026).
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Cost Reconciliation Account (ECRA) to pass through energy supply costs;
and a Revenue Deficiency Deferral Account (RDDA) to levelize rates over

the development’s 20 year build-out period.

WHAT ASPECTS OF THE GRC IS THE OCS ADDRESSING IN THIS
CASE?

My testimony focuses solely on the issues related to end-user protection. |
will identify gaps in protection for end users in this case, identify five
categories of issues requiring additional protections and make
recommendations to remedy these problems. In addition, OCS Witness
Garrett recommends a capital structure of 50% equity and 50% debt,
consistent with Corix’s proposal, but proposes a cost of debt of 5.5%,
rather than the 7.49% Corix has requested, and a return on equity (ROE)
of 9.0%, rather than the 10.5% Corix has requested in this proceeding.*
Silence on any issue by the OCS should not be interpreted as either

support or opposition.

WHO IS THE ACTUAL “CUSTOMER” UNDER CORIX’S PROPOSED
TARIFF?

For the Utah City development specifically, the only current customer is
Flagborough L.L.C, or its affiliates, the project developer, ® because under

Corix’s proposed structure, the direct customer of the utility is Developer

4 Application, pp.7,11.
5 Application, p.5 n.5.



67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

OCS-1D NTIAMOAH 26-2666-01 Page 4 of 25

or the building owner not the end-user tenant.® Accordingly, throughout
my testimony, Customer refers to the building owner or developer, not the
end-user tenant. Corix bills the Customer directly and the Customer then

allocates these charges to the individual end-user tenants.”

Thus, the end-users, who will primarily be the residential and small
commercial consumers OCS is tasked with representing, do not benefit

from the standard utility customer protections.

HOW DOES THIS STRUCTURE CREATE A GAP IN END-USER
PROTECTION?

This structure creates a significant vulnerability for the end-user tenants.
The protections built into the proposed tariff are structured almost entirely
around the Customer rather than the end-user. To close this gap, the PSC
must require Corix to update the proposed tariff to include terms of service
for its Customers that require a reasonable set of protections for the
ultimate end users. Corix has made informal commitments to address
some of the protections through discovery® and in the interim rate hearing
held as part of this docket on June 11,2026.° However, these must be

codified in tariff language and expanded to provide protections more

7 Direct Testimony of Hockley, p.6, lines 113-115.

7 Direct Testimony of Hockley, p.6, lines 113-115.

80CS 3.1,34,3.5

9 Hearing on Interim Rates, Tr. pp.25,35 (June 11, 2026; Testimony of Hang Hockley)
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87 analogous to those that Utah'’s residential and small commercial
88 consumers have come to expect from regulated utilities.
89

90 Q. WHAT SPECIFIC END-USER PROTECTION ISSUES DO YOU

91 ADDRESS?

92 A | address five critical areas where tenants need formal protection:

93 e Codifying Existing Commitments: | identify the critical concessions

94 Corix has already agreed to make during discovery and the interim rate

95 hearing that must be implemented into the tariff before it is approved.

96 e Fair Cost Allocation: | evaluate the costs and benefits associated with

97 individual sub-metering and the floor-area allocation methods proposed by

98 Corix.

99 ¢ Disconnection Protections: | address notice provisions to the tenants if
100 the Customer falls behind on the utility bill.
101 e Information Packet Disclosures: | propose specific improvements to
102 strengthen both the timing and the content of Corix's proposed end-user
103 information packet so tenants receive transparent disclosures regarding
104 rates and terms of service before signing a lease.
105 e Dispute Resolution Backstop: | address how to establish an enforceable
106 regulatory safety net that gives tenants direct recourse when landlords fail
107 to resolve billing complaints or meet the terms and conditions included in
108 the tariff.

109
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110 PROPOSED TARIFF COMMITMENTS

111 Q. ARE THERE ISSUES IN THE PROPOSED TARIFF THAT CORIX HAS

112 ALREADY AGREED TO RESOLVE?

113 A Yes. During the discovery process, Corix formally made three

114 commitments to update its proposed tariff to protect tenants: including
115 both the capacity and energy charges under the no mark-up rule,

116 extending the dispute escalation path to end-users for resolving a dispute
117 with Corix and codifying a cessation-of-service notice timeline.'® | will
118 summarize the commitments here and address those that require

119 additional work in subsequent sections of my testimony.

120

121 Q. WHAT DID CORIX COMMIT TO REGARDING MARK-UPS?

122 A The proposed tariff prohibited property owners from marking up Corix’s

123 utility costs before billing tenants, but it failed to separately name the

124 variable Energy Charge and the fixed Capacity Charge as subject to that
125 rule.’ Because the fixed Capacity Charge represents about 75% of a

126 tenant's total utility bill,’? this omission left a major loophole for landlords to
127 add hidden administrative fees. In discovery response, Corix explicitly

128 committed to submitting revised tariff language naming both charges as
129 subject to the no mark-up rule."3

130

0'0CS 3.1,3.4,35

" Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0, §B.3,p.7.

2 Application, Attachment 1, Appendix A, Schedule 19; OCS 3.3.
3 0CS 3.1
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Q.

WHAT DID CORIX COMMIT TO REGARDING AN END-USER DISPUTE
ESCALATION PATH?

Section 30 of the proposed tariff gave direct "Customers" (the landlords) a
clear, three-step dispute escalation path (Utility to DPU to PSC) with
service protections while a dispute is being investigated, but restricted
end-user tenants to complaining strictly to the utility.' In discovery
response, Corix committed to submitting updated tariff language giving
tenants the exact same three-step escalation path and service protections

during disputes.’

WHAT DID CORIX COMMIT TO REGARDING CESSATION OF
SERVICE AND PLANNED SERVICE OUTAGES?

The proposed tariff contains no provisions protecting end-users if the
Customer fails to pay their utility bill, meaning paying tenants could face a
cessation of service immediately without warning.'® In discovery
response, Corix committed to writing its cessation-of-service timeline
directly into the tariff text."”” These updates will include several key tenant
protections:

e A requirement for Customers to notify end-users within 48 hours of

receiving a written notice of cessation of service from Corix.

4 Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0, §B.30,pp.22-23.
5 0CS 3.4

16 Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0, §B.15

70CS 3.2,35
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151 e Conspicuous physical postings by Corix on the affected premises and

152 on its website within 48 hours of issuing a cessation notice to the

153 Customer.

154 ¢ An extension of the advance notice period for cessation of service due
155 to non-payment from 14 calendar days to 30 calendar days for

156 premises with a registered medical condition.

157 ¢ An extension of the advance notice period for planned service outages
158 from 7 calendar days to 14 calendar days for premises with a

159 registered medical condition.

160

161 Q. DO THESE PROPOSED COMMITMENTS COMPLETELY ELIMINATE
162 THE CESSATION OF SERVICE RISKS FOR END-USERS?

163 A No, they do not. While these updates close critical notification gaps, they

164 cannot prevent a building-wide cessation of service if the Customer fails to
165 pay the utility bill. Because paying end-users still face the ultimate,

166 unavoidable risk of losing their heating and cooling due to the Customer's
167 non-payment, this risk must be prominently disclosed to prospective end-
168 users in a pre-lease Information Packet as | will further address later in
169 this testimony.

170

171 FAIR ALLOCATION OF CAPACITY AND ENERGY COSTS AND SUB-

172 METERING
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Q.

WHAT DOES THE PROPOSED TARIFF REQUIRE REGARDING THE
ALLOCATION OF CAPACITY AND ENERGY COST TO END-USERS?
Section 3(a) of the proposed tariff requires that any allocation of thermal
energy costs by the Customer to end-users must be “fair, reasonable and
transparent”.'®The tariff treats the two components of the bill differently.
For the fixed Capacity Charge, which represents approximately 75% of the
tenant’s total utility bill,’> Section 3(a)(i) requires that it be allocated “based
on floor area or other reasonable proxy”, and expressly states that
“‘consumption volume is not a valid allocator for the fixed portion of the
utility bill.”*® For the variable Energy Charge, Section 3(a)(ii) allows the
Customer to meet the fair-allocation standard simply by dividing the
charge by floor area, but only where end-users are “of similar type” (such

as all residential) '°.

IS A SIMPLE FLOOR-AREA ALLOCATION A REASONABLE METHOD
FOR ALLOCATING ENERGY COSTS?

No. Corix stated that it has "no data, study or analysis showing that floor
area accurately reflects actual energy consumption where tenants have
independent temperature control”?® and characterizes the resulting

mismatch as a “zero-sum difference” where “one user would be allocated

'8 Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0, §B.3(a) & (a)(ii),pp.7-8.
9 1d.
200CS 3.3



OCS-1D NTIAMOAH 26-2666-01 Page 10 of 25

193 more while another offsetting user would be allocated less."?' Thus, Corix
194 is admitting that floor-area billing is inherently inaccurate and will actively
195 overcharge certain end-users to subsidize others. The idea that this

196 inaccuracy is a “zero-sum difference” reflects a utility perspective and an
197 unfortunate indifference to outcome of having lower-usage end users

198 subsidize higher-usage end users. While Corix asserts these differences
199 are "minor," they have provided no data, study, or analysis to support this
200 claim.??

201

202 Q. DO YOU HAVE SIMILAR CONCERNS REGARDING THE ALLOCATION

203 OF THE CAPACITY CHARGE?

204 A Yes. The same flaw affects the Capacity Charge, and at greater scale.

205 The tariff allocates the Capacity Charge strictly by floor area regardless of

206 tenant type, occupancy, or actual demand with no “ similar type” limitation

207 at all, unlike the Energy Charge rule.'® Because the Capacity Charge

208 makes up roughly three quarters of a tenant’s bill,'? a floor area allocation

209 here overcharges and undercharges tenants on a much larger dollar basis

210 than the Energy Charge disparity discussed above. In practice, this

211 method forces energy-conserving end-users to pay higher utility bills to

212 actively subsidize the high energy consumption of their neighbors and
21d.

221d.
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213 does not distinguish between end users with inherently different energy
214 intensities.
215

216 Q DOES FLOOR-AREA ALLOCATION METHOD CREATE UNFAIR COST

217 ALLOCATIONS FOR END-USERS?

218 A It creates potentially severe billing inequities because floor-area allocation
219 method completely ignores the large differences in energy intensity

220 between different types of spaces and tenants. This affects both

221 components of the bill: the tariff permits the Customer to divide the

222 Capacity Charge by floor area regardless of tenant type,'® and to divide
223 the Energy Charge the same way wherever end-users are “of similar

224 type”. In mixed-use buildings, the tariff permits the Customer to divide a
225 single master bill strictly by square footage, without regard to how much
226 energy any individual tenant or space actually uses. Corix’s current tariff
227 provisions regarding the allocation of costs to end users are inconsistent
228 with the longstanding regulatory principles of matching costs to cost

229 causation and clearly results in cost shifts increasing the burden on lower
230 use end users.

231

232 Q. HOW DOES THIS ALLOCATION RELATE TO COMMON AREAS OF
233 THE BUILDINGS?
234 A Neither the proposed tariff nor Corix's rate application accounts for shared,

235 high-energy common amenities separately. They simply get folded into the
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236 same floor-area split as everything else. A prime example of the potential
237 complications caused by this approach is Utah City’s planned 26,896-
238 square-foot swimming pool,2® which will be operational from the early

239 phases of construction. According to the engineering study filed by

240 Corix’s own consultant, Ramboll, a commercial swimming pool consumes
241 598.25 kWh per square meter per year, which is more than five times the
242 111.44 kWh consumed annually by a standard residential unit.?* Because
243 the tariff defaults to floor-area allocation for both charges, a residential
244 family’s or small commercial tenant’s share of the massive energy costs to
245 heat that swimming pool is calculated based entirely on the square

246 footage of their individual unit, regardless of whether they ever use the
247 pool. This approach could also increase the overall average cost per

248 square foot and potentially further distort the outcome of allocating costs.
249

250 Q. DOES THE TARIFF OFFER AN ALTERNATIVE TO FLOOR-AREA

251 ALLOCATION FOR RESIDENTIAL TENANTS?

252 A Section 7 of the proposed tariff provides two options, the automatic path
253 and the case by case path, for having individual end user metering. Under
254 the “automatic” path, the Customer (building owner) must bear 100% of
255 the cost to purchase, install, and administer those meters, while strictly
256 banning them from passing any of these costs to residential end-users.?®

23 Application, Attachment 1, Appendix A, Schedule 16, line 8.
24 Corix Exhibit 6.2, Ramboll Technical Memorandum, p.2, Table 1.
25 Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0, §B.7,p.9
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257 Under the case-by-case exemption path, every sub-metered unit must
258 have an anticipated load of 1,000 kW or greater. The Customer is
259 responsible for all metering costs under both paths.

260

261 Q. DOES EITHER OPTION PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR

262 INDIVIDUAL METERING FOR RESIDENTIAL END USERS?

263 A No residential end-user can qualify under either path in practice. The
264 requirement of an anticipated load of 1,000 kW or greater is nearly 100
265 times the 10.59 kW peak demand of a typical 950-square foot apartment,
266 based Corix’s own financial schedules.?®

267

268 Q. DO YOU SUPPORT CHANGING THE REQUIREMENTS TO ALLOW OR

269 REQUIRE SUB-METERING FOR RESIDENTIAL END USERS?

270 A No. A simple cost-benefit analysis shows that individual sub-metering is
271 not financially viable for a standard apartment unit. The high cost of

272 physical thermal meters relative to their billing benefit reflects an economic
273 reality, not a regulatory barrier. According to the sub-metering cost

274 analysis submitted by Corix in discovery response, purchasing, installing,
275 and administering three separate meters per apartment; one each for

276 cooling, heating and hot water costs $580.85 annually per unit.?’

277 Individual billing typically yields energy savings of only 10% to 15%.28

26 Application, Attachment 1, Appendix A, Schedule 19
27 OCS 4.1(a)-(b) and Attachment 1
28 |d.
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278 Because the variable Energy Charge represents only 25.3% of a typical
279 tenant’s annual thermal bill ($682 of $2,696) with the remaining 74.7%

280 locked into the fixed Capacity Charge, realistic savings from that

281 conservation range between $68.20 and $102.30 annually.?® Weighed
282 against the $580.85 annual cost, this produces a net annual cost of

283 $478.55 to $512.65 per apartment, a cost that would likely be passed on
284 to end-users. Given the cost-benefit outcome, mandating physical

285 individual sub-meters would actually increase the overall housing costs for
286 tenants by roughly $500 per year. Even eliminating the 1,000 kW

287 threshold entirely or reducing it so that every individual apartment could be
288 sub-metered would not resolve the underlying issue. In summary, the

289 benefits do not outweigh the costs of individual meters and | instead

290 recommend that a different cost allocation method be used to better reflect
291 cost causation.

292

293 Q. DOES CORIX PROVIDE ANY EVIDENCE THAT CAN BE USED TO

294 REQUIRE COST ALLOCATION MORE REFLECTIVE OF COST

295 CAUSATION?

296 A Yes. Corix’s own engineering consultant, Ramboll, documents in the

297 Technical Memorandum supporting this application that energy use varies
298 significantly by usage type. The floor area methodology used in Corix’s
299 tariff is inconsistent with the finding provided in the Technical

29 1d.
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300 Memorandum. Ramboll’'s memorandum states that the actual calculated
301 intensities for residential, retail, large offices and groceries range from
302 38.4W/m? to 62.1W/m? for heating and 56.6W/m? to 82.4W/m? for cooling.
303 Despite these findings, the heating and cooling design intensities were
304 “unified” across all building types, to a single 50W/m? (heating) and

305 70W/m? (cooling), explicitly “to establish a robust design envelope for

306 district infrastructure at the early stage of development.”° | emphasize
307 that the analytical results that were “unified” into a single number for

308 design purposes are not, in fact, uniform, but rather are quite diverse.?’
309

310 Q. WHAT ACTIONS SHOULD CORIX TAKE TO RESOLVE THESE COST
311 ALLOCATION ISSUES?

312 A. To resolve these cost allocation issues, | recommend the tariff be amended

313 so that the terms of service require the Customer to use an allocation
314 method that augments the simplistic formula of floor-area with an

315 adjustment to reflect different energy intensities of different types of end
316 uses, consistent with the analysis presented in the Technical

317 Memorandum. Allocating cost by energy intensity corrects that cross-
318 subsidy without incurring the sub-metering costs discussed above.

319

320

30 Corix Exhibit 6.2, Ramboll Technical Memorandum, p.2, Section 3 (Peak Load and
District Diversification)
31d.
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Q. DO YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS ON HOW THIS
INTENSITY-BASED ALLOCATION REQUIREMENT SHOULD BE
IMPLEMENTED?

A. Because this allocation method affects how end-users are billed, | further
recommend the Customer be required to disclose this method to
prospective tenants before lease signing, so tenants understand how

shared amenity costs are allocated before they sign.

DISCONNECTION PROTECTIONS (CESSATION OF SERVICE)
Q. WHAT ARE THE RISKS TO END-USERS UNDER CORIX’S PROPOSED
TARIFF’S ORIGINAL CESSATION OF SERVICE RULES?
A. As originally proposed, Section 15 of the tariff provides no direct
protections or notices to end-users before a shutoff occurs because it
solely addresses discontinuation for the Customer (the building owner or

developer).3?

Q. WHAT IS YOUR CONCERN ABOUT CORIX'S ORIGINAL
DISCONNECTION RULES?

A. Because Corix bills at the building level using bulk meters, a landlord's
financial default allows Corix to shut off service to an entire building,

potentially leaving significant number of occupants in a development that

32 Corix Thermal Tariff, Exhibit 1.0, §B.15
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A.

Q.

is approximately 91% residential without heating, cooling, or hot water.
This remains true even if individual end-users have paid their rent and
their allocated share of the utility bill in full. | noted earlier in my testimony
that Corix has stated it intends to update the tariff to require Customers to
notify end-users within 48 hours of receiving a notice of discontinuation
from Corix. Corix’s proposed changes are important improvements, but do

not go far enough.

IS THERE ANOTHER RELEVANT AUTHORITY TO CONSIDER IN
EVALUATING END USER DISCONTINUATION PROTECTIONS?

Yes. | note that Rule 746-200 of the Utah Administrative Code governs
residential utility service for electric, gas, water, and sewer utilities, which
includes protections against discontinuance. Specifically, in rental property
situations where the tenant is not the account holder, the rule requires the
utility to post a notice of the proposed termination service on the premises
in a conspicuous place, and to make reasonable efforts to give actual
notice to occupants, at least five calendar days before the proposed
termination.33This rule does not apply to Corix, which is classified as a

“heat corporation” under Utah Code.§ 54-2-1(16).

WHAT ACTIONS SHOULD BE TAKEN TO ESTABLISH MEANINGFUL

DISCONNECTION PROTECTIONS FOR END-USERS?

33 Utah Admin. Code R746-200-7(G)(4)
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A.

Q.

| recommend Corix update its commitment to include a requirement that it
will post a conspicuous notice of a pending cessation of service on the
premises and that the Customer make reasonable efforts to provide direct
notice to affected end-users at least five calendar days’ before a proposed
cessation, consistent with the protection Utah Admin. Code R746-200-

7(G)(4) provides to similarly situated rental tenants.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION AND COMPLAINT BACKSTOP

WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE TARIFF REGARDING A FUNCTIONAL
DISPUTE RESOLUTION BACKSTOP FOR END-USERS?

Corix has made commitments to update its tariff regarding end user
dispute resolution rights, both in discovery response and at the interim
hearing. It further indicated in discovery response a willingness to make
additional changes recommended by the OCS34. | appreciate this
responsiveness. However, after conduction the analysis leading up to this
testimony, | have concluded that it is uncertain that the full processes
contained within Corix’s commitments are available within the parameters
of our regulatory system. | would need to see the specific revised tariff
language to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the current state of
end user dispute resolution. | note that the updated tariff language will not

be available until rebuttal testimony is filed, but am optimistic that the OCS

34 OCS 3.4(a)
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will have ongoing discussions with Corix prior to the filing of rebuttal and

may be able to jointly update our position in that testimony.

END-USER DISCLOSURE AND INFORMATION PACKET

Q.

WHAT DOES CORIX PROPOSE REGARDING AN INFORMATION
PACKET TO BE DISTRIBUTED TO END-USERS?

In discovery, Corix committed to developing a digital information packet
containing a general overview of the district energy system and billing
practices, which it plans to post on its website and provide to building

owners to distribute to end-users at the time of move-in.3®

DOES OCS AGREE WITH THIS APPROACH?

No. | appreciate the efforts of Corix to establish the concept of an
information packet. However, additional content needs to be included as
well as different requirements for when Corix’s customers must provide

the information packet to end users.

WHY IS THE TIMELINE AS IT NOW EXISTS INSUFFICIENT?

Providing this packet to end users at move-in is far too late because the
end-user has already signed their lease, without the necessary information
to make an informed decision. Because end users face unique risks

under this tariff, such as having their heating or cooling shut off if their

35 0CS 3.6
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408 landlord defaults on the utility bill, they must be fully informed of these
409 rules before they commit to a property.
410

411 Q. WHAT ADDITIONAL CONTENT DO YOU RECOMMEND?

412 A Corix's proposed packet only provides a generic system overview and
413 completely omits critical consumer disclosures that are standard for direct
414 utility customers in Utah. Specifically, the proposed packet fails to

415 disclose:

416 e what circumstances could trigger a cessation of service and what
417 notice period applies;3¢

418 ¢ the specific requirements for notification in the case of a pending
419 cessation so that end users can make alternate arrangements®’ ;
420 and

421 e an explanation that end-users do not have the same rights under
422 the tariff as the Customer or that other utility end users have under
423 different statutes and rules.

424 In addition to these disclosures and notices, the Information Packet should
425 also address an end-user’s right to obtain the utility’s bill to the Customer
426 (i.e. its landlord) and a refund remedy for verified over-collection.

427

428 Q. WHY IS THIS INFORMATION IMPORTANT?

3 OCS 3.2 (b)
37 1.
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429 A The tariff as written does not provide the end user any protection for over
430 billing. Therefore | recommend the following changes:

431 e The information packet should disclose the Customer’s chosen
432 allocation methodology to each end-user;

433 e The tariff should be modified to extend the same bill-access and
434 refund right to end-users;

435 e The end-user should be able to obtain the portion of the Utility’s bill
436 to the Customer used to calculate that end-user’s allocation; and
437 e The end user should be entitled to a refund with interest, consistent
438 with Section 11 of the tariff.

439

440 Q. WHAT ADDITIONAL PROCESS DO YOU RECOMMEND?

441 A, | recommend that Corix make it a term of service for the Customer that
442 they must provide the information packet to potential tenants prior to the
443 time that a lease is signed and again when the end user moves into the
444 building. The PSC has relevant precedence in which it approved pre-lease
445 disclosure as part of an adequate tenant-protection package in an

446 analogous master-metering context. In Docket No. 24-035-05, a case in
447 which Rocky Mountain Power requested temporary master-metering

448 exemption, the Commission approved the arrangement only because it
449 was conditioned on a package of safeguards provided to tenants including
450 a "Pre-leasing Notice" to inform prospective tenants about the master-

451 meter arrangement, the allocation of charges, and the complaint process
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before a lease agreement is executed.® In that case, the PSC explicitly
found that pre-lease disclosures provide necessary and adequate
protections and transparency for tenants on key utility terms. | recommend
Corix follow this established precedent by including in its terms of service
a requirement that its customers distribute the packet before lease signing
so prospective end-user tenants have the necessary information to make
an informed decision, and again at move-in, to reinforce these terms as

the tenant begins service.

CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF OCS RECOMMENDATIONS

Q.

WHAT ARE OCS'S KEY RECOMMENDATIONS BEFORE THE PSC
APPROVES THE TARIFF?
To resolve the end-user protection gaps identified in my testimony, |
recommend Corix be required to implement the following changes before
the tariff is approved. Absent these changes, | recommend the PSC reject
the proposed tariff as not being in the public interest.
e Corix must update its tariff to incorporate all commitments made
during discovery and in the interim rate hearing, including:
o applying the zero mark-up rule to both capacity and energy
charges,
o additional commitments regarding end-user dispute

resolution, and

38 Docket No. 24-035-05, Order Approving Exemption by Appeal and Temporary master
Metering Contract, pp. 8-9.
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474 o additional changes regarding notice of cessation of service
475 and planned service outages with my recommended

476 updates and changes.

477 e Corix should make changes to its terms and services to ensure that
478 the Customer allocates their thermal utility rates to end users in a
479 manner that more accurately reflects differences in actual usage,
480 specifically by utilizing the different energy intensities calculated in
481 the Technical Memorandum to augment the floor-area method.
482 e Corix should update its commitments regarding end user

483 protections in the case of discontinuance of to include a longer
484 lead time of at least five calendar days before a proposed

485 cessation for both the Corix commitment to post a conspicuous
486 notice of a pending cessation of service on the premises and the
487 requirement that the Customer make reasonable efforts to provide
488 direct notice to affected end-users.

489 e Corix should update its tariff to reflect its commitments for

490 additional end user dispute resolution process. | note that | cannot
491 make a final recommendation on Corix’s proposed changes to the
492 end-user dispute resolution until | see its specific additional tariff
493 language, although | anticipate additional collaboration on this
494 issue between now and when rebuttal testimony is filed.

495 e Corix should update its requirements regarding the Information

496 Packet as follows:
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497 o Corix should update its tariff to require the Customer to
498 provide the Information Packet to end users both prior to
499 signing a lease and again when the end user moves in.
500 o The Information Packet content should be required to be
501 expanded to also include the following:

502 = what circumstances could trigger a cessation of

503 service and what notice period applies;3°

504 = the specific requirements for notification in the case of
505 a pending cessation so that end users can make
506 alternate arrangements*? ;

507 = an explanation that end-users do not have the same
508 rights under the tariff as the Customer and that other
509 utility end users have under different statutes and
510 rules, and

511 = adisclosure of the Customer’s chosen allocation
512 methodology to each end-user;

513 e Corix should modify the tariff to extend the same bill-access and
514 refund right to end-users now given to the Customer and to give the
515 end-user the ability to obtain the portion of the Ultility’s bill to the
516 Customer used to calculate that end-user’s allocation

517

518 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

39 0CS 3.2 (b)
40 |d.
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519 A. Yes, it does.





